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PREFACE

Ce volume contient le texte des communications présentées lors d’un
colloque international sur ’Aménagement linguistique, tenu a Ottawa du
25 au 29 mai 1986. A cette occasion, les quelques organismes canadiens
mentionnés ci-contre, ont réussi le coup de malitre de réunir un certain
nombre de spécialistes les plus réputés au monde dans ce champ d’étude,
dont I"importance et ’actualité se situent de nos jours a un trés haut niveau.

En effet, de tout temps, '’homme en société a eu a résoudre des pro-
blémes posés par la situation linguistique ambiante. Certains en font re-
monter ’origine au mythe de Babel ot les hommes, selon la Bible, apprirent
les conséquences de vouloir s’élever au niveau de Dieu en vivant pour la
premiére fois « la confusion des langues ». Intervention divine sur la situa-
tion linguistique, apologie de 'unilinguisme, fléau du multilinguisme, toutes
ces formes d’interprétations peuvent étre invoquées. Il n’en demeure pas
moins qu’avec I'évolution de I’histoire des événements, les savants du monde
entier ont construit un domaine pluridisciplinaire dont I’objectif principal
est, d’analyser dans un premier temps, les particularités inhérentes aux
situations linguistiques pour un territoire donné, de proposer, dans un
second temps, une position politique en matiére linguistique enchassée
dans un cadre juridique et de déterminer enfin, toutes les applications
pratiques dans la vie quotidienne des citoyens, que ce soit pour les fonctions
de la langue, de I’éducation, dans le monde du travail, de ’administration
publique, du commerce, des communications.

Le Centre international de recherche sur le bilinguisme est particuliére-
ment fier de s’associer a cet événement unique que constitue la publication
des Actes de ce colloque. En acceptant d’éditer le texte des communications
et d’inclure cet ouvrage dans sa Collection A, le CIRB voit un prolongement
de ses objectifs fondamentaux, soit ’étude du contact des langues et des
cultures dans une perspective d’aménagement linguistique. Le CIRB se
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Résumeé

Rapport synthese du colloque dont I’auteur fait connaitre les points
saillants et les place dans la perspective des colloques précédents.
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CONFERENCE COMMENTS :

Reflections on the Current State of Language Planning

The commentator-summarizer-synthesizer’s task is not an enviable one,
neither during the conference nor thereafter. The constant alertness and
note-taking during the conference are difficult enough, but that difficulty
is compounded by the unlikelihood that the product of all this travail will
be regarded with much favor, either by the authors of the papers being
reviewed or by the readers of those papers once the proceedings are pu-
blished. Both authors and readers are likely to be disappointed by restate-
ments of what has only just been written or read and, therefore, needs no
jog to be retrieved from memory. In addition, authors also tend to be
disappointed if they are insufficiently quoted and readers tend to be dis-
pleased if their own reactions and evaluations are not seconded. The best
that the conference commentator can hope for, therefore, is that his efforts
will be regarded much as we all regard reviews of books or plays that we
have read or seen; i.e., as an opportunity to see what someone else reco-
gnized or missed in a product that we are quite convinced we have thorough-
ly understood and correctly appreciated ourselves.

Locating the Conference Within an Intellectual Tradition

In her recent biography of her mother, Margaret Meade, Kathy Bateson
tells us that as a child she was taken along to so many conferences that she
became convinced that conferences were the adult mode of problem solving.
Certainly, we as academics and practitioners concerned with the problems
of language planning must view this conference in the light of others, on the
same or closely related topics, that preceded it. Perhaps there are several
more such than I will mention here, but it seems to me that there are at
least the following three predecessor conferences that should be mentioned,
both for their own importance and because several of those present at this
conference were also present then.
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A « grand-daddy » of the present Conference was doubtlessly the 1966
Airlie House Conference (sponsored by the [American| Social Science
Research Council’s « Committee on Sociolinguistics » ). That Conferem.:e
discussed a large number of countries, primarily (but not exclusively) in
conjunction with status planning issues. Its proceedings, Language Problems
of Developing Nations (Fishman, Ferguson and Das Gupta 1968) are not
infrequently cited to this very day and could, conceivably, have been re-
quired reading for all those attending the present Conference.

The Airlie House Conference was one of the few, in my nearly 30 years
of conference going, to have a more focused follow-up. Since the Airlie
House Conference had primarily attended to status planning, a follow-up
conference was convened in 1969 at the East-West Center, Honolulu, spon-
sored by the International Division of the Ford Foundation. This conference
concentrated rather more on corpus planning. This was a truly unusual
conference in many ways. Participation was restricted to less than two
dozen individuals, several of whom (the organizers and conveners of the
conference) had attended the Airlie House Conference and most of the
other of whom were central figures in local corpus planning efforts in one
Asian country or another. In addition to spending the better part of a
week to carefully discuss each others papers, the participants also helped
plan the International Research Project on Language Planning Processes
(IRPLPP). The conference proceedings appeared as the book Can Ifan-
guage be Planned ? (Rubin and Jernudd 1971). The IRPLPP research pm]e'ct
findings appeared under the title Language Planning Processes (Rubin,
Jernudd, Das Gupta, Fishman and Ferguson 1977). Both of these volumes
continue to be important sources of theory and of data for the language
planning field.

The third conference that I would like to call to mind took place in
Paterson, N.J., in 1979, under the aegis of Paterson State College. It too
was substantially continuous with the two conferences that had preceded
it, both in terms of its organizers as well as in terms of several of its partici-
pants. The title of its proceedings, Progress in Language Planning (_Coba.r~
rubias and Fishman 1983), correctly implies its focus : to summarize the
previous decade’s efforts in the language planning field, both with rgspect
to status planning as well as with respect to corpus planning. This is the
major immediate predecessor to the current volume of papers on the 1986
Ottawa meeting and, as such, it could well have served as a point of de-
parture for our presentations and deliberations, in addition to whatever
merits it may have in its own right.

Of course, conferences and their proceedings do not tell the whole
story vis a vis an intellectual tradition. Language planning now has a pe-
riodic newsletter of its own (Language Planning Newsletter). It is a reco-
gnized topic of publication in a variety of sociolinguistic journals. Courses
are often offered in connection with it at various universities and at the
Summer Linguistic Institutes of the Linguistic Society of America. (Note,
e.g., the 1977 SLI at the University of Hawaii, Honolulu, that was largely
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devoted to language planning and was, in many ways, continuous with the
two conferences that had preceded it). Collective volumes have been pu-
blished in connection with it (e.g.,, Fishman 1973), as have introductory
texts (e.g., Eastman 1983). All in all, the Ottawa conference came at a time
when the field of language planning was reasonably well established (which
does not mean, of course, that it was, necessarily, reasonably well concep-
tually integrated) and that those in attendance in Ottawa could, if they were
so disposed and sufficiently oriented to do so, draw upon an appreciable
common intellectual heritage in order to contribute to it all the more.
This was probably done to some extent, but, it seems to me, that it was
not done to the degree that one could have hoped for given the amount
of relevant work on language planning that had gone on during the inter-
vening twenty years, since the Airlie House Conference of 1966,

What is Language Planning ?

On the assumption that we were dealing with a previously well defined
process we generally proceeded to regard language planning as if it were an
intuitively graspable primitive that could productively remain such without
impeding our deliberations. Accordingly, we spent little time defining
language planning, although a few participants did try out their own favorite
definitions in the course of their own presentations. It should be recognized,
however, that there are by now a number of different definitions of language
planning and its various foci and stages. It would be instructive if someone
brought all of them together, confronted them with each other, and ex-
plored their overlapping as well as their unique emphases and implications,
As it is, it was not always clear whether we were always calling a spade,
a spade or a rose, a rose.

For me, language planning remains the authoritative allocation of re-
sources to the attainment of language status and language corpus goals,
whether in connection with new functions that are aspired to, or in con-
nection with old functions that need to be discharged more adequately.
This definition, admittedly, leads in societal directions more than it does
in linguistic ones, although it is fully compatible (as I have demonstrated
elsewhere : Fishman 1980) with the definition long espoused by Haugen
and reiterated by him in this volume. At a surface level, this definition
seems to depart most obviously from the « correction » model and the
management-planning distinction previously espoused by Neustupny and
Jernudd and reiterated by them in this volume. The substantive and theore-
tical differences between these two definitions deserve to be fully explored.
Is the latter more linguistically oriented ? Does it materially broaden the
field of investigation ? Does it relevantly broaden the field of investigation ?
Does it more successfully relate the language planning efforts in developed
countries to those planned, ongoing and completed in third world countries,
focused upon in this volume and in most of the volumes mentioned above ?
We devoted relatively little attention to the Neustupny-Jernudd model,
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primarily because we devoted little attention to eny model but, perhaps
also, because it is still somewhat offbeat. At some future time and place it
would be instructive to determine whether the distinctions between the
two models are really etic or emic, ie., whether thay are just distinctions
or whether they really make a difference; whether they really require dif-
ferent types of data or whether they lead to different conclusions based
on the same data. I think we would all gain from a serious exercise along
these lines.

Focus on Status Planning

The hallmark of this Conference is its focus on status planning. Ac-
cordingly, the appropriate comparison work is that which was produced
by the 1966 Airlie House Conference, which also was primarily focused on
status planning. The ultimate question is whether we are any more sophis-
ticated and theoretically integrative or parsimonious in our discussions gf
status planning today than we were in 1966. On the basis of our papers in
this volume I am not convinced that we are. On the other hand, I am also
not convinced that even the optimal collection of papers in this area, what-
ever that collection might be, would indicate much progress during the
past score of years. Sociological theory in general and social change theo_ry
in particular are simply too diffuse and unsystematized, and most socio-
linguists engaged in language planning are simply too uninformed with
respect to formal sociology anyway, for the situation to be otherwise.
Given that state of affairs at a purely conceptual-theoretical level, is it
any wonder, then, that we are even further away from closure in the status
planning area insofar as applied sophistication is concerned ?

None of the foregoing limitations led us to narrow our scope, however.
We embraced, or wandered at will across, all levels of status planning :
international, national, regional / provincial, city-wide and neighborhood.
Each of these territorial levels poses challenging issues for any theory of
status planning, particularly for any theory that tries to embrace them all.
Try we did, but perhaps a more focused follow up, one restricted to one
level or another, would enable us to develop conceptually more integrative,
more powerful, more explanatory and more predictive theory than the
omnibus (or is it blunderbuss) approcah we have just taken. Of course,
even that type of self-restriction will be fruitful only if we either agree to
devote more time to the study of sociology/political science before we
undertake our explorations, or, alternatively, if we discuss our work in the
presence of a larger and more varied social science contingent than we
normally invite to our conferences. We (i.e., most of those interested in
language planning) have been making up social science theory far too long
and, as a result, have benefited far too little from the theory that has been
eleborated by specialists working in other areas of social change and social
planning.
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Philosophical Underpinnings

One thing that can be said in our favor, however, is that we immediately
recognized that many of the basic issues impinging upon language planning
not only go beyond language planning (substantially involving, as they do,
culture planning and identity planning, i.e., some of the most sensitive and
value-encumbered aspects of human society), but go beyond the social
sciences themselves. Questions such as « should language planning be under-
taken ? », « dare we [language planners] question/attempt to influence the
rights of human aggregates to pursue/develop their cultures as they de-
sire ? », « may we question/attempt to influence the rights of individuals
to join or leave groups as they wish ? », such questions cannot really be
answered by recourse to social science alone. Language planning efforts,
in particular, and social science efforts more generally, can haltingly attempt
to implement answers to such questions, or, more confidently, to provide
factual evidence on the basis of which answers to such questions can be
formulated, but the answers themselves must come from philosophical/
ideological sources that are « over and above » language planning or social
science per se. Language planners, therefore, must take care that they,
as responsible individuals, agree with the purposes and values of those
whom they serve. Any pretense to be merely neutral technicians or impar-
tial theoreticians does not relieve them of moral responsibility for the
purposes (the policies) to which their work is directly put.

Faced by the immensity of the moral and ethical problems that surround
language status planning we intoned, not once but often, that « all languages
are equal », even though most of us must have realized well enough that this
could be true only in the mind of God or in the best of all possible « in
principle » worlds. Languages are, obviously, not equal in number of spea-
kers, in the functions for which they are currently typically used or in their
past functional histories, in their prestige in the eyes of their users as well
as in the eyes of outside beholders. In sum : languages are manifestly un-
equal in social utility and, therefore, in social power, and this inequality is
palpable both at the intra-ethnonational as well as at the inter-ethnonational
levels. Indeed, it is this inequality of languages that guarantees (a) an infinite
future for language planning, since the less prestigious and functionally
less modernized languages of the world will always seek to become func-
tionally intertranslatable with the more prestigious and functionally mo-
dernized ones, as well as guarantee (b) an infinite future for multilingualism
as a worldwide phenomenon, since only the speakers of a very few languages
at the very top of the heap can pretend that they can afford to be mono-
lingual. Language planning is engaged in by the mighty and by the inter-
mediate and by the lowly, but it is primarily the means whereby less fortun-
ate language communities (i.e., those less powerful in their particular con-
frontation with another ethnolinguistic aggregate) organize their self-defense,
as well as their inter-translatability-at-least-to-some-extent-and-in-some-
functions vis-a-vis one or another « international language ». Were all lang-
uages really equal then all speech-and-writing communities would need only
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one language for intra-group purposes and could insist on the right of simul-
taneous translation for inter-group purposes. The latter is exactly the stance
that polities and autonomous regions take toward one another, particularly
if their relationship is strained, precisely because they are « making a pointy:
they are equal and will not bow to the othex(s), at least not for state-sym-
bolic functions.

Given the functional inequality that exists between languages at any
particular time, we, the community of language planners, tend to be de-
fenders of « pluribus » first, and of « unum» only to the degree essential
for econotechnical functioning. We tend to oppose imposed and unrestrain-
ed unification and uniformation. We tend to want a world that is charac-
terized by one or two international languages for the most urgent, « higher »
functions, well over a hundred national languages, an even larger number of
regional and local languages, and a fairly endless array of community lan-
guages, all in peaceful co-existence or, at least, in creative tension with the
other languages that impinge upon them. This is admittedly a tall order
(and we have not even opened the Pandora’s box of « dialects » considered
to be languages by some but not by others), one that cannot possibly be
achieved without language planning. Perhaps the tallness of the order is one
reason that why we are convinced that we, language planners, represent
necessary, rather than merely esoteric or expendable, expertise. It is the
very nature of our work, and of the ethical, ideological and personality
variables that have brought us to language planning, to reject the notion
that the « free marketplace » could possibly either solve the problems that
arise between languages, cultures and polities or bring about that « peaceful
co-existence of all languages » to which we are so committed. On the one
hand, the « free marketplace » is the very antithesis of planning, and, on
the other hand, there is no « free marketplace » anyway, but rather a variety
of contending and unequal forces. The « free market place » is a locally
acceptable myth if the forces in operation lead to one’s own victory; other-
wise, it is merely a variety of « survival of the fittest » (« fittest » only in
the sense of physically fit, i.e., stongest), the law of the jungle rather than
the rule of human decency, mutual acceptance and cultural democracy.
The self-interest of the dominant is always dressed up as an untrammeled,
universal, unifying, inevitable, free-flowing principle. It is only the weaker
who are accused of interfering with the laws of nature, of being manipu-
lative, of acting out of self-interest, of manifesting the incivility of resisting
the inevitable, of organizing to stay alive (Fishman 1985a).

Perhaps our rediscovery of the (not exactly hidden) principle of avowed
or unavowed (self-) interest in the work of language planners and their
supporters has at least one valuable lesson to teach us: on as interest-
laden a topic as language and culture (language and the state, language and
economic power, etc.) there is not only no interest-free language planning
but, also, no interest-free research on language planning. Even research of
the « I am a camera» variety (« I am only here to get the facts, m’am »),
to the extent that this posture still persists, must still decide what to des-
cribe and what to leave out and, in so doing, someone’s interests are likely
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to be fostered and someone else’s are likely to be slighted. Furthermore,
there are no generally acceptable criteria of desirable goals, moral objectives,
universally right values. The Language planner is, therefore, forced to choose
whose side he wants to be on. It is precisely because all languages/varieties
in any particular setting are not equal that language planners and language
planning must, inevitably, either oppose or foster that inequality (or a
particular compromise between the contestants). There is seldom a solution
that will make everyone happy. We must take a stand and live with it and
with ourselves for doing so. The locals usually know or sense that state of
affairs and if we insist in masquerading under pious « universal » slogans
we are fooling no one but ourselves,

To sharpen this issue even further, it probably bears pointing out that
political democracies are not necessarily guarantors of ethnolinguistic
pluralism. They may be permissive of such pluralism, provided it already
exists or when it arises due to acceptable immigration, but « permissive-
ness » is a passive blessing and is not at all the same as « planning » or
fostering pluralism. On the other hand, totalitarian regimes do not neces-
sarily combat ethnolinguistic pluralism; indeed, they often find it tactical-
ly useful in mobilizing support for political, econotechnical and other
immediate goals. There is a certain anomaly here, Political democracies,
by adopting a hands-off approach to the protection of pluribus (or to
governmentally conducted culture planning more generally), are often,
directly or indirectly, fostering or acquiescing to the re-ethnification and
re-linguification of minorities into the mainstream. Modern totalitarian
regimes predictably wind-up pursuing that very same goal, regardless of
their initially pluralistic postures, as soon as they consider themselves suf-
ficiently consolidated, via stressing their own integrative languages (« first
among equals ») in the many subtle and not so subtle ways that are parti-
cularly available to totalitarian regimes. If language planners really seeks
a permanently pluralistic world, not only between but also within self-
governing polities, then they must oppose uniformizing tendencies that arise
under any and all auspices, rather than doing so only when they arise in
« the other camp ». We must not adopt the uninformed band-wagon view
that sees voluntary re-ethnification/re-linguification in one’s own econo-
political system and compulsion only in the other. There are many paths
that undercut pluralism and we must remain alert to them all, even to
those adopted by newly dominant establishments that can become vindic-
tive and oppressive of the minorities in their midst very soon after their
own servitude has ended.

The result of -the foregoing is that language planners (including the
cultural/political elites that sponsor or call for language planning) may not
be very popular with all circles in the very establishments whom they serve
or with all circles within the populations upon whom their efforts have
the most direct impact. This is not because language planners are more self-
seeking than others, by any means, but because they are (or should be)
issue definers and consciousness raisers vis-a-vis the goal of ethnocultural
pluralism and ethnocultural democracy. Indeed, language planners are part
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of the ethnocultural elite without whom there would be no language status
planning (or replanning). And without the careful study of this entire elite
there can be no sociology of language planning, that is : no sociology of
knowledge about language planning.

Case Studies as Research Tools

From philosophy we preceded to something not at all methodologically
easier, namely, case studies. A major question that plagues case studies is
the question of how the cases are selected, ie., along what dimensions.
There are some 160-170 polities in the world today, more, in fact, than
ever before. They cannot all be studied at any language planning conference
(although there are a few studies in the sociolinguistic literature that do
try to encompass the entire world, e.g., Fishman 1966, Pool 1969, Fishman
and Solano [in press]), and, as a result, just a few cases must be selected out
of a much larger universe. Any intellectually productive selection procedure
must have certain dimensions in mind, so that cases can be selected in
order to gauge or reflect these dimensions and, thereby, provide a more
definitive idea as to how these dimensions are related to each other, on the
one hand, and their relative importance vis-d-vis some criterion of « 1anguage
planning success » on the other hand. If we are to learn anything worth-
while, i.e. anything generalizable, from cases we must know what they are
cases of, i.e., what dimensions they have been chosen to illuminate in con-
junction with what criterion or criteria of language planning effectiveness.

The organizers of every conference that makes use of the case study
method are well aware of the above considerations, and of others as well,
that complicate case study research, but, inevitably, problems crop up that
make it necessary for them to tamper with, or even to abandon, whatever
dimensional typology thay might initially have had in mind. The exigencies
of conferences are particularly likely to result in (a) some cases that are
greatly sought after, nevertheless and unfortunately, not materializing,
(b) some cases that are not particularly sought after, nevertheless and un-
fortunately, insisting on being accommodated at the conference (even
though there may also be other cases of « the very same type » or « the
very same dimensional characterization ») already well represented at the
conference, (c) all cases selected being examples not only of the dimensions
that led to their selection but, also, of other dimensions that contaminate,
counteract or, somehow, influence the particular dimensions of initial
primary interest, and (d) ambiguity as to the « rating» of cases on the
dimensions of interest, that is, disagreement between the « experts» as to
whether case x is high, low or intermediate on dimension y. We may assume
that our Conference was as plagued by these problems (the first two per-
taining to « conferencitis » and the last two pertaining to « typologitis »)
as any other. The result is that we are left with a collection of cases that
are both non-representative, on the one hand, and too few in number, on
the other hand, to support any conclusions with respect to any dimensions
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of interest. When faced by this particular constellation of contra-indicated
methodological characteristics my initial approach is to utilize the data
primarily for speculative (hypothesis formulation) and debunking purposes.
Our proceedings can’ certainly be fruitfully examined in these two ways.

The Javanese case may be an example of ethnolinguistic self-denial
(i.e.,, of a demographically major, highly regarded, well standardized and
amply elaborated language voluntarily « bowing out » of national language
functions in favor of a demographically weaker, less statusful, as yet un-
standardized and unelaborated language) when self-interest is raised as the
major and necessary motivation in connection with language status plan-
ning. I would feel more certain of the Javanese case, in this particular con-
nection, if it were presented as such by a Javanese who was not dependent
on Indonesian governmental support for his livelihood and position. I am
still looking for a study that details the self-denying decision within the
usual decision making framework. Who was for it ? Who was against it ?
Was a compromise or trade-off reached or was the latter faction uncere-
moniously vanquished ? Reports of democratic unanimity among large
groups of leaders or among huge populations of inhabitants always makes
me suspicious, particularly when ascribed to elites that are known not to
have been overly democratic in connection with most other matters. If
there is anyone now alive who remembers elitist and non-elitist discussions
of this issue in the early days of modern Indonesian nationalism, and who
can retrospectively give a detailed account of this entire decision-context,
he/she should be encouraged to write about the matter, particularly if the
individual is currently independent of governmental reward or punish-
ment. It would also be most welcome to read a detailed account of policy
with respect to the regional/local languages of Indonesia since independence
and to this very day. Are any of these languages fostered (i.e., not just
permitted) and, if so, in what ways and with what results ? The most recent
published in-passing references to this matter (can a policy of planned- or
hoped-for- attribution be responsible for the fact that in forty years of
independence there have been no full fledged discussions of so palpable a
degree of linguistic heterogeneity as that which exists/existed in Indonesia ?)
are far from reassuring in connection with foreseeing modern or substantial
functions for the regional languages, many of which still have millions of
speakers (e.g., Alisjahban 1986).

The Belgian and Cameroon cases imply that two fully developed and
relatively secure languages (French and Dutch, in the first instance, and
French and English, in the second) can come to a modus vivendi based
upon the territorial principle, rather than seek a full triumph for the ge-
nerally stronger one or a separatist solution for the locally weaker one. The
Canadian case may become another example of this type, if it continues
and stabilizes along its present path. There are other examples, to be sure
(Switzerland, Finland). A better understanding of what brings such solu-
tions into being and of what stabilizes them would constitute a major con-
tribution of status planning to intra-polity and inter-polity peace. McRae’s
efforts along these lines (1983, 1986) deserve to be encouraged and ex-
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panded. They represent a welcome combination of social science and lang-
uage planning expertise.

There are several examples of international cooperation on behalf of
particular languages. Such cooperation obtains not only in connection with
languages of clear worldwide significance, i.e. languages whose functions
extend far beyond their mother tongue orbits (as, e.g., in connection with
English or French), but also in connection with languages of more limited
international functionality. The inter-polity arrangements on behalf of
corpus planning for Malay/Indonesian, Dutch, Spanish, Portuguese, etc.,
deserve particular attention because they are examples of the pursuit of
corpus planning unity in the midst of status differences between their
respective political components. The decision making and implementing
processes, under such circumstances, deserve to be better understood.

On the other hand, the most typical characteristic of the international
arena is not, by any means, the above mentioned ability of some of its
member to co-adopt and to co-plan inter-polity languages, but, rather, the
tendency of these polities to function on a « one polity — one language »
basis vis-a-vis one another. As a result, the international arena is now « bles-
sed » with well over 100 standardized « national » languages, each of which
tends to have top billing (which, of course, is not necessarily the same as
exclusive billing) within its own territorial frontiers and to seek parity with
other national languages for the purposes of inter-polity communications.
If we now consider « inter-polity » as another way of saying « intra-one
world », then we may realize that the goal of one inter-polity language for
the world merely raises to the next higher level the problem of highly
multilingual polities in which several languages are recognized for the pur-
poses of governmental operations. In both instances there may be one or
two languages that may have exceptional, higher level integrative functions,
but, on the whole, a large number of languages are rather permanently
established and any change in their number is more likely to be upward
than downward. Those intellectuals who react negatively to the prolonged
« tolerance of costly multilingualism » in certain developing countries might
better come to realize the difficulty and the sensitivity of any efforts to
reduce this number if they transferred their parsimony aspirations to the
international arena.

The language-and-ethnicity linkage is interestingly illuminated by the
re-ethnification tendencies that accompany the spread of unifying inter-
ethnic languages. The cases of Yugoslavia, Indonesia, China and Tanzania
all reveal a slow but growing tendency of this kind. « Indonesians », « Yu-
goslavians », « Tanzanians » are identities claimed by increasing numbers,
identities that hardly existed a few generations ago and identities that de-
finitely have their linguistic counterparts. Of course, this is exactly why
some support and why some oppose language status planning for unifica-
tion.
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Several observations are in order, however, in connection with the
formation of newer, supra-local ethnic identities. The growth of such over-
arching identities should be slower in Yugoslavia, where several of the local
ethnicities have long-standing traditions of ethnic consciousness and standard
language symbolism (particularly for Croatian, Serbian, Slovenian), than for
Tanzania, China or Indonesia, where such prior, consciously formulated and
symbolically elaborated local ethnonational identities are more uncommon.
Furthermore, the new, overarching ethnonational identities, even where
and when attained, may only be part-identities for a rather indefinite period
of time. This is particularly obvious in Yugoslavia and in Spain, and to a
smaller degree in China, where both local and unifying languages receive
conscious attention (the balance between the two efforts not yet having
been spelled out in any definitive way, either in the Yugoslav, Spanish or
Chinese language planning literatures), but it should be very much the
case as well in the other instances, due to the substantial continuation of
rural, pre-modern econotechnical life in large parts of many countries.
Finally, the probability of periodization in identity formation/prioritization,
and in unification vs regionalization language policies, should not be over-
looked. Ethnonational identities are not straight line phenomena, develop-
ing only in monotonic directions. The « center » holds out a certain promise
that makes relinguification and re-ethnification not merely an ideological
but also a material consideration. That promise always competes with
other simultaneous reward-systems and, accordingly, it goes through periods
of greater or lesser actualization. The central reward system may falter
and the regional ones may attain renewed vitality due to unforeseeable
econotechnical and ethnocultural developments, either at the intrapolity
or the interpolity levels (or both). Thus, while it is hard to predict whether
Indonesia or Malaysia will ever officially adopt Yugoslavia’s, Spain’s or
China’s somewhat more even-handed solutions to the unification vs region-
alization alternatives to the language-and-ethnicity issue, it is relatively
easy to predict that the unification curve will not always rise, that the
regionalization curves will not always fall, and that the long-term co-exis-
tence of part-identities within the total ethnic make-up of most social
networks is a forgone conclusion (Fishman 1985b, 1985c).

I am struck by the large number of success-stories reported at our
Conference. Dutch has succeeded in obtaining equal status in Belgium
(and may yet succeed in Brussels as well). Catalan has strongly re-esta-
blished itself in Spain (and the Basques, though still far behind, may succeed
to an increasing degree during the coming generation) as has French, not
only in Quebec but in Canada more generally. Yugoslavia continues to
provide impetus to « Serbo-Croatian » while those who favor reasonably
separate Serbian and Croatian varieties are also permitted some degree of
accommodation. China pushes ahead with unificational Putonghua while
assisting language minorities to attain literacy in their local languages.
The Soviet Union does likewise, even more so and better. Tanzania and
India may not be as successful as they would like to be with Swahili and
Hindi, but they too have made great strides. Only participants from the
Cameroons and Malagasy admitted to less than fully satisfactory results,
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as did, more indirectly, the speaker who addressed herself to the bilingual
education policies of the USA. These two or three cases were the only
exceptions to the generally upbeat tenor of presentations at our Conference.
Our proceedings may be of particular interest to readers who are interested
in learning more about successful cases of language status planning. However,
a word of caution is in order. Many of the presentations were made by
official spokesmen for totalitarian regimes and, as such, their comments
cannot be taken as being anything other than a restatement of official
views. This constitutes a serious problem for Conferences sponsored by
institutions/agencies in the Western democracies. The Conference sponsors
are often eager to obtain participation by scholars from within totalitarian
countries and, quite often, they must accept whatever participant such
countries delegate for that purpose. While it is quite obvious to all that
the « party line » is being presented, rather than an independently arrived
at empirical or theoretical formulation, Western conference « manners »
prohibit any overt confrontation on this basis. While it is true that off the
record interactions with the delegates from totalitarian regimes are some-
times more fruitfully frank, these interactions never get into the proceed-
ings. The result is that our literature is burdened with propaganda state-
ments and, more significantly, the voices of protest from within the very
same totalitarian societies are not only not heard but are ignored. No one,
not even an outsider, has prepared to speak up for them. The only planned
exception to this generalization that I can remember took place at the 1974
World Congress of Sociology. At that Congress an entire session was set
aside for Catalan sociolinguistics and it was truly unforgettable. There was
a hush and a level of attention at that session, as if visitors from the moon
had suddenly appeared to tell of life in that unknown region. It seems to
me that we must find some way out of the quandary with which we are
currently faced and that presenters not dependent upon totalitarian regimes
must be included in the program/proceedings on the same topics as are
addressed by representatives of such regimes so that an « other point of
view » can at least be on record. I think we have both a moral and a scienti-
fic responsibility here that is being neglected.

The « mother tongue principle » has certainly not run out of steam in
those settings in which language-and-ethnicity consciousness have been
historically deep. On the other hand, that « principle » (conviction, value)
does not (yet) seem to have attained mass appeal in various other settings,
represented at our Conference by Indonesia, Tanzania and the Cameroons,
where the combination of a unifying indigenous and/or international lan-
guage, on the one hand, and severe ethnocultural diversity coupled with
deficiencies in ecotechnical development, on the other hand, have thus far
diverted attention from the « mother tongue principle ». The stress on
nationism, rather than nationalism, in the latter contexts, generates its
own language status planning thrust. This thrust, in the absence of any
notable counter-thrust from local languages, may, if continued in suffi-
ciently long and in sufficiently stable fashion, ultimately result in inte-
grative nationalism in which the unification languages initially adopted
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for econotechnical functional purposes are also accorded full ethnonational
symbolic value. Then, these integrative languages may come to be reacted
to in terms of the « mother tongue principle » and nationalism rather than
nationism may be part and parcel of the national ethos (Fishman 1972).
The above sketch is still very far from being a fully adequate status planning
theory. In fact, the elaboration of any such theory may still be very far off,
given the number of variables involved, the paucity of hard data with respect
to most of them and the primitiveness of social change theory more general-
ly. Thus, while we cannot be pleased with the level of social theory re-
presented at our Conference, the lion’s share of the problem lies outside
of our Conference proper, ie., with the relative immaturity of the social
sciences themselves in connection with involved issues of the type that
language status planning must cope with. While this immaturity cannot
excuse us from knowing the social theory that does exist, knowing that
theory will, in this day and age, still not take us very far. 3

The spread of English is a good case in point. The dynamics of language
spread in general (and of English language spread more specifically) have
been given considerable attention by Cooper (1983) and by Fishman and
Cooper (1977). Nevertheless, when this spread was discussed at our Con-
ference it was considered not in terms of any theory whatsoever but, rather,
in terms of questionable census estimates, on the one hand, and equally
questionable social dynamics, on the other. I tend to be both a believer in
and a user of language census data (see, e.g., Fishman 1985d) but language
census data is at its worst when neither the units of enumeration (indivi-
duals, countries) nor the criterion of enumeration (understanding, speaking,
reading) are precisely established and retrievable. To make matters worse,
the positing of such societally weak factors as improved English teaching
methodology and language learning materials as the causal factors in the
purportedly accelerated spread and increased growth of English « speak-
ers » (?) is certainly to overlook the mountains for mere molehills. —

English today, more than any other language of international propor-
tions, represents the attainment, and even more, the vision of modernity
(technology [both popular technology and « high » technology, including
a massive, worldwide predominance in computerized systems and data
banks], popular mass media and the culture of consumerism), a vision
whose lowest common denominator appeal has reached into the four cor-
ners of the world. With the decline of traditional values (by the way, pro-
bably Arabic and Spanish related), on the one hand, and of humanistic
values (by the way, probably French related) or ideological values (by the
way, probably Russian and Chinese related), on the other hand, the social
dynamics of the spread of English have not only substantially spread beyond
the networks related to interaction with the English mother-tongue « inner
circle » (Kachru 1986) but have even gone beyond the scope of American
aid and Anglo-American trade. French-Canada’s terrified reaction to the
spread of English (and I myself am quite convinced that English is still
spreading in Canada, and elsewhere in the world, in many functions, and
often at the expense of French [see, e.g., Maher 1986], even though the
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original presenter of that view at our Conference was persuaded to with-
draw it) is totally unrelated to superior teaching methodologies and im-
proved learning materials. Indeed, if the co-founding language of Canada,
and the dominant language in all provinces outside of Quebec, were Dutch
rather than English (and if the relative international positions of Dutch and
English otherwise remained unchanged), then Francophone Canada would
have less cause for alarm, but ample cause non-the-less. It is the need to
attain intertanslatability with English and to manage purification from
excessive intrusions of English that drives corpus planning throughout
francophonie and much of the rest of the world today. Teachers of English
to speakers of other languages can take credit for none of these powerful
forces, which, although they remain essentially undocumented, are theore-
tically much more promising than any of those advanced by our Conference
deliberations. A theory of language status planning must search for such
variables, on the basis of an informed reading of the social change literature.

All in all, our discussion of status planning was a stimulating one, even
though it was, unfortunately, far from being a conclusive one. One of the
eye-openers that it contained was the admission that status planning often
proceeds by studiously not gathering certain types of data (e.g., language
census data in Belgium) and not doing certain types of research (language
attitude research in Yugoslavia). Just as status planning problems can be
researched to death (whenever the « need for more research » becomes
an excuse for not adopting or implementing desired language policy changes,
thereby reinforcing the status quo), so the studied absence or hard data
can also be a tool of language policy (and of maintaining the status quo
against change).

Types of Interventions

Since so much of language status planning is conducted under govern-
mental auspice we attended, quite naturally, primarily to governmental
interventions in that connection, except, interestingly enough, in conjunc-
tion with the spread of English (where the spirit of Adam Smith led us to
assume culturally appropriate private enterprise dynamics). We hardly
paused to note that in many quarters there is a palpable fear of govern-
mental « meddling» in connection with language issues, as if the mix of
language and government were particularly likely to lead to brain-washing
and to thought-control. Perhaps, therefore, it would be best to state at the
very outset that governmental intervention in the language area is not only
not particularly cruel, vindictive or punitive, but that it is regularly and
predictably conducted in accord with the norms and mores of the local
« culture of planning » more generally. Where the latter is punitive, so is
the former, and to a similar degree. Nevertheless, punitive or not, all regimes
have some need for the support of public opinion (« constituency support »)
in connection with language planning, just as they do in connection with
industrial, agricultural, family and other types of planning. Some consul-
tation with the public is usually involved, directly or indirectly, although
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exactly what « consultation » means is a cultural variable and is likely to
be much different from one political/ideological climate to another. One of
our participants claimed that exactly the same curriculum had been esta-
blished for all local nationality schools throughout the country, involving
dozens of nationalities and thousands of schools, on the basis of « consulta-
tion with the parents » involved. This, indeed, would be a feat bordering on
the legendary (if not the mythical) in most parts of the world characterized
by far greater cultural homogeneity.

Furthermore, governmental intervention in the language status area
(and in the language corpus area too, for that matter) seems to be far from
a universal cure-all, even though governments are everywhere among the
major conduits of social power. At our Conference the lack of governmental
success was evident in the reports from Tanzania, Malagasy and the Came-
roons, prompting the realization that governments differ in the priorities
that they assign to language planning and in the sanctions that they can
exercise in that area even were they to assign high priority to it. Accordingly,
it should come as no surprise that bilingual governments are not necessarily
fully bilingual, not even in conjunction with their own civil service person-
nel. Since governments are usually the highest expression of local power,
they are also usually self-monitoring [particularly in the culture planning
area| and, therefore, also more difficult to redirect, reform, keep honest or
render more effective in connection with their language planning efforts
than are most other promoters of language planning.

The governmental efforts that we addressed most often were (again,
understandably enough) those in the field of education, although I am
not sure that we did so on necessarily cogent grounds. Most of us are tea-
chers. Education is not only our major source of livelihood, and that of our
students (and of all proto-elites throughout modern history), but it is ob-
viously a highly structured, language encumbered means of influencing the
young on language status and language corpus matters, What needs to be
faced more squarely, however, is that we are the only ones who remain in
educational settings all our lives. All others graduate (or otherwise pass
through and escape) from these institutions, leave them and enter the
other institutional contexts of « normal life ». The effectiveness of educa-
tion as an orienting, motivating, and teaching force (in the implementation
of language planning goals) needs to be evaluated relative to the effectiveness
of these other institutions. This has never really been done and given the
theoretical potency of some of these other institutions (e.g., the church,
the armed forces, the work sphere, the mass media), not to mention other
governmental activity such as population resettlement in conjunction with
agricultural, industrial or security planning, the efficacy of education as an
independent predictor of any eriterion of language planning success remains
moot. Schools may well be no more than initial shapers of pivotal/transi-
tional generations, massively teaching the language to the young at those
historical junctures in which other institutions are not yet able to contribute
to that function. Subsquently, however, the role of formal schooling may
well be a far more modest one. Schools may well become secondary factors,
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serving, reflecting and reinforcing other influential institutions in society.
Ultimately, schools prepare for after-school life and, therefore, it is so
crucial (particularly, but by no means exclusively, for minority languages
whose out of school status is rather weak) that out of school reward-systems
be available to reinforce and further develop (to a more advanced adult
level) that which the school has begun in connection with status and corpus
implementation. All in all, therefore, I think it best not to uncritically
assume that schools provide maximum intervention beyond early stages
of status planning and, on the contrary, to assume that, unless other reward
systems are massively available, status planning based upon in-school rewards
alone is more likely to fail than to succeed. This is the case with most of
the history, math and science that schools teach and, without special post-
school reinforcement, it is likely to be the case for language attitudes,
lexicon, grammar and spelling as well.

If I tend to be a « doubting Thomas » (or perhaps I should say « from
Missouri », since all I am asking for is an empirical test), insofar as the
status and corpus planning yield of formal schooling during childhood and
adolescence are concerned, relative to other sociocultural reward systems,
then it may be expected that I would be doubly dubious in conjonction
with instructional strategies and learning materials as significant or inde-
pendent causal variables. In comparison with opportunity factors, ideo-
logical factors, reinforcement from family and friends, structural factors
such as age and ethnicity, etc., ete., differing pedagogic methodologies and
learning materials may represent etic distinctions rather than emic diffe-
rences. Since education is a process that does not control itself to the extent
that other professions do (politicians, school-boards, administrators, parents
and even pupils all chipping away at the individual teacher’s control of
what goes on in the classroom), methodologies and materials tend to replace
each other without full evaluation and on other than empirical grounds.
When evaluations of educational methodologies and materials are finally
undertaken, these evaluations are, more often than not, under political
control insofar as their formulation, initiation, conduct, interpretation,
release and implementation are concerned, This is all quite understandable,
in view of our earlier discussion of the subsidiary role of education in most
stabilized modern cultures, and makes me all the more dubious as to whether
pedagogic methodologies could really be serious causal factors in status or
corpus planning success. At the very least, any claim to the contrary requires
empirical confirmation via an appropriately contrastive research design.

Language Corpus Planning

Our relatively late and more meager attention to corpus planning never-
theless reinforced my general conviction that corpus planning and status
planning must be in reasonable tandem or they are not really serious enter-
prises. Status upgrading without corpus modification, to permit new func-
tions to be adequately spoken about or written about, is as much an example
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of « cooling the mark » as employing hundreds of linguists to prepare
exquisite terminologies for everything from anthropology to zoology,
without any social rewards or sanctions in order to influence networks
of speakers/writers that these matters be communicated about in language
X among Xmen. On the other hand, as a result of our deliberations I became
even more convinced than heretofore that status planning is the real engine
of the language planning train. Only when status planning is seriously en-
forced does corpus planning really take root. It is the legal requirements
pertaining to French as the language of the school (including higher educa-
tion) and the workplace that have made the substantial linguistic work of
the Office de la langue francaise and of the Régie de la langue francaise into
the effective examples of corpus planning that they are. It is status plan-
ning, with all of its difficulties and indeterminacies, that grapples with the
behavioral and motivational breakthroughs that must come (must be sti-
mulated or must be compelled) if new terms and standard varieties are to
be employed (at least in print and at least by government employees or in
government sponsored contexts). The latter (the products of corpus plan-
ning) have no dynamic of their own. Many languages will never get much
corpus planning codification or elaboration, and even less implementation,
precisely because their status planning remains unresolved or indifferent.

Topics Overlooked or Neglected

No conference can cover everything and our Conference was no excep-
tion to this generalization. What we left uncovered would more than fill
the agenda for another conference, e.g., status planning that is not govern-
mentally fostered. In many settings, voluntary societies conduct their
own status and corpus planning efforts, ranging in scope from those of the
« English Language Amendment » lobby in the USA (with its glossy news-
letter and frequent nationwide and focused mailings soliciting funds and
membership affiliation), on the one hand, to the minuscule efforts on
behalf of Sardinian or Frisian in the USA, on the other hand, with the
efforts of a huge number of industrial and scientific bodies in between.
Underground movements also need to be mentioned in any discussion
of totalitarian regimes. There may be no public efforts on behalf of an
unhyphenated Croatian in Yugoslavia, but there are certainly underground
efforts along those lines, judging by the number of protests that I get in
the USA every time I use the designation « Serbocroatian » in my publi-
cations. The transition from underground to governmental sponsorship,
as has occured relatively recently for Basque, but is part of the history
of many other language planning efforts, needs to be studied both as a
process as well as a product variable.

The role of individual language planners has also been slighted in our
deliberations. Many languages have benefited from the contributions of
particularly charismatic and authoritative advocates, innovators and normi-
fiers. We really know all too little about more than a mere handfull of them
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and, as a result, we really lack any theoretical approach to their successes
and failures. We even lack any precise manner of discussing how central the
issue of language per se was/is in the total agenda of such individuals (Fish-
man, in press). This is definitely an area for fruitful exploration and one in
which we would be eagerly joined by psycho-historians, from whom we
would have a great deal to learn,

Within the governmental arena we did not sufficiently touch upon the
role of the courts as an agency of elaboration, implementation, evaluation
and iteration of language status planning. This arena may be more or less
important, given different political, legal and cultural frameworks (« leges
sine moribus vanae », the ancients opined), so that interpolity as well as
intrapolity consideration is called for in this connection. Also unmentioned
(or nearly so) were such governmentally encumbered areas public as signs,
mass media of communication and the wide array of different governmental
agencies and services (health, welfare, civil service jobs and civil service
contacts with the public, etc.).

Of the various stages in the language planning flow chart we tended to
give least attention to iteration, i.e., to how the results of prior language
planning are evaluated and « next steps » decided upon. Neither the evalua-
tion nor the decision may be formalized but, formalized or not, new efforts
are repeatedly undertaken and these are inevitably informed by past efforts.
What is done « next » and why that rather than something else is a fascinat-
ing step in the entire flow of events and one that often seems to be slighted
in the total language planning picture.

\ Realistic factors such as costs and economies of scale have never received

' much attention in our professional literature. The early beginnings of cost-

benefit analysis (Jernudd 1971, Thorburn 1971) were possibly too theo-

| retical to be useful, but that is no excuse for the paucity of data, to date,

on how much various types of programs cost, both absolutely as well as in
terms of incremental costs. It is even more distressing that there seems to
be no central address to which one could turn for information of this kind.
A central clearing-house, perhaps a UNESCO-supported, affiliated or spon-
sored central clearing house (why not the Centre international de recherche
sur le bilinguisme at Université Laval ?), for hard data of all kinds is long
overdo in connection with language planning. Language planning is too
serious a matter to leave to conferences every now and then.

Translation below the level of between-state or between-region commu-
nication was also not squarely scrutinized. In both of the above contexts
equality of interlocutors (state A and state B) is symbolically stressed,
often by assuming a monolingual stance for each party and, therefore,
requiring translation « for the record » even where that may not really be
necessary due to joint proficiency in a mutually shared language. However,
at the intra-polity level, where individuals require « recognition », the above
scenario does not apply. Either the individual is expected to accommodate
to the state, when seeking police, hospital, legal or other public services,
by requesting these in the national, regional or official language(s), or the
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state is expected to accommodate to its citizens/inhabitants, by offering its
services to them in their preferred language(s), even when these are neither
national nor official. In the latter instances we encounter multilingual
services whereby courts, schools, hospitals, post-offices, etc., etc., operate
in any one of several different languages that may be preferred by a parti-
cular « client ». There are, of course, limits of scale which may be appli-
cable under such « personality principle » arrangements, so that the number
of languages that these institutions are expected to cope with will vary in
different parts of the state and at different points in history, depending on
the amount of « traffic » that each language generates. Such arrangements,
and the « personality principle » in general, as contrasted with the « terri-
toriality principle », were generally neglected by our Conference. Never-
theless, the « personality principle » involves status planning (and, at times,
also corpus planing) and should by no means be ignored in any considera-
tion of the total language planning enterprise.

Our lack of attention to the « personality principle » is also directly
responsible for our neglect of immigrant groups, as well as smaller and/or
weaker indigenous groups, who not only usually do not benefit from the
« territoriality principle » but who also usually must not do so (from the
point of view of the established authorities). These groups are commonly
« low man on the totem pole », entirely dependent on zeitgeist and ort-
geist for any linguistic crumbs that may be thrown their way. Particularly
the poor, the most recently arrived and the racially (in addition to ethni-
cally) different among them are often considered to be expendable when
language planning is engaged in. « Why should we pay for (linguistic accom-
modation to) them ?» is the usual (overt or covert) rationale for over-
looking them, a negative view that cannot so easily be extended to larger
indigenous minorities. Because the former populations are so commonly
overlooked, it is high time they were focused upon by students of language
planning. The modicum of positive experience that has accumulated in
connection with them (e.g., in Australia, Canada and India) deserves to be
presented, both so that others can learn from the pathbreakers in this type
of endeavor and as a means of stimulating additional attempts to introduce
enlightened policies in this area.

Lack of attention to smaller and weaker languages led to an almost
complete lack of attention to the inevitable interaction between language
planning and language maintenance. For numerically and functionally
weaker languages this interaction may be not only substantial but crucial,
indeed, and raises the issue of limits, i.e., whether even concerted govern-
mental intervention on behalf of favorable status planning may not, never-
theless, come too late to accomplish anything noteworthy in so far as the
overt language usage repertoire is concerned. The Irish, the Romanch, the
Frisian and the Basque cases are all relevant in this connection, as are many
others. At a theoretical level, the entire distinection between primary and
secondary institutions of language maintenance (e.g., family, neighborhood,
religion and worksphere, on the one hand, and schooling, sports and enter-
tainment, military service and high culture, on the other hand) must be
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examined, in terms of where language status planning should best be focused
in order to have the greatest payoff for shoring up and strengthening the
meager internal vitality of weak speech communities (Fishman 1985¢). When
we are dealing with severely wounded and weakened speech communities
the functional goals of status planning (e.g., widespread attitudinal positive-
ness vs intergenerational continuity as a mother tongue vs optimal use as a
second language in a large variety of functions) and the specific means
(programs, projects) of status planning must be selected with much more
care than is the case in connection with the establishment languages that we
focused upon at our seminar. The former cannot afford the margin of error
(and of useless effort) that the latter can take in their strides. Where the goal
is intergenerational continuity as a mother tongue it is obviously more
crucial to focus on the primary societal institutions than on the secondary
ones, flashier though the latter may be for aspiring protoelites. This is
certainly a topic worth returning to in detail.

Given the locale of our Conference, it is particularly hard to under-
stand why we dit not focus more on the French-Canadian language planning
experience. It is, after all, one of the most startling successes (and reversals)
in recent history and its story (examined precisely in the theoretical terms
of one language planning model or another) is still very far from having
been either fully told or fully evaluated.

Finally, it must be stressed that too few empirical studies were presented
at our Conference in any but a historical vein. The study of history is, of
course, empirical in terms of documentation of the past record. But socio-
linguistics is also concerned with the exhaustive, multidimensional depiction
of the present, with attitude studies, with usage studies, with criterion
evaluation studies, in short, with quantitative studies of various kinds. We
ultimately want to know more about what kinds of populations are more
likely, and what kinds are less likely, to adopt the status planning and corpus
planning products of language planning authorities and why these diffe-
rentials exist. There have been serious beginnings of such work (Rubin,
Jernudd, Das Gupta, Fishman and Ferguson 1977, in general, and Fishman
1977, in particular). Our Conference did not contribute to studies of this
kind and they are sorely needed.

Concluding Sentiments

The wise men of Chelm (a legendary Eastern European Jewish city of
self-infatuated fools) always began every conference with a unanimous
resolution to convene another conference. In that way they were always
assured of having accomplished something. As for us, we have more than
enough genuine agenda left over for another conference (for a topically
focused one, I would hope), for another attempt to foster a truly cumulative
dialogue between generations of scholars who have attended to language
planning. Fortunately, we also decided on a series of practical steps that
may also bear good fruit by the time we meet again, namely, to establish
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a clearing-house for language planning bibliography, information and net-
working. If this recommendation is seriously implemented (perhaps by
providing UNESCO support to the above mentioned [Canadian] Internatio-
nal Research Center on Bilingualism), then this may yet be remembered as
having been more than « just another conference ».
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