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Abstract This chapter utilizes the theoretical framework of LMT to present the strategies of
managing language problems on the basis of empirical data coming from various sources. The
author differentiates between ‘language management’ and ‘language problem management’,
the latter being a narrower concept. After presenting a short definition of the key concepts,
the paper deals with various kinds of language management suprastrategies and strategies.
One of the important distinctions is the distinction between D-management (management
of particular discourses), C-management (management of the circumstances of language
use), and I-management (management of ideas, opinions, ideologies concerning languages
and language use). One of the tenets of the paper is the assertion that language as a set of
features and regularities can be managed through all three, whereas language as an ideologi-
cal construct can be managed mostly through I-management. However paradoxical it may
seem, in the process of language problem management anything but language is managed.

Keywords Language Management Theory, language problems, problem management, man-
agement suprastrategy, management strategy

1 Introduction

One of the most important metalinguistic activities which can be effectively ana-
lyzed and interpreted within the Language Management Theory (LMT) framework
is the management of language problems or language-related social, legal, cultural
etc. problems (for the sake of simplicity, I will henceforth refer to all of these as
‘language problems’). As is well known, implementing a solution to a problem is
only one of a number of ways to manage language problems (cf. Fan 2009; Muraoka
2009). The aim of this paper is to identify and classify language management (LM)
strategies according to their main characteristics and to illustrate these character-
istics with examples.

The examples come from three sources: (1) general literature on the language
situation of speech communities throughout the world as well as specific literature

1 My research was supported by the Slovak Research and Development Agency under
the contract No. APVV-0689-12 (The Slovak Language in the Context of Multilin-
gual Communities in Slovakia). I also used resources available at my workplace, the
Department of Hungarian Language and Literature of the Philosophical Faculty of
Comenius University in Bratislava, Slovakia, as well as those available at the Gramma
Language Office of the Forum Institute in Samorin, Slovakia. I would like to thank
my anonymous reviewers as well as the editors of the volume for their helpful com-
ments and suggestions.
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on language problems; (2) short accounts of language problems in the language
diaries of students studying the Hungarian language and literature, or Hungarian as
a foreign language at Comenius University in Bratislava, Slovakia, written between
2006 and 2013;* (3) the author’s own experiences and participant observation of
others encountering language problems. A substantial proportion of these observa-
tions took place in the bilingual community of Hungarians in Slovakia, in which
the author lives. From a methodological point of view it is important to stress that
the use of data coming from very different sources was a means of ensuring the
greatest possible data diversity.

Many of the existing strategies of language problem management appear in
some way in the literature on LMT, however, a comprehensive description is yet
to be supplied.

2 The Basic Concepts
2.1 Language problems

According to the traditional definition in LMT, “language problems” are negatively
evaluated deviations from a norm (Nekvapil 2009: 3). A more comprehensive defini-
tion is that “language problems” are “the linguistic, communicative and associated
socio-cultural phenomena that are not only noted but also evaluated negatively”
(Nekvapil 2012: 160). Actually, the first mentioned definition relates to just one
type of language problem called inadequacies in LMT; they are problems which
occur at the interactional level (micro level), in concrete situations (Jernudd 1991;
Sloboda & Nabélkova 2013; Nekvapil 2009).> Supra-interactionally, however, we can
talk about a constant or a regularly occurring, negatively evaluated deviation from
an ‘ideal’ state of affairs or from a certain kind of general ‘norm’ or expectation
held by the stakeholders. Outside the concrete situation, there are no inadequacies,
only the representations of previously occurring inadequacies in the minds of the
stakeholders, which can be called metaproblems (Lanstyak 2014). For example, not
being able to refrain from using substandard words and grammatical features in
certain situations may be a metaproblem identified on the basis of previous spe-
cific instances when concrete persons used nonstandard words and grammatical
features in such situations and were confronted with their interlocutors’ negative
evaluations of their speech.

A language inadequacy can therefore be defined as a particular kind of lan-
guage problem, which can be tied to a particular place and time when it occurred, or to
a period through which it lasted. As opposed to this, a language metaproblem will

2 Inthe language diaries the students describe and analyze various kinds of language
problems or other noteworthy events concerning language they encounter during
the semester.

3 Neustupny (1994: 52) seems to equate “inadequacy” and “language problem”, maybe
he accepted the distinction later.
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be defined as a generalized language problem, i.e., a problem type, which subsumes
many particular instances of inadequacies of similar character, as they are represented
in the stakeholders’ minds. Whenever we think of both or either of these types, we
use the term ‘language problem’ which can be considered a generic term including
both ‘inadequacy’ and ‘metaproblem’ (see Appendix).

It should be stressed, however, that ‘problem’ is not an objective reality, as its ex-
istence heavily depends on what the individual or a community considers a problem,
which again greatly depends on their interests and ideologies. The same applies to
the ‘language problem’ (Jernudd & Neustupny 1987), as it has been recognized by the
proponents of LMT, who consider a language problem to be only what the speakers
in the given community perceive as a problem, and what can be traced back to the
particular discourse* where it occurred (Neustupny 1994; Nekvapil 2006, 2007, 2012;
Nekvapil & Nekula 2006; Fan 2009).

2.2 Problem situations

On the interactional level, a problem situation is a set of circumstances which
all work together to create the impression to the interactants that a deviation
from a norm or expectation took place at a certain location and time. On a supra-
interactional level, a problem situation is a set of circumstances which all work
together to create the impression to the stakeholders that a metaproblem exists.’
In the case of language inadequacies and language metaproblems, the problem
situation necessarily has a linguistic or a communicational component. ‘Deal-
ing with the problem, therefore, actually means dealing with some or all of the
components of the problem situation.

Since managing language problems equals managing various circumstances of a
language situation, of which only one or a few elements are discourse-related, it is
understandable that the management of language problems, especially ‘organized
management’ (OM),° often consists of the management of various non-linguistic
entities (the ‘outer world” and ideas about various aspects of what is generally called
‘language’ and ‘language use’), as will be detailed in the next section of the paper.

4 In this paper, by ‘discourse’ I mean the verbal - either oral or written — constituent
of the interaction in which the language (related) problem occurred.

5 As can be seen, those who are affected by an inadequacy are called interactants, and
those affected by a metaproblem, are called stakeholders in this paper. When both are
meant, the term participant is used. ‘Stakeholders’ is the most prevalent term used for
those affected by a metaproblem in problem management theories (Lanstyak 2014).

6 OM can be characterized by the following: it usually affects a large number of indi-
viduals or groups; it is always supra-interactional; it consumes many resources; it is
directed, systematic and always conscious; it may be regulated by specific laws (like
language laws); metalinguistic communication about the LM takes place (Sloboda &
Nabélkova 2013).
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2.3 Management strategies and suprastrategies

Generally speaking, a ‘strategy’ can be defined as an intentional plan of activities
adopted to accomplish an explicit goal (see, e.g., Mintzberg 1978; Wodak 2008). By way
of metonymy, ‘strategy’ often denotes the actions taken in order to fulfil the plan as
well, i.e., the problem management itself (cf. Feldman & Orlikowski 2011). A broader
concept of ‘strategy’, therefore, includes not only plans intended to fulfil, but also
strategies “that were realized despite intentions” (Mintzberg 1978: 934); thus “intended
strategies” and “realized strategies” can be distinguished (Mintzberg 1978: 935).

In LM, ‘strategy’ may be defined as an intentional plan to accomplish either a lin-
guistic or a social, political, economic, psychological etc. goal through metalinguistic
or discourse-related extralinguistic activities (intended strategy).” By extension,
‘strategy’ may mean the realization of the plan as well, including ways of realization
which were not planned in advance (realized strategy). In LM, either the goal or the
intentional plan of activities will generally have a linguistic or communicational
component. The most general strategic approaches towards language problems are
termed ‘suprastrategies’ in this paper.

It is worth mentioning that a language problem may cease to exist without ap-
plying any management strategy, simply by radical changes in the circumstances.
For instance, if an individual, who suffered from not being proficient in a language,
which he or she needed for his or her work, retires, his or her problem ends without
applying any management strategy. In such cases we may talk about the termina-
tion of the problem. However, this type of problem solution will not be dealt with
in this paper, since it cannot be considered a ‘strategy’.

2.4 Language problem management and language management

Generally speaking, ‘problem management’ can be defined as dealing in any rel-
evant way with a problem situation, including the causes and consequences of the
problem?®, with the aim of bringing forth a more desirable state of affairs for at least
some of the stakeholders. In LMT ‘problem management’ means dealing with a
discourse-related problem situation. In terms of LMT, the outcome of the manage-
ment process should be a state of affairs where there is no negatively evaluated
deviation from norms or expectations, or the deviation is smaller, or is perceived to

7 Metalinguistic activity is for instance arguing about the correctness or incorrect-
ness of a word or a grammatical feature with the aim of making the stakeholders
use it or discard it. Discourse-related extralinguistic activity is e.g., disseminating
a publication about correct and incorrect language use with the aim to help the
readers — the stakeholders — decide which words and grammatical features to use
in certain contexts and which not to use.

8 For the sake of brevity, normally I will substitute clumsy phrases like “dealing with
a discourse-related problem situation, including the causes and consequences of the
problem” with simpler phrases like “dealing with a language problem”.
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be smaller, than before. Directly, this approach can be applied only to the manage-
ment of inadequacies. In the case of metaproblems it is the negatively evaluated
deviation from an ideal state of affairs that should become smaller or non-existent,
or be perceived as smaller.

It is important to emphasize that in LMT the management of language problems
is just one kind of language management, albeit probably the most important one
(Lanstyak 2014: 345). The term ‘language management’ denotes a broader range
of activities; besides the management of language problems it includes also LM of
a non-interventionist character, e.g., dealing with positively evaluated deviations
from the norms or expectations of the interactants, or thinking and talking about
language or discourse without the intent to bring about changes to them. In LMT
commonly four phases of the LM process are distinguished, from which only two
fall under the heading ‘language problem management’:

Table 1: The phases of LM — problem management perspective

1. noting 2. evaluation 3. adjustment design | 4. implementation

problem recognition problem management

language management

Since the subject matter of this paper is not language management in general,
but specifically language problem management, hereafter by ‘management’ I mean
‘language problem management’ (i.e., phases 3 and 4 of the LM process as perceived
in LMT).’

2.5 Levels of problem management

According to LMT, language management — and so, by implication, language prob-
lem management — can be performed either on the micro level or macro level. The
micro level is the level of concrete interactions and small-scale structures like a
family or a group of people (friends, students, co-workers, strangers in a lift or a
waiting room etc.) talking to each other etc., while the macro level is the level of
large-scale social structures like education, research, economic and government
institutions (Nekvapil 2006, 2009, 2012; Nekvapil & Nekula 2006). These levels can
be distinguished, as seen above, at the interactional level, where language inadequa-
cies occur, and at the supra-interactional level, where language metaproblems are
managed (see Appendix).

9 Some authors sometimes include the “deviation from the norms or expectations”
among the phases of LM (e.g., Neustupny 2003), but it can be argued that a deviation
is simply the state of affairs, not a phase of the process of LM, since it goes against
all logic that any kind of management could take place prior to the noting of the
deviation.



72 Istvan Lanstyak

3 Suprastrategies and strategies of managing
language problems

The suprastrategies employed in LM can be classified on the basis of three criteria
which provide answers to the following three questions: (1) what to do with the
problem (to manage it or not to manage it), (2) when to start the management
process (the point of reference being the problem’s time of occurrence), (3) what
is to be managed. The participants may decide not to involve themselves in the
problem management (non-involvement suprastrategy) or they may decide to in-
volve themselves (involvement suprastrategy), and both decisions may take effect
either proactively or reactively (Puccio et al. 2012). The involvement strategies may
aim at changing the discourse (D-management suprastrategy); the circumstances
of language use, i.e., the ‘outer world’ (C-management suprastrategy); or the ide-
as, thoughts, opinions of the participants, i.e., their ‘inner world’ (I-management
suprastrategy).'” With respect to these categories the non-involvement suprastrategy
may be called N-management (non-management) suprastrategy."

3.1 Suprastrategies

By applying the aforementioned three criteria, nine (partially overlapping) supra-
strategies can be distinguished:

1. Non-involvement (or non-management, N-management) is a suprastrategy
of not dealing with a problem at all, i.e., refraining from any conscious manage-
ment act aimed at changing the problem situation. It may be applied proactively
or reactively.'

2. Involvement isa suprastrategy of actively coping with a problem by managing
various aspects of the problem situation in some way or another. It again may
be applied proactively or reactively.

3. A proactive suprastrategy entails taking notice of, or dealing with, an antici-
pated problem (either an inadequacy or a metaproblem) before it actually occurs.
It may be applied both as a non-involvement suprastrategy (if the problem is only
anticipated, but the problem situation is not dealt with) and as an involvement
suprastrategy (if the problem situation is dealt with).

10 A more detailed description and examples are provided in the next sub-section.

11 The term “non-management” is used by Neustupny (2005: 321-322) to denote
“generative” processes that precede the problem management itself. Similarly,
“N-management” means “non-management of language problems”, which never-
theless is interpreted as language management in LMT.

12 ‘Non-involvement’ means non-involvement in the problem management, not neces-
sarily non-involvement with the problem. If somebody faces the problem without the
intent to manage it - i.e., he or she chooses the strategy of endurance (see below) -
we consider it as an instance of applying the suprastrategy of non-involvement.
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4. A reactive suprastrategy entails encountering a problem (either an inade-
quacy or a metaproblem) after it has actually occurred. Similar to the proactive
suprastrategy, the reactive suprastrategy may also be applied both as a non-
involvement suprastrategy (if the problem is noticed, but the problem situation
is not tackled) and as an involvement suprastrategy (if the problem is noticed
and consequently the problem situation is tackled).

5. A proactively applied involvement suprastrategy, i.e., prevention, can be de-
fined as precluding the occurrence of a foreseen problem, by engaging with some
aspects of the problem situation consciously. It can also be considered to be a
simple strategy.

6. Areactively applied involvement suprastrategy, i.e., intervention, isanother
lower-level suprastrategy, which can be defined as actively coping with an
already existing problem by bringing about changes in various aspects of the
problem situation.

7. D-management is one of the three involvement suprastrategies, applied
either proactively or reactively. It consists of LM activities directed at the dis-
course in a concrete interaction (whether monolingual or multilingual), with
the aim of bringing about changes to the discourse. From this definition, it fol-
lows that D-management is always performed within the framework of ‘simple
management’ (SM)" (as we know, OM is supra-interactional). In OM, all influ-
ence exerted on the actual discourse is mediated by acts of C-management and
I-management. Typical D-management activities are: self-repair, correcting a
text, consciously using another word than before to denote a certain concept
because of being convinced by some linguistic authority that the previously
used word was ‘wrong’ or less adequate in the given situation. D-management
often goes hand in hand with C- and I-management.

8. C-management is another involvement suprastrategy, applied either proac-
tively or reactively. It consists of LM activities directed at the circumstances of
language use with the aim of bringing about changes in the overall language
situation and thus managing the language problem. While D-management is
confined to SM, C-management is typical of OM, although, in some form or other,
it may appear also in SM. For instance, if some employees in an international firm
deliberately choose to perform a particular communication act in writing rather
than orally (e.g., sending an e-mail instead of calling by phone) in order to prevent
communication problems (see Nekvapil & Nekula 2006), they carry out an act of
C-management with the aim of influencing the discourse in such a way that it
becomes more understandable or more easily manageable. C-management, when
performed in the context of SM (in this example, using a certain communication

13 SM can be characterized by the following: it affects a small number of individuals,
it is interaction-based, it does not require many resources, it may be spontaneous,
or even unconscious, it is seldom regulated by specific laws (Sloboda & Nabélkova
2013).
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channel rather than another), is usually accompanied by D-management, as is the
case in this example (chosing a different communication channel enables more
time to be spent formulating the message, which may result in avoiding mistakes
which could not have been avoided in oral communication).

9. I'management is also an involvement suprastrategy, applied either proac-
tively or reactively with the aim of bringing about changes in how participants
think about the language problem; it often entails the use of various language
ideologies which are related to linguistic aspects of the problem. It is probably
more typical of OM, although in SM interactants may, in a given situation, ap-
ply ideological statements to influence the discourse. For example, in a bilingual
community, a speaker may justify his or her language choice with some sort of
language ideology or somebody may try to make someone else change their
language by arguing based on certain ideologies (see Langman & Lanstyak 2000).

One may wonder why no ‘L-management’ (denoting ‘the management of language’)
is included among the suprastrategies answering the question ‘what is to be man-
aged’. The reason is simple: I have not found any language-related activity that
would be expedient to be labelled as an act of ‘L-management’. ‘Language’ as such
is basically a socio-cultural and ideological construct, not an artefact of reality
(see e.g., Gal 2006; Jorgensen et al. 2011; Jorgensen & Varga 2011), and therefore it
obviously cannot be managed in any other way than virtually, within the frame-
work of [-management. So-called ‘corpus planning’, i.e., proposing new rules and
words, cannot be regarded as managing ‘the language’: it is a way of influencing
the speakers to observe previously non-existent or unobserved rules and use pre-
viously non-existent or unused words, thus effectuating changes in the discourse,
not in the ‘language’. Only after the new rules and words have been established
in discourse, may the speakers or the language experts have the feeling that ‘the
language’ has changed.

For instance, codifying a new standard language' consists of a series of
C-management acts accompanied by I-management. Language experts elaborate
a set of rules for the would-be standard language and a list of words intended to
become the basis of the word-stock of the new language variety, usually draw-
ing on one or more dialects or the older forms of language preserved in older
texts (I-management)”. The proposed set of rules and word list is then dissemi-
nated by the help of state administration, the educational system, media etc.
(C-management). The language experts or others make up ideologies about why
this standard should be used (I-management). Only when these new rules and
words appear in actual discourse can we talk about D-management, however, this

14 Tt goes without saying that what follows is a drastically simplified ‘model’ of the
standardization process.

15 Some may think that this is exactly ‘language’ management. However, this ‘language’
exists only in the minds of the language experts, i.e., in the form of thoughts, so its
management cannot be anything but I-management.
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actually happens outside the framework of OM; observing the proposed rules and
using the proposed words is an act of SM on the part of the individual members
of the speech community.

Reactive codification adjustments in an already existing standard language,
within the context of LM, can also be interpreted as acts of C-management ac-
companied by I-management. The publication of new rules and words changes the
circumstances of language use (C-management) and thus influences what people
think about their language and how they should use it (I-management). If they be-
come acquainted with the new rules and words, they may decide to manage their
discourses accordingly (D-management).

As we can see, it is impossible to find a point where anything like ‘L-management’
would be needed. Since ‘language’ is an ideological entity, not an artefact of the real
world, it is evident that all activities which are directly aimed at bringing about chang-
es in it are of an ideological character, i.e., instances of [-management. As to those
activities, which are aimed at bringing about changes in the ‘language’ indirectly, they
are instances of C-management.'® Contrary to the ‘language’, the discourses people
produce, do exist in reality and so they can be managed through D-management.
What LMT calls ‘language management’ consists of these three kinds of management:
D-, C- and I-management. The label ‘language management’ may seem indispensable
even for non-essentialist linguists, but it is important to realize that it is misleading
at best (on essentialism in linguistics see e.g., Janicki 1989; Linell 2005).

3.2 LM Strategies

In the empirical material used for this study eleven LM strategies could be identified
(see Table 2. below). In the next three subsections, their general characteristics will
be explained along with a number of examples of how they are used proactively or
reactively. Since a ‘strategy’, as defined above, is primarily a plan, and only second-
arily an implementation of that plan, the classification of the examples coming from
the literature, language diaries and the author’s own experiences is not based on
the outcome of the LM process, but on the intent of the managers and in some cases
(alleviation/mitigation, solution/elimination) on the ways such intent is achieved.
This is because the outcome can be rather different, e.g., the intent may have been
the solution of the problem, but what actually was accomplished may be only its
alleviation (or in the worse case, its aggravation, which is not at all untypical, es-
pecially in the OM of metaproblems; see Lanstyak 2015).

16 A direct way, e.g., substituting a word for a politically more correct one, is to deal
with the word openly, i.e., to persuade the speakers that the word used till then was
for some or other reason not suitable (I-management). An indirect way of reaching
the same is to change the outer circumstances by e.g., instructing language editors
to substitute the word with another one hoping that if the readers do not encounter
the word in the media they will use it less and less.
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Table 2: Language management suprastrategies and strategies on the supra-interactional

level
non-involvement involvement
proactive reactive proactive reactive
(prevention) | (intervention)
avoidance endurance N-management
devolution C-management
alleviation D-management
solution
ignoring I-management
denial C-management
belittlement
mitigation
elimination
acceptance

4 Non-involvement strategies

The two non-involvement strategies presented below, i.e., avoidance and endur-
ance, are two ways of refraining from any conscious management acts aimed at
changing the problem situation. The first of them, avoidance, may involve many
management activities on the part of the participants or the problem managers,
however, the aim of managing the circumstances of language use is not to solve the
problem, or alleviate it, or transfer its burden on somebody else, but to change the
circumstances of language use in such a way as the participants would not have to
deal with the problem at all.

4.1 Avoidance

Avoidance is a non-involvement strategy employed before the expected language
problem occurs."” Its aim is to circumvent situations where the problem could pos-
sibly occur. The participants do not strive to remove or alleviate the problem; they
just try to avoid it. It is typically a micro-level strategy and either inadequacies
or metaproblems can be avoided in this way. The participants may manage their
circumstances (e.g., finding an alternative way of fulfilling a task, without having
to communicate), however, this is not an involvement strategy (C-management),
since the aim is not to deal with the language problem, but rather to avoid having
to deal with it.

17 “Avoidance” may also refer to the avoidance of disclosing information which would
influence the evaluation of the speaker’s discourse by his or her interlocutors
(Fairbrother 2015: 72-73).



On the strategies of managing language problems 77

Avoidance strategies are explicitly mentioned in LMT. Together with ‘preven-
tion’, they fall under the heading “pre-management” (cf. Neustupny 1978: 248) or
“pre-interaction management” (Nekvapil & Sherman 2009). In LMT, avoidance strat-
egies are “management strategies that involve not performing a communicative act
due to the difficulties associated with it, or selecting a communicative act which
requires less work, less confrontation or does not threaten one’s professional im-
age” (Nekvapil & Sherman 2009: 187). However, as one of my anonymous reviewers
notes, avoidance is surely more than that, even in LMT, it is a general face saving
strategy applicable to non-professional contexts.

Avoidance strategies within the SM of inadequacies are often used to evade lan-
guage gaps or language lapses'® (Schmid & de Bot 2004; Nabélkova 2007). They may
be applied by speakers with various language proficiencies, such as semi-speakers,
multilingual speakers speaking their non-dominant language or competent mono- or
multilingual speakers speaking their non-dominant dialect or register. They can
also be applied to fully competent speakers speaking their dominant language or
language variety, especially in situations of stress, such as when they perform a
difficult task like interpreting etc. Avoidance may consist of circumventing some
linguistic or orthographical forms; avoiding speaking about a particular topic or a
set of topics, shunning a medium of communication (e.g., face-to-face spoken lan-
guage, see Nekvapil & Nekula 2006) or avoiding interaction altogether (Nekvapil
& Sherman 2009; Fan 2009; Muraoka 2009; Fairbrother 2015).

In addition, using certain ‘compromise forms’ to avoid anticipated language
problems may be a metaproblem management strategy. For example, some parents
in the community of Hungarians in Slovakia prefer to give their children names
which are identical or almost identical in Slovak and Hungarian, e.g., David, Tibor,
Patrik; Anna, Anita, Laura, etc. One reason is to prevent the linguistic identity of
their children being deduced from their first name and so avoid possible discrimina-
tion from the majority authorities or majority population. The motivation may also
be to prevent the authorities from Slovakizing the name of their children, which
was a common practice in the past when Hungarians with names which had their
etymological or conventional counterpart in Slovak were forced to use the Slovak
forms, like Stefan instead of Istvan, or Vojtech instead of Béla (see Zalabai 1995).

In multilingual states, all provisions which enable the use of a minority lan-
guage in official contexts may be considered avoidance strategies applied within
the framework of the OM of metaproblems. The aim of the provisions is to avoid
anticipated communication problems, which speakers communicating in their
non-dominant language could encounter. In Switzerland, the inhabitants are even
spared from actively using the other official languages of the state and thus can

18 A language gap is when a required word or structure is not part of the speaker’s
linguistic system; a language lapse is when a required word or structure is part of
the speaker’s repertoire but he or she is temporarily unable to recall it (see Lanstyak
& Szabomihaly 2005: 65).
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avoid the concomitant problems. As is well-known, the strict territorial compart-
mentalization of the languages and their official use in the federal government in
multilingual federal states, like Switzerland, is meant to be a way of ensuring that
most inhabitants of the country may essentially remain monolingual and yet be
able to fulfil all their language-related needs (see e.g., Grin 1998; Stepkowska 2010).

One may argue that choosing a name for a child or making provisions for the use
of minority languages in official contexts is active involvement in managing problems,
so it cannot be classified as an avoidance strategy, avoidance being a non-involvement
strategy. However, it is important to realize that all avoidance may entail active in-
volvement —not in managing the circumstances in order to solve the problem itself,
but to manage the circumstances in order not to get involved in potential problems.
By choosing an ethnically neutral name the problems relating to the use of ethnically
marked names do not cease to exist, only the individual with an ethnically unmarked
name will not have to engage with them. Similarly, if the minority language can be
used in official contexts, the speakers will not have to engage with the problems which
would arise if they had to use the majority language. In this sense these examples can
be regarded as examples of the avoidance strategy. Of course if the problem is defined
otherwise, the same activities may also be interpreted otherwise.

4.2 Endurance

Endurance is a non-involvement strategy which manifests itself in being confronted
with a problem but without any efforts made to avoid or manage it. In essence,
the participant recognizes the problem and bears all the consequences. Thus it can
be described as a non-involvement strategy applied ‘reactively’®, a sort of passive
acceptance of the problem, as opposed to “acceptance”, which is an active acceptance
of the problem (see later). Although literally taken not dealing with a problem is
not a management strategy, it is worth examination, since deciding which language
problems to deal with and which to set aside is, in a way, itself an act of LM.

Endurance is not really dealt with in LMT, although a kind of reference to it can
be found in the form of a requirement; Fan (2009) emphasizes that problems which
cannot be solved (temporarily or permanently) should also be attended to. Thus,
endurance may be the next step after unsuccessful attempts to manage the prob-
lem. Nekvapil (2009) also points out the possibility that problems may be noted by
stakeholders and consequently brought to the attention of language managers, but
they may prove unsolvable (more exactly: unmanageable) or the designed action
plans may not be accepted by the stakeholders.

A speaker who is not able or willing to invest more time and effort into learning
a language which he or she needs occasionally or regularly, actually applies the
endurance strategy, knowing that he or she will have communication problems,
and possibly also concomitant problems like being disparaged, isolated or even

19 Here, not reacting is treated as an extreme form of weak reaction.
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persecuted for his or her ignorance. This falls into the category of the simple non-
management of inadequacies and metaproblems.

An example from a language diary: an ethnic Hungarian living in the Czech Re-
public with fossilized Hungarian language competence (he used his mother tongue,
Hungarian, regularly when he was a child), on his visit to Hungary referred to a
young female shop assistant as néni ‘auntie’, which is how small children may refer
to a shop assistant, but not adults. This aroused a negative reaction on the part of
the shop assistant, resulting in the both the customer and the accompanying author
of the language diary feeling embarrassed.

5 C- and D-management strategies

As has been shown above, C-management strategies involve LM activities directed at
the ‘circumstances of language use’ with the aim of managing the language problem.
Three different types of C-management strategies will be presented below: devolution,
alleviation and solution. By ‘circumstances of language use’ I mean anything that
is not discourse or ideas about language, i.e., metaphorically speaking, everything
that is in the outer world, not in the speaker’s mouth or head. In the case of SM, the
strategies of devolution, alleviation and solution may consist of D-management, i.e.,
the management of the discourse in concrete interactions. In other cases C- and D
management are concurrent. For this reason they will be treated together.

5.1 Devolution

Devolution is an involvement strategy consisting of making adjustments with the
aim of transferring the burden of the problem onto somebody else (an individual or a
group). The problem remains, but some of the participants redirect the consequences
of the problem to others, or redirect the responsibility for managing the problem
to others. This occurs normally when the participants with greater power impose
their will on participants with less power. Since devolution is a kind of aggressive,
obtrusive or at least inattentive act, it usually needs ideological justification; there-
fore C-management is often accompanied by I-management, and in the case of SM,
also by D-management.

The marginalized Romani-speaking communities in Southern Slovakia, e.g., the
communities near Dunajska Streda / Dunaszerdahely in Maly haj / Malomhely, in
which the majority of the population is still monolingual in Romani, provide an ex-
ample of this phenomenon. Since Romani is generally not used in public services,
the whole burden of doing things in offices and elsewhere for the members of the
community is laid on those few members who speak Hungarian and/or Slovak (see
Pintér & Menyhart 2007). That means that although the stakeholders are those who
do not speak either Hungarian or Slovak, they are basically exempt from having
to bear the consequences, since the language brokers will do the work for them.

More generally speaking, it is a quite usual practice throughout the world that
individuals belonging to the (powerful) majority in the country as a whole do not
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bother to learn the language of the local (powerless) majority,” even if they are
individuals of lower social status. In many countries where linguistically mixed
areas exist, the usual language policy is that only the subjugated speech community
is obliged to learn the language of the dominant speech community, even if the
subjugated community is actually a numerical (but powerless) majority and the
dominant community is a tiny numerical minority.

For instance, in Slovakia, Slovak, the language of the dominant group, is a
compulsory subject in the schools with Hungarian as the language of instruction,
while Hungarian is not even an optional subject in Slovak schools, even in the
areas where Hungarians are a numerical majority (Lanstyak & Szabomihaly 2005).
That means that in communication between Slovak monolinguals and Hungarians,
the latter group has to make all the effort to make themselves understood (by
using their non-dominant language). Similarly, various documents of Hungarian
minority organizations are translated into Slovak by bilingual Hungarians, i.e.,
those who do not need the translation because they understand both languages.
The experiences of the author show that those who understand only Slovak often
do nothing but passively wait for the bilinguals to manage their comprehension
problems and often they do not even consider this to be a favour for which they
should be grateful.

Devolution strategies can be employed even in situations where the languages
in a multilingual community have an equal status de jure, when the actual distribu-
tion of power between the languages is uneven. For example, in pre-1991 Yugosla-
via, Slovenian was one of the official languages of the country. Yet in the federal
political bodies, such as in administration, diplomacy and the army, and in some
other domains like certain mass media, predominantly Serbo-Croatian was used
officially. Serbo-Croatian was a compulsory subject in Slovenian schools, without
any reciprocity — Slovenian was not taught outside Slovenia (Stabej 2007). It was
expected that the comprehension problems would be managed unilaterally by the
Slovenes by using Serbo-Croatian in outgroup communication, without the need of
the Serbo-Croatians to make themselves understood in Slovenian.

A similar situation is evolving in many parts of the world as a consequence of
English becoming ‘the’ world language (see Edwards 2004). For example, by English
becoming the single international language of science and technology, all the bur-
den of professional communication in this area is laid on the speakers of languages
other than English: “When we have a single language which is not really a lingua
franca for everyone, parts of the scientific community do not have to invest time
and resources to learn the new languages, but may use these for their own research
activities” (Carli & Calaresu 2007: 541).

20 On the concept of powerful and powerless majorities see Skutnabb-Kangas (1990: 11).
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5.2 Alleviation

Alleviation is an involvement strategy which, on the level of OM, consists of mak-
ing adjustments in the circumstances of language use in order to make the problem
more bearable, i.e., creating a partial solution. In the case of SM, it is often the
discourses themselves that are adjusted for the problem to become more bearable
(D-management). Alleviation may take various forms, e.g., reducing a complex
problem by solving some of its components, or dealing with (some of) the conse-
quences of the problem, without addressing the problem itself. It is also possible
to lessen the weight of a problem, by reinterpreting the problem situation. Since
this latter case is an [-management strategy, it will be discussed later, and under a
different name (mitigation).

Alleviation is not treated in LMT as a clearly identified LM strategy, although
Muraoka (2009: 160) emphasizes the need to reduce “irremovable problems.” In
other theories of problem management alleviation is attested under different
names, including ‘alleviation’, also ‘dissolution’ and ‘amelioration’ of the prob-
lem (see Vidal 2005; Paucar-Caceres 2008; Ulrich & Reynolds 2010; Jackson 2003).
Also ‘improving the problem situation’ may refer to alleviation (Simonsen 1994;
Jackson 2003; Christis 2005).

When interactants are speakers of different language varieties or languages,
communication problems and other problems can be alleviated by speaking less
spontaneously and self-monitoring one’s speech in order to be able to accommo-
date other interactants, which is a type of D-management. In the language diaries,
there were several reports from which it can be seen that some members of the
community of Hungarians in Slovakia, when speaking or writing to Hungarian
speakers from Hungary, exercise more self-monitoring than usual to avoid using
Slovak loanwords or code-switches.”

Foreigner talk is an example of such a special register which is typically used with
the intention of alleviating communication problems?* (Tarone 1980; Neustupny &
Nekvapil 2003; Nekvapil & Sherman 2009). It can be classified as a proactive strategy,
in cases when one starts to use foreigner talk in anticipation of one’s interlocutor’s
communication problems, i.e., when the problems have not occurred yet (and thanks
to the use of foreigner talk, they do not even have to occur). If, however, one starts
to use it after perceiving the communication problems of the interlocutor, it is a
reactive strategy. In both cases, the use of foreigner talk is an act of SM, and it is
one of the D-management strategies.

Using code-switching to bridge the language gap (see Lanstyak & Szabdémihaly
2009) is another alleviation strategy within SM for those speakers who believe in

21 The ultimate objective is not always to be more understandable, but also to prevent
being considered a not fully competent speaker of the Hungarian language or even
being a non-Hungarian.

22 With regard to the use of foreigner talk for a different, non-linguistic aim, see
Fairbrother (2015).
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purist, standardist and Platonist ideologies; for those believing rather in pluralist ide-
ologies it may be a solution strategy. As it occurs within discourse, code-switching
is another instance of D-management. The regular use of codeswitching leads to
borrowing, which can be considered a way of solving the communication problem
in the informal spoken register, but seldom in formal spoken or written registers.
However, for those believing in the purist, standardist and Platonist ideologies, the
problem may persist, as the use of loanwords may be perceived as only a way of
alleviating the problem (Lanstyak 1999-2000).

Strengthening indigenous languages in post-colonial multiethnic states is another
typical case of an alleviation strategy in cases when nobody can believe that these
languages may really become equal in relation to the long-established languages of
the powerful groups of previous colonizers. In contrast to the previous discourse-
based examples, this can be regarded as an act of C-management in the context of
OM. For instance, in South Africa, after the fall of the apartheid regime, nine in-
digenous languages were accorded official status, along with the previously official
languages, English and Afrikaans. Although this act of status planning “has changed
the parameters of power relations between the symbolic attributes of groups and
regions” (Blommaert 2007: 137), the sociolinguistic reality of South Africa is such that
English and Afrikaans continue to enjoy a higher status and play a more dominant
role in society than other languages, despite having relatively fewer native speak-
ers than most indigenous African languages (Kamwendo 2006; Blommaert 2007;
Ricento 2007).

5.3 Solution

Solution is an involvement strategy which consists of making adjustments, via
which the participants intend to completely remove the problem.” This does not
mean that new problems will not come into existence as an unwanted consequence
of the problem solution (either linguistic or non-linguistic). In the case of OM, it
is basically the circumstances of language use that are changed (C-management),
whereas in the case of SM, it is the discourses that are adjusted (D-management).
In the case of the OM of complex metaproblems, which are also referred to as
‘wicked’, ‘messy’ or ‘ill-defined’ and ‘ill-structured’ problems (in general problem
management literature see Rittel & Webber 1973; Whelton & Ballard 2002; in the
LM context see Lanstyak 2014), the solution is more a theoretical than a real op-
tion. “[T]here are few language issues where we achieve a full resolution; applied
linguists — like all scholars — are involved in a continual process of striving, often
making progress, but rarely fully attaining” (Gibbons 2007: 429). Solution is a strat-
egy — together with alleviation — which can have a very different outcome than
anticipated. “Examples of successful language planning and policy implementation

23 When the strategy of solution is applied proactively, it may be called prevention in
the stricter sense of the word.
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in which stipulated goals, widely shared by all affected groups, are substantially
achieved are relatively rare” (Ricento 2007: 212).

We should be aware of the fact that ‘solution’ cannot be equated with ‘good
solution’. On the one hand sometimes, because of poor funding, the incompetence
of managers or for other reasons, ‘worse than best’ solutions may be planned. On
the other hand, often solutions are beneficial for some members of the concerned
community, and detrimental to others (Lanstyak 2014, 2015). What is considered a
good or bad solution is, to a great extent, influenced by language ideologies.

Some problems require solutions that may take years or decades to be completed,
e.g., acquiring literacy or learning/acquiring a new language in order to solve com-
munication problems (cf. Neustupny 1978). In such cases, the problem can be seen as
being gradually alleviated before it is finally solved. Indeed, the process of learning
itself is packed with various language problems (cf. Davies 2007).

In LMT, ‘solution’ as a LM strategy is usually taken for granted, or it is tacitly
equated with ‘language management’, therefore it is not analysed as a LM strategy.
All that has been written about the difficulties of reaching an overall solution to a
problem pertains to the OM of metaproblems: authors emphasize the need for taking
into account the communicative, socio-cultural and socio-economic determinants
of the problems as a prerequisite of successful management (e.g., Hibschmannova
& Neustupny 2004; Kaplan & Baldauf 2005; Nekvapil 2006). The situation is fairly
different in SM, where a lot of tiny inadequacies, like correcting a slip of the tongue,
are generally solved successfully in the course of D-management. One of the most
typical kinds of SM of inadequacies on the micro level is the correction of speech
errors in discourse. Examples of this kind are referred to in the LMT literature
quite frequently, the reason for which may be the fact that LMT originated from
‘correction theory’, which dealt primarily with the issue of corrective interventions
into language use (Neustupny 1983, 1994; Nekvapil 2006; Nekvapil & Nekula 2006).

Interlinguistic comprehension problems can be either alleviated or solved
through translation or interpretation. Here the strategy is applied proactively, to
prevent communication problems. Translating or interpreting is an adequate way of
solving comprehension problems if it is not crucial to understand every detail of the
text. Interpreting speeches at a cultural event (e.g., at the opening of an exhibition)
or even interpreting papers at a scholarly conference may be such cases.

Problems relating to ‘correct’, i.e., standard, language use and language incompe-
tence in general can be successfully solved, or at least alleviated either within an SM
or an OM framework. SM may consist of consulting grammar books, dictionaries,
stylistic handbooks etc. or asking for help from somebody else, which are acts of
C-management all resulting in D-management, i.e., influencing the realization of the
discourses. OM on the micro level may consist of learning the standard language, or
its formal registers, e.g., by way of conscious exposure to many (formal) standard
language texts. OM on the macro level may consist of making the teaching of the
mother tongue and foreign languages more effective, or writing and publishing
dictionaries and handbooks (cf. Nekvapil 2007; Davies 2007); all these are cases of C-
management, with the ultimate aim of changing future discourses (D-management).
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In some cases, restandardization or destandardization may be accomplished, which
is, however, rather I-management than C-management or D-management.

One of the most complex language problems is the revitalization of a dying
language or the revival of a dead language. One (the only?) example of a very suc-
cessful complex language revival process is the ‘raising’ of the Hebrew language
‘from the dead’ during the 19™ and 20™ centuries. Of course, all cases of language
revitalization are instances of applying solution strategies, since the aim of the
language managers cannot be less than a solution, even if the actual result is total
failure or a slowing down of the language shift at best.

6 I-management strategies

I-management strategies are strategies aimed at influencing participants’ thoughts
about the linguistic and non-linguistic aspects of the language problems. With
regard to the linguistic aspects, [-management entails using various language ide-
ologies. Ideas about the problem situation are often conveyed to the participants
by way of C-management, e.g., by producing TV programs the aim of which is to
show how a problem ‘has already been solved’ (i.e., it does not exist anymore) or
that it is not as serious as people think it is.

6.1 Ignoring, denial and belittlement

These three strategies are involvement strategies which share one characteristic
feature: in each of them the participants are manipulated into believing something
about an existing problem which they would not have thought of otherwise. There
are several reasons for treating them together. One is that they have an important
trait in common; the aim of all the three is to prevent the problem from being man-
aged in a meaningful way. Another reason for treating them in the same subsection
is that relatively little is known about them. Furthermore, it is not always easy to
distinguish them in practice, even if the distinction between them is theoretically
clear-cut. Finally, there is a lack of concrete examples in the literature, not counting
as an example the situation when the belittlement of someone’s language compe-
tence is the problem itself (Fairbrother 2015).

Ignoring means consciously acting as if the problem did not exist, without
verbally denying or belittling it. It seems similar to the non-involvement strategy
of endurance, but in fact it differs from it substantially. If a problem is endured, it
may be talked about, while if a problem is ignored, all possible efforts to alleviate
or solve it are killed by the ‘conspiracy of silence’. In the case of endurance, the
participants do not oppose the meaningful treatment of the problem, they merely
lack the power to do so. Denial refers to verbally disclaiming an existing problem
and acting as if it did not exist, whereas belittlement means talking about the
problem as if it were less serious than it really is. Since the aim of the ‘managers’
in all these cases is to make stakeholders think something about the problem (in
extreme cases, to think that it does not exist at all, in other cases that is does exist,
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but is less grievous than it seems to be), it is the thoughts that are managed, i.e.,
this kind of LM is I-management.

These I-management strategies may be accompanied by attempts to conceal the
problem (in the case of ignoring and denial) or to create the impression that the
problem is much less serious than it really is (in the case of belittlement) by way
of C-management activities. However, this C-management is not intended to solve
the problem or lessen its weight. On the contrary, it aims at preventing the problem
from being solved or even from being alleviated. As an example we may refer to the
situation when bilingual Hungarians living in the countries around Hungary and at-
tending schools with Hungarian as the language of instruction are taught Hungarian
as a mother tongue from textbooks which apply the same monolingualist approach
as textbooks used in Hungary, instead of using textbooks designed specifically for
them, which take into account their bilingualism and the language problems caused
by their limited exposure to their mother tongue. Designing, producing and using
textbooks with a monolingualist approach are acts of C-management with the aim
of strengthening the conviction that bilingualism is not a problem.

‘Ignoring’, ‘denial’ and ‘belittlement’ are not specifically identified as strategies
or ways of dealing with language problems in LMT. Yet some examples of them are
mentioned in the literature on LMT, without explicitly identifying them as such. For
example, Muraoka (2009: 161) deals with the strategy of “making unsolvable prob-
lems covert”, which is either identical or closely related to the strategy of ignoring.

Another example from the research using LMT is the denial or belittlement
of the comprehension problems of Czechs reading Slovak articles on Czech web-
pages through the “downgrading and marginalizing of those who do not understand
Slovak as deviants” (Sloboda & Nabélkova 2013: 203). In this example, the alleged
inability of a Czech reader to comprehend a Slovak article on a Czech web-page
was categorized as only his personal, i.e., rather isolated, problem. On the other
hand, if the ultimate aim of the managers had been to let the individual manage
his or her comprehension problems without giving him or her help, this strategy
would be a case of devolution.

The use of slang, or the interference of slang with the standard language, is
often considered to be a problem in the Hungarian language community, although
this problem is partly ideological in nature. According to Neustupny and Nekvapil
(2003) the traditional OM strategy in the Czech language community and else-
where concerning slang was not to mention it at all. This seems to be an instance
of ignoring a language problem. Although many problems concerning slang in
various languages are ideological in nature, they can be eliminated by changing
the underlying ideologies (see the strategy of elimination below), however, some
of the problems may be real.*

24 One such problem is the incomprehensibility of certain slang words for those who
do not use them, but sometimes are exposed to them (as e.g., parents are exposed to
their children’s slang). Another is the problem of young people when learning the
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6.2 Mitigation and elimination

The I-management strategies of mitigation and elimination are again well distin-
guishable on theoretical grounds. If the aim of the LM is to lessen the weight of the
problem, but not completely remove it, the strategy employed is termed mitigation.
If the aim is the complete removal of the problem by way of I-management, the
strategy employed is elimination. However, since in the examples the intent of the
language managers is not always clear, it is not always possible to separate the two
cases.

Mitigation is an involvement strategy aimed at the reinterpretation of the prob-
lem situation in order to see it as devoid of some aspects of the problem. This can
be achieved by changing the underlying language ideologies. Mitigation is different
from belittlement in that its aim is to manage the problem, while the aim of belittle-
ment is to create the impression that the problem is not as serious as the participants
think, without changing the underlying ideologies. As discussed above, the weight
of a problem may be lessened also by way of C-management. In order to distinguish
the two cases, the latter is referred to as alleviation.®

Elimination is an involvement strategy which consists of the reinterpretation of
a problem situation in order to see it as devoid of the problem. This occurs in cases
when there are no outer world circumstances which would require change by way
of C-management. Such a reframing can be achieved by changing the underlying
language ideologies. The very best way to eliminate a problem is by turning it into
asset. The problem may be done away with also by way of C-management but this
latter case would be referred to as a solution strategy.*

While mitigation is not a clearly identified strategy in LMT, elimination is well-
known, although it appears under a different name, or it does not get a separate
label at all. Nekvapil (2009: 8) clearly describes elimination when he writes the fol-
lowing: “[W]hat an individual perceives as a problem can change, in other words,
deviations from norms which the individual has consistently evaluated negatively
can be evaluated neutrally, or even positively, with the passing of time.” Following
Fairbrother (1999), Sloboda & Nabélkova (2013: 207), in connection with the use
of Slovak on Czech web-pages, talk about “reprocessing’, i.e., altering an ongoing
LM process by “norm replacement”, “de-evaluation”, “re-evaluation” etc. All these
processes evidently aim at changing language-related attitudes, such as changing

standard variety: they are not always aware of some slang words’ stylistic value in
the formal or neutral standard language variety, which may be a source of stylistic
errors (involuntary diction shifts) in written texts intended to have a formal or
neutral style (see Lanstyak 2010: 24-29).

25 As a generic term, ‘alleviation’ could of course be used in a broader sense of the
word but here it is used to refer only to alleviation by way of C- or D-management.

26 As a generic term, ‘solution’ could be used in a broader sense of the word but here
it is used to refer only to solution by way of C- or D-management.
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the attitudes towards the appearance of a Slovak text on Czech web-pages so that
it would not be considered a language problem.

The following language diary entry provides an amusing instance of elimination
of the language problem (miscomprehension) by reinterpreting the context (actually,
the ‘real world’) within SM:

Linda and Attila went shopping; after coming home Attila was showing his
would-be mother-in-law, Margit, what they had bought. When showing her a deli-
cate bar of soap, Attila commented: Ezt maganak vette, meaning that Linda bought
it for herself. However, since the word form maganak is homonymous in Hungar-
ian, the sentence could also mean ’She bought it for you’ (using a V-form). This
is exactly how Margit interpreted Attila’s words; she thought her daughter Linda
had bought the soap for her as a small present. That’s why she reacted gladly by
saying: Oh, she needn’t have bought me anything! Attila did not tell her the truth,
but accepted that the soap would be his future mother-in-law’s. By telling Linda
privately what happened and how he solved the problem, the act of reframing
the situation was finished and the miscomprehension problem was eliminated by
changing the interactant’s original intention. Since no outer circumstances were
changed in the process, we cannot identify this as an act of C-management. We
cannot consider it to be an act of D-management either, since Attila did not try to
reformulate what he said to convey the intended meaning (i.e., that Linda bought
the soap for herself, not for her mother).

Many forms of linguistic discrimination can be mitigated within SM by par-
ticipants believing that those who discriminate are not right. For example, some-
body may be discriminated against at their workplace for speaking a non-standard
variety. Although changing standardist and homogenist ideologies into pluralist
ideologies in itself cannot eliminate the problem, it may become easier for people
to bear such discrimination if they do not feel ashamed.

As is well-known, linguistic diversity is considered an asset by some and a prob-
lem by others (Ricento 2007). On the state level, linguistic diversity is a language
problem first of all from nationalistic, homogenistic and puristic ideological stances.
If these ideologies are changed into pluralistic ideology, the former problem may
become an asset, i.e., multilingualism may be seen as a resource of national wealth
(Fill 2007). Of course, many language problems remain and have to be managed,
but their weight would probably be perceived as lighter.

The same may be said of dialect diversity, which is a language problem mostly for
those who believe in the ideology of homogenism and standardism. If participants
alter their views to a pluralistic stance, the former problem may become an asset;
multidialectism may be seen as a sign of the wealth of the national language. As in
the case of multilingualism, many language problems remain and have to be man-
aged, but their weight would probably be perceived as lighter. A classic example
is Norway, where through conscious LM toward fostering linguistic diversity, the
language managers succeeded in changing negative attitudes towards dialects — not
only rural, but also urban dialects — into positive attitudes (Omdal 1995).
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As we know, not only regionally restricted dialects can be stigmatized, but also
commonly used koine dialects,” if they are perceived as non-standard. There were,
for example, efforts made to manage the problem of the stigmatization of the con-
tact varieties of Hungarian in Slovakia, by reinterpreting Standard Hungarian as
being pluricentric (Lanstyak & Szabomihaly 1996, 2009; Kenesei 2006; Kontra 2011).

6.3 Acceptance

Acceptance is an involvement strategy which consists of acknowledging the exist-
ence of a problem and working out mental strategies to accept the existence of the
problem without the intent to bring about changes in the circumstances of language
use. Here, the aim is not to alleviate or mitigate the problem, only to put up with
it; however, the effect may often be that the problem becomes mitigated (one feels
it is easier to live with it now than before he or she accepted it and made it part of
his or her life). Acceptance may be sometimes accompanied by adjustments in the
circumstances of language use, when not consciously aimed at devolving, mitigat-
ing or solving the problem. So just like elsewhere, here it also can be seen that the
theoretical types of strategies are in real life often intermingled.

Acceptance should not be confused with endurance. Acceptance is an active
approach to the problem, finding a way (or more ways) to live with the problem,
while endurance of the problem is its passive acknowledgement, a non-involvement
strategy.

Acceptance has not been widely dealt with in LMT as an LM strategy. Only
Muraoka’s (2009: 158) pursuit to distinguish not only “avoidance strategies”, but
also “strategies for living with unsolvable problems” appears in the literature. He
also asserts that “the management of unsolvable problems” plays a crucial role in
contact situations (Muraoka 2009: 163).

A typical example of an acceptance strategy within SM is abandoning communi-
cation, either in general or concerning a topic for which the participant’s language
competence is not enough. (On the other hand, if one does not even deal with the
topic to begin with, it can be taken to be the non-involvement strategy of avoidance.)
However, this abandonment must be accompanied by certain management activities
like explaining to one’s interlocutor the nature of the problem, otherwise it would
be ‘endurance’ of the problem, not ‘acceptance’. Such explanation is a typical form
of I-management, since it brings about changes in the interlocutor’s mind, not in
the outer circumstances.

27 According to Siegel (1985: 363), “a koine is the stabilized result of mixing of linguistic
subsystems such as regional or literary dialects. It usually serves as a lingua franca
among speakers of the different contributing varieties and is characterized by a
mixture of features of these varieties and most often by reduction or simplifica-
tion in comparison”. However, in a looser use of the term, a koine may be simply
a supraregional language variety used as a lingua franca, which for some (mainly
ideological) reason is not accepted as a (regional) standard.
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Observations in the bilingual community of Hungarians in Slovakia show that
some Hungarian monolinguals do not just passively endure, but consciously accept,
that they have no or minimal competence in Slovak and tolerate this state of affairs
in general, which is an acceptance of the metaproblem. At the same time, they find
ways to manage each particular language problem they come across by mostly
avoiding some situations and asking for help in unavoidable situations. Although
the metaproblem is accepted by the stakeholder, many of the concrete everyday
inadequacies must be managed in a different way (e.g., asking someone for help,
which is C-management).

On the OM level, one of the consequences of the world’s great linguistic diversity is
that the majority of the world’s languages have too few speakers for it to be expedient
to standardize these languages. That means that the speakers of these small languages
will remain dependent on some other language or languages. In such situations it
may be important to show the stakeholders that this is a problem they have to live
with; they must accept that there are a number of resources which they can access
only with the help of one or more other languages. Besides the mental process of ac-
cepting this situation, the management of concomitant language problems is needed
and it is mostly accomplished by way of C-management (e.g., acquiring or learning
other languages to be used in the functions which the small languages cannot fulfil).

7 Conclusion

This paper has dealt with the strategies of managing language problems within the
theoretical framework of LMT. After the short definition of key concepts, such as ‘lan-
guage problem’, ‘language inadequacy’, ‘metaproblem’, ‘problem situation’, ‘manage-
ment strategy’, ‘problem management’, etc., various kinds of language management
suprastrategies and strategies were discussed. The data came from varied sources,
which enabled the identification of a great number of different strategies, some of
them being scarcely attested in the literature on language problem management.
The main suprastrategies were identified on the basis of three criteria. The first was
how the participants relate to the problems. According to this criterion two supra-
strategies were distinguished. If participants do not actively deal with a problem, they
choose a non-involvement suprastrategy. If they, however, decide to do something in
order to remove the problem or make the problem situation to be, or at least to look,
more favourable, they choose the involvement suprastrategy. The second criterion
concerns when the problem is managed in relation to the time of the occurrence of
the problem. On this basis, proactive and reactive management suprastrategies were
differentiated. In the case of a proactive suprastrategy, participants deal with the
problem situation before the problem actually occurs, whereas in the case of a reac-
tive suprastrategy, they start dealing with the problem only after it has occurred. The
third criterion relates to what is being managed. This led to the identification of three
types of suprastrategies. If the immediate object of the management is discourse, as
it appears in a concrete interaction, the participants will choose the D-management
suprastrategy. If the participants decide to manage the circumstances of language
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use (and as a consequence, the overall language situation), sometimes with the ul-
timate aim to bring about changes in the language system itself, they will apply a
C-management suprastrategy. If they try to change the participants’ way of think-
ing about the problem, they will apply an I-management suprastrategy. If nothing
is managed, we may speak of an N-management (non-management) suprastrategy.

At the intersection of the non-involvement suprastrategy and proactive supra-
strategy we find the avoidance strategy (evading situations where the problem could
occur). Where the non-involvement suprastrategy and reactive suprastrategy meet,
we find the endurance strategy (being confronted by a problem, but not avoiding or
managing it). At the intersection of the involvement suprastrategy and the proac-
tive suprastrategy we find nine strategies. The same nine strategies can be found at
the crossing point of the involvement suprastrategy and the reactive suprastrategy,
and moreover, their reactive application is more common than their proactive ap-
plication. The proactively applied involvement strategies may also be considered
to be a suprastrategy, which can be called the prevention suprastrategy. Similarly,
the reactively applied involvement strategies may be considered to be part of an
intervention suprastrategy.

Three of the involvement strategies are basically C-management strategies: devo-
lution (aiming to transfer the burden of the problem onto somebody else), alleviaton
(aiming to reduce the problem without getting rid of it) and solution (aiming to
resolve the problem). This means that these strategies are accomplished mainly by
means of C-management, although C-management may be accompanied by acts of
I-management, and in the case of SM, also D-management.

Six of the involvement strategies are basically I-management strategies, which
are often accompanied also by acts of C-management: ignoring (acting as if the
problem did not exist), denial (refusing to acknowledge the problem’s existence),
belittlement (creating the impression that the problem is less serious than it is in
reality), mitigation (mentally lessening the problem without managing the outer
circumstances of the problem situation), elimination (getting rid of the problem by
reinterpreting the problem situation), acceptance (mentally justifying the need to
live together with the problem as it is).

D-management is possible only in SM, and its aim is usually the devolution,
alleviation or solution of a problem.

Finally, this paper raises these important issues:

1. Itis important to stress that the nature of the problem usually does not determine
the strategy that will be followed. Some types of problems do preclude certain
strategies, while others can be managed in a variety of different ways. The same
language problem or language-related social problem can often be managed by
applying a number of different LM strategies. Which one is chosen, depends to
a great extent on language ideologies.?”® If the management strategy requires

28 The evaluation of the outcome also depends on ideologies.
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monetary investment, this may be one of the most important factors in deciding
which strategy to choose.

2. There is a great difference between strategies dealing with inadequacies and
those dealing with metaproblems (Fairbrother & Masuda 2012; Lanstyak 2014).
This partly correlates with the difference between SM and OM. Many problems
that are unmanageable for an individual in a particular situation may be handled
in the OM process (e.g., a lack of certain terminology in the language), and the
other way round; individuals may solve an inadequacy, but the metaproblem
persists (e.g., the individuals manage the problem of comprehension in a given
situation, but they must live with their incompetence in that language).

3. The investigation of the strategies of managing language problems should con-
tinue along two different tracks: the SM and the OM process should be studied
separately and then synthesized. This is because the compound treatment pre-
vents us from seeing the peculiarities of the two approaches. Further reasons
for separating the two are the vast differences in the complexity of the task,”
in the proficiency of the participants and in the overall aims of the LM process
(Lanstyak 2014).

29 For example, it is simply absurd to treat the correction of a slip of the tongue on the
one hand and the revitalization of a dying language on the other hand alike.
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An example of the possible ways of managing a language problem

Language problem

Inadequacy

Metaproblem

Interactional level
management

Supra-interactional level management

Micro level management

Macro level management

Simple management

Organized management

An individual does

not understand an
official letter received
from a governmental
office, which contains
administrative and legal
terminology.

The problem

Comprehension problems with official texts containing
administrative and legal terminology.

The individual consults
dictionaries and
encyclopaedias or other
aids (if they exist and if
he or she has access to

The individual regularly
consults dictionaries and
encyclopaedias or other aids
(if he or she does not have
such at his or her disposal,

Initiating research on
administrative and legal
terminology and publishing
specialized dictionaries and
encyclopaedias or other aids.

registers.

them). he or she acquires them to be
able to use them regularly).

. If he or she considers the Initiating changes in the
A metaproblem grievous educational system to train
) . .
3 enough to invest more into  |students at schools, colleges
3 it, he or she may consciously |and universities to understand
5 learn the administrative these registers better.
2 terminology and get trained
E in understanding the
v formulations typical for these

Changing the way of
formulating these texts to
make them simpler and thus
more understandable for
laypersons of any educational
background (i.e., launching a
‘Plain Language Movement’)
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