[image: image1.png]& adum





Your Community’s Needs

Preface
1. Introduction
2. The Euromosaic model and results
3. Needs analysis
i. The SMILE Report
4. Clusters and needs
i. General observations
ii. CLUSTERS 1 and 2
iii. CLUSTER 3
iv. CLUSTER 4
v. CLUSTER 5
vi. State languages and stateless languages
vii. Economic Development
5.  Typology construction
6.  Language and the New Economy
i. HLT Scales
ii. Needs
Preface

The following document involves a draft of the work associated with this WP.  To recall, the intention is to develop a needs analysis which allows us to develop a typology of LGs based on needs which can then be linked to funding opportunities.  Clearly considerable work is still required.  However, in order to insure that this becomes a collaborative exercise that informs the remainder of the project it is desirable that everyone be given the opportunity to consider this part of the work.  Thus the attached document is meant to foster this collaborative aspect by allowing everyone to comment on and contribute to the development.  As such it will become the basis for discussion in the first project meeting.

The document has been written as an internal document, and this is reflected in both the critical and analytical nature of the document and also the heavy emphasis upon the theoretical principles that inform our understanding of the production and reproduction of MLGs.  It may well be that some will be uncomfortable with the theoretical framework in which case it must be discussed.  There is also the question of the extent to which this needs analysis should become a public document that is integrated with the web site development.

1. Introduction

The rationale associated with the development of a “needs framework” for the different language groups pertains to awareness that the language planning (LP) process can be differentiated by reference, not only to corpus and status planning, but also to different processes necessary for any language group (LG) to achieve the capacity associated with normative contexts. Thus, for example, a language which is not standardised is not capable of developing the human language technology necessary to enter the new economy (NE). Its needs are quite distinctive from those of a LG already integrated into the NE, at least as far as its capacity for engagement with that economy is concerned.

This demands attention to the LP process as a framework for evaluating the “needs” of the various LG. However, LP should not be seen as a bounded exercise, remote from the socio-economic promotion of any social or cultural group. In the Euromosaic study we designed a model of development based on the LG’s capacity to produce and reproduce the associated language. The LG is conceived of as a social group firmly integrated wit h the normative social order and with the economic order. The focus was very much on status planning and on the circumstance whereby language use is enhanced. In the Atlantis study, on the other hand, attention was given to the LG’s ability to engage with the NE. To some extent, the focus shifted to a concern with corpus planning. In our view, these two studies remain the best basis for developing a needs analysis.  Indeed, inherent in the development of both projects was an analysis which would result in policy development based on needs.

On the other hand it is also important to recognise that what we are striving to achieve has only marginal relevance for LP as formal institutional practice.  Rather we are seeking to develop a context within which voluntary bodies, individual organisations and research centres can assume the initiative in undertaking projects which, while having significance for the policy practices associated with LP, will not constitute the basis for formal LP action. In this sense LP is seen as state centred activity which relates to legal and institutional contexts which involve the body or bodies which are delegated the responsibility for developing and implementing the practices which, together, inform and constitute LP.  This may well be one area which will draw upon the service which we are developing, but it will by no means be the only end-user.

2. The Euromosaic model and results

The Euromosaic model was based on the capacity for different LGs to draw on a series of institutional contexts crucial for cultural reproduction: the family, the community, the economy, education.

It is presented in schematic form as follows:
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It is basically a materialist model which strives to identify and interpret those forces which are primarily responsible for the production and reproduction of minority language groups.  In this respect it is a highly orthodox Sociological interpretation, even if it does depart from mainstream sociolinguistics.  It is a model which is also premised upon industrial age economy, and some modification will be required as we confront the impact of the New Economy – see below.  That is, within sociological analysis, social reproduction is treated as a manifestation of how the social structure changes in line with the nature of changes in the economic order.  It allows room for individual social mobility while conforming to how the capitalist economy structures social class relationships.  For a long time many of the more orthodox interpretations of society sought to privilege social class analysis.  However, this has shifted to accommodate social class, gender and ethnic groups as dimensions of inequality which co-exist.  Thus, conceiving of a language group as a social group allows us to consider the reproduction model by reference to these groups.  Furthermore, reproduction as a concept does not merely pertain to individual members who remain within the social group, but also to those who move into it.  It is the social group that is reproduced, and there will be individual mobility in and out of that group.  With language as a marker of the social group it becomes possible to refer to both production and reproduction in the sense that production pertains to new members of the social group.  Where situation in the relations of production may be the basis for identifying membership of social classes as social groups, it is language ability that identifies members of the language group.  Of course, in considering the language group as only one of many social groups to which the individual belongs, it is essential to consider the multiplicity of identities which derive from these social groups, and also to consider the implications of a multi-faceted analysis of social groups.  The important point here is that we shift from a reification wherein there is constant reference to ‘the language’ as if it was animate object, to placing emphasis on a particular kind of social group which happens to be marked by language.  It is here that the main difference from orthodox sociolinguistic work lies.  Indeed, the Euromosaic study should not be conceived of as a sociolinguistic study.

Until the 1980s there was a tendency for much of Sociological theory to treat the behaviour of social actors as strictly determined by their position in the social structure.  There was no room for any form of social creativity or for any resistance to how they were constructed by the social structure.  This has given way to an orientation which draws heavily on the social construction of meaning which includes how the social actor is constructed.  It also means that the social actor is capable of influencing the social structure.  Thus, for example, any language group which resists the construction of their language and themselves as speakers of that language, as lying outside of the labour market by developing a movement to include their language in work and employment, will create labour market segmentation where part of the market is only open to speakers of the minority language.  Thus they can have a profound effect on the social structure within the region.

We now turn to a consideration of the conceptual framework of the model and how the various concepts articulate within a dynamic social process.  The existence of many MLGs in the European periphery accounts for the emphasis on the specifics of cycles of economic accumulation.  It is of course the process of economic restructuring that partly accounts for the changing nature of social reproduction. This is highly specific in that state-developed economic policy has been obliged to confront the marginal nature of the peripheral economy, and the exclusion of key sectors of the population from economic activity.  It is this which is giving way to neo-liberal principles, and the associated emphasis on market driven forces, and the centrality of the individual and the community by reference to assuming the responsibility and accountability hitherto assigned to the state.  It is such issues which determine the nature of the political discourse, and especially how it is accommodated in regional development policy.

This discourse is currently reconstituting in the face of the reduction in the regulating capacity of the state and the globalisation of markets.  Whatever the outcome of these processes, the end result is a constant process of economic restructuring which impinges on regions in specific ways.  While the detail of each regional restructuring will be different, there are some elements which cut across all peripheral regions.  Economic restructuring inevitably implies a new circulation of capital, and it is this which contributes to internal migration.  We seem to be locked in a profound process of capital accumulation which emphasises regional differences and inequalities.  This has particular implications for migration as the disparity between such elements of capital as property in the core and the periphery expands.  Migration is expanded.  Some account for this in terms of the influence of ICT, but a technological explanation is insufficient.  ICT may well have an impact on some activities and occupations, but it does not, at least thus far, realign the structural and spatial configuration of occupational opportunity.  Nonetheless, the model must be sensitive to the relationship between in-migration and out-migration.

The impact of migration flows upon the ability of MLGs to produce and reproduce themselves can be considerable.  Unless an MLG exerts closure in its culturally aligned practices and institutions, the likelihood is that the state language will prevail as the main medium of interaction.  This has implications for the ability of civil society to produce and reproduce the language.  The two main institutions of relevance here are the family and the community.  In-migration can have significant impacts upon the rate of LG endogamy, and thereby upon the role of the family in reproducing the language.    By the same token, unless the institutional structure at the community level is particularly strong by reference to its use of the minority language, these also will fail by reference to both production and reproduction.

Economic restructuring is most evident by reference to its impact upon the different labour markets.   It is here that we identify what the model treats as the most significant variable by reference to the motivation for producing and reproducing the minority language group, both for speakers and non-speakers.  This takes the form of what we refer to as language prestige, or the value of the language for social mobility.  It must be emphasised that we are discussing upward social mobility rather than the mere presence of the minority language in economic activities.  Evidently, while the motivation may well derive from the economic order, it will have considerable emphasis upon both the family and the community.

The autochthonous language is only likely to operate within local and regional labour markets, unless it is an extra-territorial state language which has purchase in other states.    Thus, it is necessary to consider the nature of the regional economy and how it tends to be skewed in specific ways within peripheral economies.  Many opportunities which are common place in the core are absent in the periphery, and this will lead to the out-migration of key personnel, especially if the state education is universal in nature while regional employment is constrained.   There will also be differences between the extents to which the ML can be integrated into the public as opposed to the private sector.  Evidently, regional policy and the willingness and ability of regional authorities to promote the regional language in the public sector are of relevance.

The obvious institution which must be discussed by reference to economic factors is education.  Again we encounter an institution which spans the production and reproduction capacity of both economic and civil society.  The use of language at the pre-school and primary level has little relevance for the labour market, while it may be of crucial importance for the competence and use within civil society.  On the other hand, integrating a language into economic activity demands its involvement in at least the secondary educational level.

This accounts for the structural features of social reproduction.  As we have emphasised, it relies on the relationship between the economic order and social structure.  However, economic change and social organisation do not operate in a vacuum, even within neo-liberalism where the invisible hand of the market provides the dynamics of change.  The state plays a central role in determining the social process that operates in the engagement of individuals belonging to social groups with the economy.  Whether it interferes through legislation or through social policy, its effects are far reaching.  Among these influences is the capacity to regulate the use of language within relations of production.  This, of course is where LP itself constitutes part of the influence of the state.  As we shall see, there is a reluctance to interfere with the market principles as they pertain to the private sector.  However, there is a sense in which it can operate within the public sector. It is here that we introduce the concept of legitimisation.  It involves the extent to which a language is legitimised by legislation or policy within those practices that pertain to administrative and economic activity.  Of course, administration is a feature of the economic order in that it involves employment and the labour market.   

It is also evident that legitimation does not have a desired effect by reference to social practice.  It must involve the transfer of legitimation principles into social practice, to the extent that it generates institutionalised behaviour.  Now institutionalised behaviour focuses upon tacit knowledge.  That is, it involves practices which the individual is not directly aware of.   It is not reflexive practice.  Rather, it enters the realm of ‘the taken for granted’ or the ‘common sense’ aspects of behaviour.  It is here that we encounter our objection to mainstream concepts such as domain, diglossia and normalisation.  All of these concepts are based upon rationalist assumptions about social behaviour.  Sociology has moved beyond such conceptions to an acceptance that normative behaviour is tacit in nature.  This means that these concepts must be abandoned in preference to an understanding of social practice as institutionalised behaviour.  It makes the relationship between legitimisation and institutionalisation much more complex than would appear.  It also means that simplistic concepts like normalisation which are viewed as ‘making the use of a language normal’ involves far more than is generally recognised.

In deriving from mainstream sociological theory the model constructs the language group as a social group which is structured in specific ways by the nature of political discourse and the economic order.  In this respect it is a model that derived from the need to develop an analytic perspective which would do two things.  First of all it had to explain the different conditions of the various MLGs in Europe.  Secondly, it had to be sufficiently robust and theoretically grounded to offer the basis for elaborating what needs to be done to redress the inability of these groups to reproduce themselves.  To that extent it was a model that was very much premised on needs.

Clearly this model is hypothetico-deductive in nature and served as the basis for developing a conceptual framework which allowed us to explore the significance of these concepts and associated variables in specific cases across Europe.  It is this which is expressed in the following presentation of the results of that exercise.

On the basis of analysis it became possible to differentiate the 54 LGs in the EU by reference to the institutional relevance for production and reproduction.  The main objective in this facet of analysis is the allocation of a score to each of the language groups on the seven main variables of the conceptual model: 

· family  role in language group reproduction;

· role of community in language group production and reproduction;

· role of education in language group production and reproduction;

· value of language for social mobility - language prestige;

· relevance of culture in reproduction;

· legitimisation of language use;

· institutionalisation of language use.

The identification of each individual case redresses the possibility of any miscategorisation of the variables.  The analysis:

· generates a rank order of the various cases, by reference to each of the variables, and by reference to their total scores; 

· undertakes a cluster analysis that isolates cases with similar scores;

· undertakes a correlational analysis that determines which variables relate to each other, in which way, while also establishing the strength of the relationship.

These are presented in tables 1 and 2.

TABLE 1:  LANGUAGE GROUP SCORES AND RANK

	LANGUAGE GROUP
	RANK
	SCORE

	Swedish in Finland
	1
	28

	Catalan in Catalonia
	1
	28

	German in Belgium
	3
	27

	German in Italy 
	3
	27

	Luxembourgish
	5
	25

	Welsh
	6
	24

	Basque AC
	6
	24

	Catalan in Majorca
	8
	23

	Galician
	9
	22

	Ladin
	10
	20

	Slovene in Italy
	10
	20

	Slovene in Austria
	12
	19

	Turkish in Greece
	12
	19

	Basque in Navarre
	14
	18

	Danish in Germany
	14
	18

	German in Denmark
	14
	18

	Catalan in Valencia
	17
	17

	Irish
	17
	17

	Occitan in Spain
	19
	16

	Asturian
	19
	16

	Gaelic
	19
	16

	French in Germany
	22
	15

	Friulian
	22
	15

	Frisian
	22
	15

	Croat in Austria
	25
	14

	Sorbian
	25
	14

	Basque in France
	27
	13

	Sami in Finland
	27
	13

	Finnish in Tornedal
	29
	12

	Catalan in France
	29
	12

	Catalan in Aragon
	29
	12

	Corsican
	29
	12

	Hungarian in Austria
	33
	11

	Franco Provencal
	33
	11

	Irish in NI
	33
	11

	Albanese in Italy
	36
	10

	Sami in Sweden
	36
	10

	Slovak in Austria
	38
	9

	Catalan in Italy
	39
	8

	Occitan in Italy
	39
	8

	Mirandese
	39
	8

	Breton
	39
	8

	N. Frisian
	43
	5

	Dutch in France
	43
	5

	Slavo Macedonian
	43
	5

	Occitan in France
	43
	5

	Sardinian
	47
	4

	Bulgarian
	48
	3

	East Frisian
	48
	3

	Portuguese in Spain
	48
	3

	Albanian in Greece
	51
	2

	Aroumanian
	52
	2

	Grico
	52
	2

	Cornish
	54
	0


TABLE 2:  CLUSTER SCORES BY VARIABLE

	
	Family
	Culture
	Community
	Prestige
	Institutionalisation
	Legitimation
	Education
	TOT.

	CLUSTER 1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Swedish in Finland
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	28

	Catalan
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	28

	German in Belgium
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	3
	27

	German in Italy
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	3
	27

	Luxembourgish
	4
	3
	4
	3
	4
	4
	3
	25

	Welsh
	3
	3
	3
	4
	3
	4
	4
	24

	Basque
	3
	4
	3
	3
	3
	4
	4
	24

	Catalan in the Balearics
	3
	3
	3
	3
	4
	3
	4
	23

	Galician
	3
	3
	3
	3
	3
	4
	3
	22

	CLUSTER2
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Ladin
	3
	2
	3
	3
	3
	4
	2
	20

	Slovene in Italy
	3
	2
	3
	3
	3
	3
	3
	20

	Slovene in Austria
	3
	2
	3
	3
	3
	3
	2
	19

	Turkish
	4
	2
	3
	2
	3
	2
	3
	19

	Basque in Navarre
	3
	3
	2
	2
	2
	3
	3
	18

	Danish in Germany
	3
	3
	2
	2
	3
	2
	3
	18

	German in Denmark
	2
	3
	2
	3
	2
	3
	3
	18

	Catalan in Valencia
	2
	3
	2
	2
	3
	3
	2
	17

	Irish
	2
	3
	2
	2
	2
	3
	3
	17

	Occitan in Spain
	3
	1
	3
	2
	2
	3
	2
	16

	Asturian
	2
	2
	2
	2
	3
	3
	2
	16

	Gaelic
	2
	3
	2
	2
	2
	3
	2
	16

	CLUSTER 3
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	German in France
	2
	3
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2
	15

	Friulian
	3
	2
	2
	3
	3
	1
	1
	15

	Frisian
	2
	2
	2
	2
	3
	2
	2
	15

	Croatian in Austria
	2
	1
	2
	1
	3
	3
	2
	14

	Sorbian
	1
	2
	1
	2
	2
	3
	3
	14

	Basque in France
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2
	1
	2
	13

	Sami in Finland
	1
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2
	13

	Finnish in Tornedal (SW)
	1
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2
	1
	12

	Catalan in France
	2
	2
	2
	1
	2
	1
	2
	12

	Catalan in Aragon
	3
	2
	2
	1
	2
	1
	1
	12

	Corsican
	2
	2
	1
	1
	2
	2
	2
	12

	CLUSTER 4
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Hungarian in Austria
	1
	1
	1
	2
	2
	2
	2
	11

	Franco-Provençal
	2
	1
	2
	2
	2
	1
	1
	11

	Irish in NI
	1
	2
	1
	2
	1
	2
	2
	11

	Albanian in Italy
	3
	1
	2
	0
	2
	1
	1
	10

	Sami in Sweden
	1
	1
	1
	1
	2
	2
	2
	10

	Slovak in Austria
	2
	1
	1
	1
	1
	2
	1
	9

	Catalan in Italy
	2
	2
	1
	0
	1
	1
	1
	8

	Occitan in Italy
	3
	1
	2
	0
	1
	0
	1
	8

	Mirandese
	3
	0
	2
	0
	1
	1
	1
	8

	Breton
	1
	3
	1
	0
	1
	0
	2
	8

	CLUSTER 5
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	North Frisian
	1
	0
	1
	0
	1
	0
	2
	5

	Dutch in France
	1
	1
	1
	0
	1
	0
	1
	5

	Slavo Macedonian
	2
	1
	2
	0
	0
	0
	0
	5

	Occitan in France
	1
	1
	1
	0
	1
	0
	1
	5

	Sardinian
	1
	1
	1
	0
	1
	0
	0
	4

	Bulgarian
	2
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	3

	East Frisian
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	1
	3

	Portuguese in Spain
	1
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	3

	Aroumanian
	2
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	2

	Grico
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	2

	Albanian in Greece
	2
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	2

	Cornish
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0


3. Needs analysis

These tables clearly demonstrate that not all LGs have the same capacity by reference to production and reproduction. This implies that different kinds of actions are necessary for different language groups, or at least for the broad categories of LGs we have identified in the various clusters.  Since the clusters represent categories of MLGs which fall within similar levels of ability by reference to their reproducing capacity, it is useful to consider them together.  In this respect the clustering can be conceived of as a form of typology, albeit that in contrast to some typologies, it is informed by theory.  What is also important to recognise is that Sociology operates by reference to generalisation.  Indeed the concept of social group is itself a generalisation which derives from an amalgam of individual behaviours or positions within the economic order.  This means that what emerges from a sociological analysis such as that involved in the Euromosaic study are generalisations about language groups as social groups writ large.  Furthermore, by grouping language groups into clusters on the basis of the scores allocated them we are saying that, while they do share some things in common, it would be a mistake to believe that all of these language groups are identical.  Thus, whatever is said about needs also operates at a fairly high level of generalisation.  It is absolutely necessary to go beyond this and to consider each case individually.  This can be done by drawing upon the various language groups reports produced for the Euromosaic study.

i. The SMILE Report:

Before proceeding to a discussion of these scores we would like briefly to consider the SMILE project.  It claims that a needs analysis as part of public policy derives from the absence of a market for diversity.  This would appear to dissolve within the Knowledge Economy.  The needs analysis of the SMILE Project involved an analysis of secondary data that was only supported by theory to a limited extent, even though that data derived from an explicit theoretical problematic.  While seeking to distinguish between the capacity to use a language, the opportunity to use it, and the desire to use it, these three conditions were not related to any theoretical problematic and, in this respect, it is difficult to follow the rationale associated with elaborating the relationship between them.  The same weakness pertains to how the study uses the Euromosaic data out of context, with the result that they oversimplify and misrepresent some Euromosaic variables by failing to recognise that they are theoretical concepts.

The strength of the SMILE Report lies in how it balances a valid criticism of the Euromosaic project.  While, as has already been emphasised, the Euromosaic study does constitute a needs or policy analysis that is informed by theory, what it fails to do is to consider the extent to which there may be a sequential relationship between different needs or policies.  That is, for example, it can be argued that it is simply not practical to consider developing a print media for a language which is not codified.  On the other hand it is also evident that too rigid an evolutionary structure can result in a failure to recognise the inter-related process of policy formation and associated social and cultural impacts.  That is, process is lost by too rigid an adherence to stages.  This is one of the problems associated with Fishman’s model in Reversing Language Shift, together with its over allegiance to the structural functional problematic which has been criticised elsewhere.  Such models rapidly deteriorate into typologies which become more descriptive than analytical.   There is the very grave danger that it becomes an evolutionary model with all of the limitations of such an approach. Thus the SMILE stage approach should be considered as no more than an ideal type.  Furthermore, in segmenting the various groups there is also the danger of not recognising that there are certain policies and strategies which should apply across all language groups.  Thus, reproduction through the family and the community is essential for all language groups if they are to persist as social groups. The important thing is to develop a framework which allows us to understand the forces which can generate change before relating these policy statements.  

The stages presented in the SMILE Report are the following.  They are a representation of Fishman’s GIDS scale:

Stage 1: The language is used in higher education and in the higher reaches of government, media and professional life.

Stage 2:  The language is used in ‘lower governmental services’ and the mass media but ‘not in the higher spheres of either’.

Stage 3:  the use of the minority language is re-legitimised in the ‘lower work sphere’, thereby covering another domain.

Stage 4: The language gains some official recognition and moves into formal mainstream education.

Stage 5: Literacy in the home, school and community, but restricted to the confines of the community: the language has virtually no official recognition and support.

Stage 6: The intergenerational family functions in the language.  It is crucial to ‘home-family-neighbourhood-community’ reinforcement.

Stage 7: Speakers of the language are socially integrated, but are mostly past child-bearing age.

Stage 8: The language only has vestigial speakers (and often no written standard).

It should immediately be clear that this schema departs in many respects from the Euromosaic model.  It uses concepts such as domains which were rejected by the Euromosaic team on the grounds of its failure to accommodate social process.  It tends to reify language rather than again conceiving of it as a social process.  It does claim to be a deductive approach but says little about the theoretical problematic from which deductions are made.  Furthermore, it does not appear to do much more than take the general statements made about the Euromosaic clusters and to arrange them in a different hierarchy.   Its strength lies in the cost-benefit analysis undertaken and its thorough review of previous and existing support for MLGs.   What, therefore, beyond the cost-benefit analysis, is its value for the task to hand?

The most evident limitation derives from the different theoretical problematics which the SMILE and Euromosaic Reports derive from.  This incompatibility inevitably results in epistemological contradictions.  Equally important is that concepts mean different things in different problematics which means that it is not possible to use data that derives from one problematic to inform work which derives from a different problematic.  In this sense what the SMILE Report has done in linking Fishman’s framework with the data from the Euromosaic Report is entirely unacceptable.

The Report quite rightly states that similar scores were applied to all of the Euromosaic variables.  It also claims that the SMILE schema assigns different stress ‘...on different domains according to the different degree of disruption in the normal process for social and cultural reproduction’.   We are not told anything about this process.  This is a vital omission since, as the preceding paragraph emphasises, there is a close link between sociological theory, conceptualisation and the understanding of the process.  We therefore do not know how relevant it is to the Euromosaic model.  Indeed, it is quite likely that its understanding of social reproduction may derive from a problematic that is quite different from that elaborated upon above by reference to the Euromosaic approach.  Nonetheless, it is hardly surprising that there is coherence between the two schemata.  Indeed, it is difficult to see what the SMILE Report adds to the Euromosaic Report.  Using the various language group reports of the Euromosaic study would be far more profitable by reference to accessing the necessary detail that informs policy needs.   What is much more important is how the variables are understood, and how they relate to the theoretical problematic that underlies the model.  It is for these reasons that we discount any consideration of the SMILE Report.

One further note of caution is necessary.  LP is often discussed as if it constitutes a ‘wish list’ remote from political influence.  Here we are not referring to explicit political influence, but rather, to how what can be said with policy is determined by the discursive formation within which it exists.  The broader political philosophy will determine what can be said and what can be done.  Currently we are in the middle of a political context dominated by the neo-liberal discourse.   This discourse cuts across all of Europe.  It is a discourse which constructs many objects as commodified objects which are subject to a market within which subjects exercise their preferences.  Diversity is related to the market. Whatever we think of this particular philosophy, there is no doubting its impact upon policy at every level.  In some locations it is even implicated directly and explicitly in LP.  This is what determines what can and must be said in considering policy intervention.  It is explicit in most of the Frameworks encountered within the EC, and, thereby, in the various calls which this project addresses.

4. Clusters and needs

We now proceed to a consideration of the various clusters before making general statements about their needs.  As has been already stated, the detail of information that lies in the Euromosaic Language Group reports and other such data should be consulted before transforming these generalisations into specific proposals.  Before considering the specific clusters a general statement is necessary.

i.   General observations:

Most of the groups in cluster 1 and also in cluster 2 are groups in the core or semi-periphery which have been able to withstand the process of restructuring, or have occupied specific economic niches.  Many of them have also been able to withstand the high degree of in-migration through labour market segmentation, and how it promotes the prestige of the language.  However, each cycle of economic restructuring circulates capital and labour in such a way that it takes its toll on the size of the language group, and the groups are constantly obliged to be innovative in developing a response that insures any degree of success.  Where the state is not supportive and proactive in this respect, the struggle to adapt is intensified. 

There is a similarity in how the various discourses constitute 'language' and 'speakers' for the language groups in Cluster 1, and to a lesser extent for those in Cluster 2. Language is constructed as a dynamic object which has value beyond the strictly private domain; it has relevance for the regional labour market, and is viewed as an object capable of engaging at those levels within the rational domain of education directly related to how the state manages its labour market.   This is legitimated by how the discourse on the state allows these objects to be accommodated within the conception of public policy. This legitimacy links the objects to space in that it defines the territory to which the language pertains. This territory is also a social construct that is given meaning partly by reference to language.  It is legitimated also by linking space to time through a sense of history within which the territory has somehow or other achieved a meaning.  The subject as speaker of the language achieves meaning by reference to these dimensions. 

In this respect the groups in cluster 1, and to a lesser extent in cluster 2, have achieved a degree of legitimacy which should be constructive.  Many of them have LP agencies which are their to promote their interests.  This does not necessarily mean that these agencies have a fully relevant understanding of what is required.  Nonetheless, they must be brought into the equation.  Indeed, there is room to recognise that there should be a way in which these agencies can interact and cooperate, not only in furthering their own interests, but also those of the less well placed LGs in clusters 3-5
.  Within all of the territories there are variations, and the different language plans reflect this.  Thus, there are fundamentally different needs, even within the territory of these well placed LGs.   It is also necessary for them to consider the difference between the overlap across production and reproduction.  It is at this level of coherence that the issue of transferring competence into use will be resolved.  Furthermore, as already implied, this relationship will vary within each LG territory.  It will also vary across time.  The other clear variable that must be considered for these groups involves age, with different age groups requiring different ways of integrating with community and society in such a way that reproduction is enhanced.  By and large it is tempting to conclude that for these groups the main issue is that of consolidation.  Most obviously there is a need to extend what has been gained by reference to integrating language with the public sector, to encompass private sector activities.  However, the discourse associated with the relationship between diversity, innovation and development is only now emerging.  We return below to how new strategies are required for the NE and how collaboration is even more possible through the advent of ICT.

In clusters 3 and 4 there are three language groups which appear to receive greater support from the state than from within civil society.  This in direct contrast to most of the language groups in clusters 4 and 5 where state support is not only weak, but sometimes hostile.  This contrasts with the situation among language groups in Clusters 1 and 2.  Analysis suggests that political philosophy plays a role here, with the groups in Clusters 4 and 5 tending to derive from states with a strong centralised philosophy that involves the integration between state and civil society that proceeds via the Church.  In contrast, those groups in Cluster 1 and 2 tend to exist in states with a political philosophy where devolved governance is more evident.  There are two comments that are necessary here.  Firstly, that devolution does not of necessity imply a weakening of central control and a reduction of central/peripheral tension.  Secondly, that the prevalence of the need to devolve responsibility and accountability from the state to the individual and the community in the neo-liberal discourse means that, since this philosophy is increasingly penetrating all European states, devolution is likely to increase.

What is constantly being emphasised within the entire process of LP is the impact of policy on the normative social order.  This is where the concept of domain falls flat, as does the notion of normalisation.  They fail to recognise that behaviour does not pertain to roles and associated behaviours within constrained areas of reference – domain, but rather is a form of social practice that relates to institutionalised behaviour.  That is, it involves behaviour that is taken for granted and rests on tacit knowledge.  In this sense it is stabilised behaviour which rests on discursive contexts within which subjects and objects exist in a condition of stable relationships.  This is the most difficult component by reference to transforming competence into use.  Language use does not rely simply on competence, but rather on how this competence is contextualised by reference to how these subjects and objects relate.  Neither is it simply a matter of developing use contexts alone, since the behaviour of ‘others’ is as relevant as that of the self.  It does not rely on identity and pride as is implied in the SMILE Report, at least not in the functional way in which these concepts are conceptualised.  Rather, identity derives from the sense of self that is outside of the control of the individual, resting in how discourse constructs the subject place for the individual to occupy.  We cannot think ourselves into an identity, and institutionalisation is not a rational process which allows us to claim ‘I feel Welsh, therefore I am Welsh’.

ii.
CLUSTERS 1 and 2: 

In some respects these are the best placed of all the language groups.  Yet there are differences between them.  Indeed it can be argued that Luxembourgish, for example, should not be included in this cluster on account of the lack of integration of the language into the educational structure.  On the other hand it is a language which has EC status.   By the same token it can be argued that German in Italy is better placed than say Catalan in Catalunya since it is a state language which has considerable resources to draw upon outside of Italy. Clearly there are variations within the group.  On the other hand they are language groups which have been integrated into the economic order and which, for one reason or another, generate considerable state support.

Many of the cases in cluster 1 still lack complete educational provision in the relevant language.  Numbers are sometimes a constraint.  Again we refer to the value of on-line learning by reference to its cost effectiveness and how it breaks down space.  These are the kinds of components which require attention. The same is true of integrating the language into the relations of production which is where the real essence of social reproduction lies.  Clearly, any educational policy cannot stand remote from the role of education in relation to local and regional labour markets.  The link between educational provision in the minority language and the occupational functions which permit the use of that language requires emphasis.

At the community level there is a need to develop the context for use as it relates to how the neo-liberal discourse is rapidly incorporating community rejuvenation in its policies.  Many of these policies carry considerable financial support which can and should be used to insure that language becomes a feature of this rejuvenation.  However, community development is not a simple task and must be informed by a clear understanding of what is involved.  This issue relates to how the Euromosaic work has indicated that for the language groups in Cluster 1, and to a lesser extent in Cluster 2, the ability to produce and reproduce the language is in place, even though it requires extension.  What is missing is the translation of the resultant competence into use.  This involves a focus on social interaction and can be informed by a network analysis that focuses on language use.  While we maintain that the use of language in both civil society and work should be a focus for all language groups, it is the relationship between the agencies which are responsible for promoting competence and prestige on the one hand, and what occurs in civil society on the other, that demands attention in the case of these language groups.

iii.
CLUSTER 3:

In contrast, few of the language groups in cluster 3 have been subjected to the same degree of exposure to the consequences of economic restructuring, but where this has occurred, and where it has been accompanied by heavy in-migration, the language group is threatened.   With exceptions, the role of the family reproduction is weak, implying that the social and economic motivation for reproduction is missing.  Indeed, most of these language groups can be characterised as groups for which the language has been institutionalised outside of legitimisation and prestige.  It is not that the language exists entirely and only within civil society, but that the extension outside of civil society is weak.    Most of the language groups in this cluster have access to the main agencies of cultural reproduction, and also have some form of educational support that can supplement what happens in civil society.

Two of these groups border the most dynamic locations in the European core, locations which attract specific economic activities aligned with the core activities such as decentralised office functions, influencing the flow of population in and out of the regions.   The other groups are all located in the periphery.  The predominance of tourism in their economies and the large number of people who retire to at least some of these regions makes it difficult to reproduce the respective languages without the necessary status and institutional facilities.  The emphasis on tourism may or may not be associated with in-migration.  Some border powerful economic regions but suffer from the current depression in the agricultural economy.  They can have exclusion rates which are amongst the highest in Europe, especially among the male population.  Profound structural changes must be viewed in relation to what is happening to these language groups...

Under such circumstances the need pertains to reinforcing the existing level of institutionalisation while targeting its extension into other contexts.  Clearly much of this requires the good will of the state and local agencies.  For many of these language groups the context for such an extension is developing, both the French and Italian state having taken steps recently to acknowledge minority language groups and their needs – half of these language groups exist in these states.  There is considerable room to expand the educational provision but once again this should involve extending provision at the post primary level and leads to the implications for the local and regional labour markets.  If such action is taken it will involve considerable parallel work on the provision of materials and context. 

iv.
CLUSTER 4:

The fourth cluster consists of language groups with the same configuration as the preceding group.  They are groups which are more likely to be located in the periphery, but which have been subject to considerable restructuring and a fairly high degree of in-migration.  Language use focuses upon civil society and there is little evidence of either prestige or legitimacy.  Large language groups in this cluster are subject to decimation.  The large number of speakers claimed for these languages highlights the value of not treating minority by reference to numerism.  There is also considerable variation within the cluster.  Several of the language groups do not show evidence of reproduction, whereas the strength of some of the other lies in the role of the family in reproduction.  Most of them show little evidence of integration into the economic order.  None of the language groups display high scores for any of the variables.  

It would appear therefore that while there is scope to consider needs across all of the activities associated with the seven variables, the nature of the specific needs will vary from one group to another.  There is ample room for extending the use of the language in education and for developing policy which will link the family, the community and education through a community oriented focus on learning.  As an extension of the community based focus, cultural institutions can be regenerated and strengthened.  It is at this level that most action is suggested.

v.
CLUSTER 5:

These language groups  are again located mainly in the periphery, they tend to be relatively small in size, do not appear to have been subject to a high rate of in-migration, and most of them have not been much affected by the restructuring process.  Their condition is a measure of their exclusion from positive state influences. For these groups, the state often refuses to acknowledge their existence.  Of course, in so doing, it confirms their existence.  This means that the individual subject is not constructed as anything other than a citizen of the state.  There are cases where  the language is denied existence in the private domain, but in most cases it is acknowledged as having private relevance, but always within the context of a 'tradition' that is the converse of 'modernity', and which is in the process of disappearance through 'modernisation'.   These language groups lack any legal status, have no official support infrastructure, and rarely use the respective languages in either the family or the community. 

It is unrealistic to believe that much of what is required for language groups within this category can be achieved overnight.  Indeed, if they were, it is likely that there would be considerable dissonance between the preexisting and the new situation until such time as new practices and institutions have been institutionalised.  Much of the minority language-related activity exists within civil society.  The only activity outside of this context will exist through trans-frontier contact.  State controlled institutions will not have an relevant activity in the minority language.  Under such conditions there are probably two areas of concern.  Firstly, to reinforce the use of the language in civil society; and secondly, to promote the means whereby hostility to the language and the language group is restricted and contained.  Projects which operate on corpus planning can be initiated, providing the state places no restriction on such activities.  It would appear that any attempts to promote status planning will not be possible.  Thus, most of the work will operate at the community level and will strive to transcend all social and age groups.  Indeed, it may even be advisable to place particular emphasis on the young in order to insure language reproduction.  However, this is unlikely to succeed without the support of the family and any community based work should work in tandem with similar work that involves reproduction through the family.

The necessary action can take two directions:

1. LGs within the same cluster can collaborate on working together on similar problems.

2. LGs from different clusters can collaborate in transferring developmental experience from one to another, thereby fast-tracking the development of some LGs.

This allows considerable scope for the development of a range of positive partnerships.  The notion of technology transfer involves the sharing of needs across groups and regions.  Much development work requires specific conceptions and preliminary work even if the outcomes may appear different.  Stages in development can be skipped through collaboration, making a venture that much more cost-effective.

vi.
State languages and stateless languages:

Above we have treated all of the language groups simply by reference to their capacity to reproduce themselves as indicated by the evidence which informs the scores deployed with the scales.  However some of the language groups are obliged to operate in isolation from any state influence.  Of course, by definition, even if the language is similar e.g. German in Germany and German in Austria, the language groups will be different in the two states.  This is because they belong to different societies.  Nonetheless, the existence of a minority language group which derives its existence form the use of a language that has normative status in another state is of significance by reference to its needs.  Thus we need to consider the distinction between state and stateless languages as they relate to the language groups which they structure.  In most cases this discussion pertains to state languages.  On the other hand there will be cases such as Catalan where a regional government does have the capacity and the will to extend its activities to other regions.   Whereas the creation of the EU does mean that borders are in many respects much more open, the closure exerted by states can still prove problematic in some cases.   On the other hand the inclusion of new states into the EU provides new contexts for integrating language groups across state frontiers.  The context for such integration is likely to be economic, but may also involve experience transfer associated with EU activity.  Where some of these LGs have been served by trans-frontier agreements which are rapidly becoming obsolete, it will be interesting to see what becomes of these agreements.

In some respects the link between language groups which share the same language is most obvious through a consideration of the relevance of ICT and the development of a digital economy within a global market.  We shall return to this momentarily.  The most obvious issue is the sharing of language related resources and the avoidance of duplication.  However, this may not be as easy as would appear.  While learning materials may well be available in a state language they are compiled by reference to specific curricula which are not transferable.   Thus there is a need to consider what is and what is not relevant.

The media in general still tends to be strictly related to state populations, both by reference to how culture conditions preferences and specific content.  In this respect there are differences between broadcasting and print media, and also between different structures of both.  Much of the media is highly localised.  Perhaps more pertains to the state and relatively little to international maters which are independent of state interests.  This sets limits on the relevance of the media as it now stands.  We are probably discussing issues and materials such as those broadcast by Sky and other broadcasters who go out of their way to transcend state interests.  It is here that we encounter the concept of a cultural area.  These pertain to spatial agglomerations which existed prior to the formation of the state.  In many respects the state has succeeded in breaking down such cultural areas into state components which have diluted the relevance of the culture area.  Nonetheless, there will be residual components which may applicable such as Celtic music.  This is an example we return to below.

The broadcasting components within the MLGs have tended to have been set up as regional broadcasting entities which serve the minority language community.    They will still be subject to the regulating influence of the state level bodies.   Some of them have been established upon the same principle of creating broadcasting authorities which look to independent producers to fulfil their programme needs rather than producing them in-house.  Neo-liberalism insures the extension of this principle.  The audience for such programmes is not always large and there is considerable room for co-production.  Rudimentary attempts have been made to develop web-based facilities which will facilitate such developments, but considerable work remains to be done.  By the same token it is possible to extend the vision of the original Mercator media unit which involved developing a minority language media service which would integrate all minorities.

In some respects the EU and the EC can be seen as institutions which are striving to dilute the influence of the state in bringing them together as a new political and cultural entity – it is difficult to conceive of these two elements as separate.   Some of the activity of the various Programmes are specifically designed to this end and involve exchange programmes, collaborative frameworks etc.  The Leonardo Programme is a case in point.  There is considerable scope within these initiatives for collaboration across states within the culture area, although thinking in terms of linking different cultural areas might be a more profitable approach.  It does focus on learning and is perhaps an exemplar of what can be done by taking a broader conception of learning than the customary.  The current call focuses upon sports activities and would appear to focus on the kind of generic topic that could well be exploited by MLGs.

vii.
Economic Development:

It should be evident that the Euromosaic study was premised on a heavy dose of materialism within which the dynamic nature of the economic order is the independent variable, and language use the dependant variable.  It is also evident that much of the work of the EC, and the content of the calls associated with the various Frameworks, place a heavy onus on economy and society.  Thus it is inevitable that the system we are establishing will involve, as much as anything, a focus on economic studies.  Here we include education in its broadest conception as that which serves the labour market.   Before proceeding to a consideration of the New Economy a few words are in order about how we conceive of the relationship between language and economy.

There are four different contexts for the relationship between economic restructuring and language groups:

· Locations where there is little evidence of the effects of economic restructuring have language group which are capable of sustaining themselves from existing resources. The status of the language group is high, partly as a consequence of state support. 

· Those locations which remain aloof from the main impact of economic restructuring, but which experience considerable out-migration, and where the low socio-economic status is matched by a low group status. The language groups receive little or no support from the state, and are faced with elimination. 

· Locations which experience the full brunt of economic restructuring, where the language groups receive little state support, and lack the institutional resources to sustain themselves.   

· Locations which have also been subject to a high degree of economic restructuring,  but where the language groups  have considerable state support and are able, not only to accommodate the change, but in many respects to benefit from it.

The issues of scale and economic process facilitate an understanding of the relevance of the state in the general process of sustaining language groups.

The absence of any relationship between cultural diversity and economic development is consistent with the modernist claim that economic growth is best promoted through a process of cultural homogenisation leading to universal rationalism, a view that characterises how neo-classical Economics has considered the relationship between the core and the periphery of the state's territory.  This economist discourse has claimed that the economic transformation of the periphery depends upon two factors, breaking down isolation through facilitating communication, and eliminating cultural difference in order to promote 'rationalist' economic orientations. 

Placing the onus for adjustment upon the minority language group and its speakers involves attempts to institutionalise or to normativise the use of the minority language in contexts hitherto reserved for the state language. It engenders resistance and open opposition, even on the part of some members of the language group.  Given the forcefulness of the concept of freedom and liberty in the contemporary discourse on democracy, such a reaction carries substantial weight. The co-operation and commitment of the state, in its various guises, is essential for sustaining diversity. It is only two centuries since the damaging effect of the modernist discourse took a firm hold on political practice, and it is not easy to undo the extent to which the associated ideas and positions on diversity are embedded.

The vitality of minority language groups depends upon the extent to which language can enter the economy.  Individual mobility within labour markets is central to the discourse on economic well being. Success involves the individual ability to obtain the prerequisites necessary to master the challenges of the economic order. How the individual deploys language is a feature of this mastery, providing the language used has relevance for such behaviour.  The emphasis on the 'good life' within the discourse on democracy constitutes the link between economy and democracy.   Many facets of this conception and its emphasis upon Neo Classicism are changing in the face of the emergence of the Knowledge Economy and the emphasis upon the neo-liberal principles which are driving it.

The combined effect of ICT and the deregulation of the market that informs the globalisation process are leading to a reassessment of the nature of the economy.  At the heart of neo-liberalism is the principle of an economy that operates in accordance with social needs and desires and unhindered by state intervention.  This principle has seeped through into Sociology so that society is seen as the product of human agents obeying rules which operate as tacit knowledge.  It is these rules that inform the free market and insure that economic planning is futile (Giddens, 1994).

The emphasis in economic development shifts to the capability of regions to compete on their own assets and competencies; to a concern with human rather than financial capital; and to a concern with the ability to stimulate constant innovation. This opens the space for diversity within the relevant discourse.  The relationship between innovation, language and the social construction of meaning assumes a new relevance for economic development.  Languages construct meaning in different ways, and the mix of such structures can be the basis for new knowledge formation.  The emphasis upon knowledge creation and knowledge management means that language plays a central role in the relevance of reflexive learning, and the development of networks for innovation.  There is even the argument that innovation is best facilitated at the regional level because of the significance of regional culture and identity for this process. The community attains a new significance, becoming the source of responsibility, accountability and transformation.  It is difficult to relegate the community to a position of insignificance or of even secondary importance. 

5.  Typology construction

If we are to develop a typology of needs by reference to the different language groups for which we have data from the Euromosaic study, it is evident that the typology should be constructed out of the theoretical principles and conceptions which have informed the study.  In essence the Euromosaic model was a means of discussing the relationship between the state and civil society by reference to the role which they play in social and cultural reproduction.  Of course, a language group is a particular kind of socio-cultural group.  In this respect it is only one of several social groups which the individual will belong to.  A major weakness of the Euromosaic study was its failure to encompass the diverse range of social groups.  This involves multiple identities and how they coexist.  Thus, for example, an individual may belong to a particular social class, one gender or another, a language group etc.  The salience of the respective modalities of membership will depend upon a number of factors which help determine whether or not the individual is transformed into a subject of discourse as these subjects relate to different objects, among which is language.  This has a great deal to do with the issue of non-reproduction, and the tendency for some discourses to polarise subject places e.g. class and language in some socialist discourses.

From what has been said above, it is evident that there is a link between the economic order and the educational institutions within any state.  Furthermore, the same educational institutions also play a central role in the ideological order, and this relates to cultural reproduction.  Any language group which lies outside of these agencies of reproduction are obliged to draw their reproductive capacity from within civil society – the family and the community.  At the other extreme are language groups which are completely integrated into the full range of social and cultural reproduction agencies.  It is questionable whether any of the MLGs fit into this category.   If they did, they would cease to be treated as minorities vis a vis the state norm.   Nonetheless, it is important that both the language, its use and the language group are treated as normative.  That is, it is here that we recognise the importance of legitimation and institutionalisation.

There will be regions where minority languages are constructed within the official discourse as objects which merely support the role of civil society in reproduction.  That is, access to the language will be granted at the primary school level only – at the level which pertains to the social integration of the individual into society, but which has little direct relevance for operating within the economic order.  For a language to have relevance for the economic order it must be strategically deployed in post primary education.  When this is the case, it is likely that it enters the relations of production and the prestige of the language is brought into play.  Since social reproduction is, by and large, a manifestation of what happens within the economic order, it is here that the social reproduction of the MLGs operates.  Thus the extent of the use of the relevant language in education is a crucial variable.  It is here that we recognise the different ways in which the state, perhaps unwittingly, constructs the language as different kinds of subjects.  Of course, as speakers of the language, the subjects are simultaneously constructed in particular ways.

We now begin to recognise the parameters of the typological framework.  It is based on the classifications of needs by reference to the ability of the language group to reproduce itself, rather than by reference to the specific functions of status and corpus planning as in Fishman’s work.  The linking of learning agencies with the economy and its role in social reproduction allows us to understand this as a process within which the mobilisation of learning resources engages with economic activity and, consequently, with enhancing the language prestige that provides the motivation for both reproduction and use.  That is, there is a dynamic understanding of the reproduction of language groups as social groups.  Legitimation and institutionalisation go hand in hand.  Again it departs from the static, stage by stage model that derives from the kind of structural functionalism used by Fishman.

The above appears to imply a separation of civil society from the economic order.  To a great extent this was true of industrial age economy even though, of course, the family was an integral part of the price of labour.  With the strengthening of neo-liberalism and its emphasis on the market, and on the transfer of responsibility and accountability from the state to the individual and the community, we begin to recognise the integration of civil society into the economic order.  This tends to focus upon community development.  By and large it is probably safe to assume that the integration of minority languages into such community development will reflect its earlier and broader existence within the economic order writ large.  That is, it will be a manifestation of how the language is constructed as an object within the legitimation process.

If this assumption about the relationship between education, legitimation and economy is correct, then we would expect a continuum across the various language groups.  It extends from MLGs which are strong on all three counts to those which are weak on all three counts.  The cases which lie between these two poles are marked by reference to the role of the language in education. 

At this level of conceptualisation the needs will inevitably be very broad, pertaining to general statements about what is possible under the different levels of state engagement with diversity.  On the other hand it is not difficult to translate these generalisations into specifics.

We now have the following schema of MLGs that pertains to this framework:

+                                                                    _

                                      Legitimacy 


                                      Economy 

                                      EDUCATION

         Tertiary        Secondary         Primary        None 

+/-


Civil 
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That is, the situation in civil society vis a vis language production and reproduction is not directly dependent upon the other variables, even though they do have an impact.  The degree of legitimacy may influence state support for language reproduction at the community level but this may be undone by the impact of in-migration.  There are different forces in operation, some of which can be influenced at the regional level and others which cannot.

The preceding also allows us now to develop four basic types of MLGs:

	TYPE
	DESCRIPTION
	MARKER
	NEEDS

	1
	Language integrated into education and economy, legitimacy strong
	Tertiary ed.
	Strengthen civil society v in-migration

Work with community dvpt to link community/lang/econ

Extend tertiary ed provision through IT

	2
	No coordination between education, economy and legitimacy
	Secondary ed.
	Enhance formal LP framework.  Develop coherent links between ed and local/regional labour market needs.

	3
	Education only exists to support civil society role, often through Treaty.
	Primary ed.
	Increase link to relevant state language, if possible through ICT. Integrate civil society and education. Promote extension of education. Enhance legitimacy into new spheres of relevance

	4
	Language only operational at civil society, state negative to MLG.
	No formal ed. input.
	Operate entirely at community level, integrate projects across community, extend from corpus planning to IT presence


6.  Language and the New Economy

The Atlantis project took a somewhat different approach. Its primary objective was to evaluate the readiness of the different LGs to engage with the NE. The capacity to assume such a role largely revolves around the development of the capacity of the language by reference to the use of Information and Communication Technologies (ICT). Clearly, there is more to the engagement with the NE than this. It involves how the KE prioritises the generation of knowledge as an asset, the structural conditions which maximise knowledge creation, and the relevance of language for the process of knowledge creation.

This project, to a great extent, focused on the stateless language group of the EC.  The reason for this was that many of the European minority language groups are social groups which use state languages that pertain to states other than that within which they exist.  Thus the ICT related developments for such groups will occur in those states and can be transferred across state boundaries.  This is not to deny the importance of integrating language groups into  NE activities using their respective languages, but to recognise that this integration process will, at least at present, not be fundamentally different from that associated with industrial age economy.  

There is an important point here.  With the introduction of the modern state and the transformation of capitalism into its industrial counterpart at the beginning of the 19th century, the issue of a single society and a single economy, and, to a lesser extent, a single language for each state was integrated into the social sciences.  Rapidly they became axiomatic.  If we are now moving into a New Economy and a new society – the Information Society, the question arises of the extent to which this society will be structured by the state or by the EU/EC.  Currently the agenda for this transformation is being driven by the EC – the ICT Programme Framework is being implemented across all states through the various eEurope initiatives.  As this continues, it raises interesting questions by reference to societal integration.

There is little doubt that the combined effect of ICT and the deregulation of the market that informs the globalisation process is leading to a reassessment of the nature of the economy.  At the heart of neo-liberalism is the principle of an economy that operates in accordance with social needs and desires and unhindered by state intervention.  Indeed, this principle has seeped through into Sociology in such a way that society is seen as the product of human agents obeying rules which operate as tacit knowledge.  It is these rules that inform the free market and insure that economic planning is futile (Giddens, 1994).

This influences how regional development and peripheralism are handled by the stakeholders responsible for policy development.  While the various institutions, technologies and mentalities characteristic of the Old Economy (OE) remain in place this must be only temporary.  There are at least five implications for new regional policy development:

i. fluid labour markets are not conditioned merely  by occupational/sectorial knowledges but rather, by a capability for permanent learning processes and structures/institutions;

ii. knowledge plays a role which natural resources play in industrial age economy;

iii. regional economies are much more open than in the OE;

iv. enterprise support must be knowledge and not capital-based;

v. Each region competes on its own competencies and assets, but ignores integration with other regions at its peril. 

The distinctive knowledge and cultural assets of the economy need to be commodified on terms favourable to the region, and in collaboration with other regions which are willing and capable of reciprocating.  Policy has to engage with these conditions so that the transition from the Old Economy to the New Economy is facilitated, and must focus on developing structures that will insure the most effective management of firms and organisation within the New Economy.

This does open up the space for diversity within the relevant discourse. The emphasis upon innovation and regions relying on their own resources for development opens the space for a discussion of the relationship between innovation, language and the social construction of meaning.  Languages construct meaning in different ways, and the mix of such structures can be the basis for new knowledge formation.  The emphasis upon knowledge creation and knowledge management means that language plays a central role in the relevance of reflexive learning and the development of networks for innovation.  There is even the argument that innovation is best facilitated at the regional level because of the significance of regional identity for this process.  In addition the emphasis upon the cultural economy, involving the digitisation of cultural resources and its association with content production opens an entirely new field of activity.  The community attains a new significance, becoming the source of responsibility, accountability and transformation.  It is difficult to relegate the community to a position of insignificance or of even secondary importance.  At the same time there are threats, for example in how broadband rollout is premised on free market principles, with the consequence that many peripheral regions are in danger of being caught the wrong side of the digital divide. States persist in ignoring minority languages as they move ever so slowly into the rhetoric of the New Learning.  While it is argued that the New Economy is incompatible with the principles of Neo-Classical economics, developers often persist with the old conceptions. 

The reconstitution of the language object is occurring.  It is increasingly being constructed as the basis for knowledge development, and its value for networking within an innovation process that relies upon knowledge exchange through interaction leads to a reconstitution of its role in economy.   What is not happening at the same pace is the extension of this re-evaluation to accommodate all languages and associated subjects.  The arguments are made by reference to the state languages and not to language per se.  The reluctance to move away from the modernist constitution of ethnos and demos is clear. 

Scales similar to those used on the Euromosaic project were developed for the ATLANTIS project which explored the position of stateless languages vis a vis their potential for entry into the New Economy. Atlantis was about the extent to which minority language groups are preparing to engage with the New Economy.   The New Economy involves far more than hardware, software and electronic service sectors of the Old Economy.  It focuses upon the Knowledge Economy which treats knowledge generation and management as assets and resources much like financial capital was treated in industrial age economy.  It involves new ways of working and new economic conceptions.  Much of the work will involve on-line working based on communities of practitioners which develop mutual trust and shared meaning.  In this respect language is central, and linguistic diversity should be an asset.

Since ICT is important, there must be the tools to enable electronic based information storage, retrieval and movement on the one hand, and communication on the other, to proceed.  Clearly, this involves using Human Language Technology which enables machine translation and voice recognition.  However, it should be evident that this is only an enabling technology, and that it is also necessary to consider, as we did with Euromosaic, the extent to which minority language groups are engaging with the New Economy.  Thus we do need different scales to reflect this.   There is also a need to consider the extent to which commercial companies are developing language interfaces etc. for their own products.   We also need a universal scale for this particular measure.

The most likely developments should focus on the transformation of media into multimedia and the associated development of Knowledge Intensive Business Services.  This relies upon the convergence of the web and broadcasting. 

i.
HLT Scales:

HLT tends to be incremental in the sense that certain things have to be available before the next stage of development can take place.  This should be available in the scale:

0 There are no language tools for the minority language available.

1 There is an electronic corpora available for the language

2
There is an electronic dictionary and some electronic grammar tools available for the language.

3  
There is a complete set of electronic dictionaries, corpora, grammar and grammar aids available for the language.

4 There is a complete or almost complete set of up to date machine translation and voice recognition tools available for the minority language.

Commercial use of the language in ICT software development:

0
There is no commercial development of software that uses the language


1
Software developments using the language are local and private.


2
Some companies use the language in their software products.

3
State and regional software companies integrate the language with the state language in their product development.

4
The main software companies on a global basis use the language in their software development and market their products on this basis.

Involvement of the language group in KIBS (knowledge Intensive Business Services):

0 The developments necessary for this to occur has not yet been put in place.

1 There are some web sites which contain the use of the language but not on a commercial basis.

2 There are service sites that use the language based on government on-line and/or learning, and some commercial development.

3    Public sector use through government on-line using the language is well developed and there is a little commercial activity.

4 There is a highly developed provision of web-based commercial and public sector services in the minority language.

Media/multimedia:

0
Convergence which will allow multimedia to develop has yet to be put in place

1
Only rudimentary developments have thus far occurred, and the language does not figure thus far.

2
Developments are being put in place, but the language plays no role in these plans.

3
Convergence is used as the basis for developing government on-line in the language and licences are being granted for the private sector to develop commercial exploitation.

4
Both the public and private sector are moving forward with plans to develop a fully coherent multimedia industry using the minority language.

Universal Scale:

0 There is virtually no evidence of any digital resources having been developed for or in the language.

1 The language has a limited number of digitised corpus databases and some limited forms of electronic news dissemination. 
2 The language has some digital resources, including incipient research work in the field of human language technology, electronic data bases, as well as software programmes aimed at the general public and at education. (Gaelic, Frisian?)
3 The language has many digital resources, including some research work in the fields of human language technology, electronic data bases, electronic media, as well as software 
programmes aimed at the general public and at education. (Irish, Galician?)
4 The language has a broad range of digital resources, including significant steps in the fields of applied human language technology, electronic data bases, electronic mass media, as well 
as software programmes aimed at the general public and at education which allow it to respond, at least in part, to the challenges of the Information Society and the New Economy. (Welsh, Catalan, Basque?)
Within the Universal Scale the work that has been undertaken for those MLGs with scores of 0 and 1 tend to derive from the initiative of individuals or loose networks of individuals.  For those with a score of 2 these networks may be joined by the work of a limited number of institutions which will have some degree of either central or regional state support.  The degree of integration for those MLGs with scores of 3 and 4 requires a much more coherent integration with the universal developments associated with the state language.

The scores for the respective LGs were as follows:

	LG
	HLT
	Software
	KIBS
	Multimedia
	Universal

	Albanian
	na
	na
	na
	na
	Na

	Asturian
	2
	2
	1
	1
	1

	Basque
	4
	4
	3
	4
	4

	Breton
	2
	2
	2
	3
	2

	Catalan
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4

	Cornish
	1
	0
	1
	1
	1

	Corsican
	2
	0
	1
	1
	1

	Franco-Provencal
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Frisian
	2
	0
	1
	2
	1

	Friulian
	2
	0
	1
	0
	1

	Gaelic
	3
	2
	2
	4
	3

	Galician
	4
	3
	3
	4
	3

	Irish
	3
	3
	4
	3
	3

	Ladin
	3
	0
	2
	1
	2

	Luxembourgish
	
	0
	0
	1
	

	Occitan
	2
	0
	1
	
	1

	Sami
	
	0
	2
	2
	

	Sardinian
	2
	0
	1
	1
	

	Slovene
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4

	Sorbian
	2
	0
	1
	2
	

	Welsh
	3
	3
	4
	4
	3/4


By and large what we are witnessing here is a polarisation between a few language groups which are incorporated into the mainstream activities of government on line and learning, and possibly innovative facets of the New Economy with state support; and those groups which show either no activity or activity which is the outcome of work by individuals.  It seems clear that since the various states are progressing on the basis of the various eEurope initiatives, little is likely to happen without state support.  Furthermore, the extension of the eEurope initiative to the regional level partly depends upon the degree of regional decentralisation.

ii.
Needs

In some respects it is clear that the model for industrial age economy developed in the TEDIP project focused upon the single language group. Once we consider the impact of ICT, the potential of collaboration across language groups is considerably enhanced.  This covers a range of shared activities that extend across education, entertainment and economy.  All of these institutions must be reconfigured and rethought.  We are now discussing the advent of a new form of society involving different kinds of communities, occupations and working environments with distinctive workflows.

A note of caution is necessary here.   The emergence of the New Economy will always be a highly dynamic affair and the individual components of such an economy will shift continuously.  Considerable development can occur over a short period of time.  On the other hand the lack of development will tend to isolate a language or language group from the broader developments.  HLT is a case in point.  There are several networks based on specific languages which have been brought together and funded by the EC’s IST Programme.  Until an MLG has the basic HLT developments which results in the development of basic tools such as voice recognition or machine translation tools, they will not be capable of integration with these networks.

The needs spectrum is reflected in the above scales which tend to incorporate an implicit developmental model.  We can now begin to make this model explicit.  The economic transformation will depend upon which facet of the New Economy or ICT sector development is emphasised.  It is clear that hardware and software development are highly concentrated.  The former is around Helsinki and Stockholm, and the latter in a relatively narrow band from Dublin to Milan.   This excludes the locations where most of the MLGs are concentrated.  There may well be some local or regional spin-offs from these concentrations, but they will be relatively minor.   It is much more likely that development will focus on what we have called the Digital Economy, involving the use of hardware and software to provide new content and services.

These content and services rely upon localised software development and their integration with various platforms which can deliver a new range of services.  This may well depend upon the convergence of broadcasting and the web and the development of new multimedia components.  These issues may well tend to go hand in hand.  It can lead to digitising regional cultural materials to produce new content or it may involve providing global services such as, for example, a global rugby portal which can end up exploiting broadband television of real time events, whether it be rugby or a fest noz.  The regional diaspora provides a major part of the global market.  Indeed, to a great extent markets will be determined by language rather than by regulation.  Work will proceed on-line across regions, languages and culture.

For these developments to incorporate the MLG it is essential that the human language technology for that language is fully developed.  A failure to develop this infra-structural component will result in marginalisation.  Any region or group which is thus marginalized will be in danger of serving as the source of displaced labour for the New Economy.

The developmental trajectory now becomes clearer.  It involves a pronounced focus on HLT.  This must be seen as the basis for integration with KIBS and multimedia development.  It requires a limited regional software focus.   Since most of the early developments will derive from the eEurope initiatives, it also requires integration with government on-line and elearning initiatives developed by state agencies.   This work includes the use of ICT and convergence as the basis for a diluted form of participatory democracy.  Without the appropriate HLT only parallel discussions in the state and regional language are possible.

What is also evident is something we have already implied.  There is increasing scope for working across space and language.  This means that there is far more potential for integrated development across MLGs.  This may extend to encompass the link between state languages and their surrogates which are MLGs in other states.  Partnerships now become much more diverse.  However, for this to occur there is a great deal of developmental work required, both by reference to technological development and political partnering.
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FIG. 1.1  Schematic representation of language production and reproduction











LANGUAGE PRODUCTION/REPRODUCTION/NON-REPRODUCTION





EDUCATION





FAMILY





COMMUNITY





LANGUAGE GROUP ENDOGAMY





LANGUAGE PRESTIGE





Private sector





International





Regional





Local





Public sector





LABOUR MARKETS





MIGRATION





CIRCULATION OF CAPITAL





ECONOMIC RESTRUCTURING





POLITICAL DISCOURSE








� This does not imply a need to relate to language groups simply because they are minority language groups, as if there was some sense of shared kinship because of the minority status.  Indeed, the different political philosophies associated with some of these groups might make it difficult for other groups to relate to them.
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