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Introduction: construing multilingualism

In this paper, I want to explore some ways of connecting different perspectives or discourses on multilingualism manifested in the European context and discussed separately in more detail in the other papers in this panel, focusing in my case on central Europe. A list of such alternative conceptions is inevitably arbitrary, but would certainly include:
· the everyday, taken-for-granted multilingualism of the Kurdish child in a Kreuzberg school in inner-city Berlin, or of a German-speaking Czech working in a multinational corporation in Prague;
· the celebratory but politically constrained multilingualism of European citizenship ideals;
· the ‘subversive’ multilingualism that ‘impedes social integration’ and ‘promotes social disorder’ in northern English towns or Parisian suburbs; and
· the resurgent multilingualism of ethnic/national renaissance in Wales or Brittany.
These examples point towards different linguistic practices that acquire, or are attributed, meaning in particular social contexts or sites of interaction and at different levels of discursive practice. Conventional sociolinguistic research segregates such phenomena into discrete categories of macro and micro – investigating as separate activities, for example, processes of language planning and policy-making on the one hand, and individual language choice and code-switching on the other – but I prefer to think in terms of different ‘orders of multilingualism’ that are grounded in competing language ideologies and characterized by the discursive positioning of multilingual practices, at whatever level or scale of activity. At the same time, analysis of how the politics of language in contemporary Europe functions requires a recognition that we have to identify and explain – in Jan Blommaert’s words – ‘the various forms of interconnectedness between levels and scales of sociolinguistic phenomena’ in order to understand properly ‘what language achieves in people’s lives’. 
As Sue points out, the purported existence of discrete languages – and their hierarchically ordered relationships with each other – remains one of the most powerful and enduring ‘language ideologies’ in the European context: one of the ironies of contemporary European societies and pan-European policies on language is the privileged status of ‘national languages’ across myriad interconnected spaces (for example, home, street, shop, workplace, playground, club), few of which – at least in urban settings - are characterised by the exclusive use of one linguistic variety or even of the set of varieties held to constitute the forms of a ‘language’.
This irony is compounded by the constant reiteration in EU political rhetoric of multilingualism simultaneously as an inherent condition of European societies and as a key aspiration of the model European citizen. Abundant evidence for this can be found in the plethora of programmes and actions promoting linguistic diversity and social mobility across member states (such as Lingua, Comenius, Leonardo da Vinci, ERASMUS) and of strategies and policy statements, for example, from the Council of Europe, from the Language Policy Unit of the Directorate General for Education and Culture, and most recently from the High Level Group on Multilingualism. Since 1 January 2007, this official discourse on multilingualism has been institutionally domiciled in a newly created portfolio overseen by a Commissioner for Multilingualism. The first incumbent of this new post, the Romanian Leonard Orban, declared in a speech on 27 April 2007 that multilingualism ‘has been, from the very beginning, part of the genetic code of the European Union’, while the Framework Strategy for Multilingualism published by the Commission in November 2005 set the target for ‘every citizen [to have] practical skills in at least two languages in addition to his or her mother tongue’ (my emphasis).This so-called ‘mother-tongue-plus-two’, or, more simply M + 2, strategy may seem a laudable objective but it begs many questions on which the Commission remains silent. For example, what counts here as a ‘mother tongue’? Do we all have just one? And which languages should we learn in addition – could they include Basque, Arabic, Russian, or Vietnamese?

The Commission’s strategic initiatives and policy statements draw heavily on surveys such as the Eurobarometer Special Report 243 (2006) Europeans and Their Languages, which paints a highly divergent picture of the individual linguistic capacity of European citizens: for example, according to the report, 99 per cent of Luxembourgers ‘can participate in a conversation in another language than their mother tongue’, against only 29 per cent of Hungarians at the other extreme. A probably unintended consequence of the Commission’s reliance on such data is the implicit reinforcement in its statements of the conception of monolingualism as the ‘natural condition’ of individuals and of states; a condition that ‘requires treatment’ but that member states are in no hurry rectify.  The Framework Strategy, for example, in placing responsibility for developing policy firmly with member states, calls for ‘national plans to give coherence and direction to actions to promote multilingualism’ and concedes that ‘the teaching of regional and minority languages should be taken into account as appropriate’ alongside ‘opportunities for migrants to learn the language of the host country (and the teaching of migrant languages)’ (my emphasis). Similarly, the new Commissioner has published a ‘political agenda for multilingualism’ with the key objective of ‘providing access to online information services and EU legislation to citizens in their own languages’ (my emphasis). What seem to be the implications of such statements? The following list is at least plausible:
· that each member state is (still) associated with one language;

· that ‘migrant languages’ are not ‘languages of the host country’;

· that migrants’ existing (often extensive) multilingual competence is not valued in the same way as the (even only rudimentary) proficiency of non-migrants;

· that the M + 2 strategy envisages both the M and the 2 as official national languages of member states; and

· that ‘citizens’ are identified with these official national languages.

More generally, both language policies and political discourses on language seem to perpetuate, to borrow Ingrid Gogolin’s term, the monolingual habitus of multilingual societies in Europe.
Implications for researching language
What does this mean for language research? Echoing Blommaert’s argument referred to earlier, Sue Wright insists that research on the evolving language dynamics in Europe needs to go beyond the conventional evaluation of policies as instruments in the management of language contact and investigate:
· the different levels of organisation at which language policy is developed; 

· the relationship between the articulation of language ideologies on the one hand and the formulation and implementation of language policies on the other; and 

· the uses and outcomes of policies in their impact on patterns of migration and identification. 
So, following Wright’s and Blommaert’s injunctions, I would like to identify here two sets of closely related issues that are central to the emerging research agenda on the politics of language: research on ‘global languages’ and research on ‘national languages’.
The debates on ‘global English’ or ‘World Englishes’ that have developed over the last twenty years have begun to coalesce roughly around two positions, both of which can be construed as consequences – or even essential elements – of globalization processes.  On the one hand, what I would call the discourse of conquest characterizes English as the feral language of imperialism and colonialism and of cultural homogenization, progressively supplanting other languages in public and private domains, corrupting their substance, impoverishing the linguistic ecosystem and undermining hard-earned linguistic rights; this position is represented most vigorously in the work of Robert Phillipson and Alastair Pennycook. On the other hand, what I would call the discourse of opportunity positions English as the denationalized and deterritorialized language of global communication (English as Lingua Franca, or ELF), appropriated by its learners and adapted for their own purposes, whether instrumental/pragmatic or symbolic/recreational; Juliane House, Jennifer Jenkins, and Barbara Seidlhofer are leading proponents of this view.

However, while most attention has focused on English, a growing body of research recognizes the global reach of other languages too: Clare Mar-Molinero, for example, has analyzed the tensions in the global expansion of Spanish between spread from above (what might be called the authorised version, orchestrated by Spanish state-funded organisations such as the Instituto Cervantes and the Real Academia Español) and spread from below (what might be called the vernacular version, promoted primarily through Latino popular culture of music and mass media here in the US). Furthermore, and perhaps more importantly in the present context, these large-scale social processes also affect languages such as German that may still justifiably be considered international, but not global, languages. Nor are these processes confined to the global dimension: they also have knock-on effects in the reordering of relationships between languages at intermediate, regional levels and in changes in the nature of individual linguistic repertoires. I shall return to this point in the next section. 
Research on ‘national languages’ has been given fresh impetus through the resumption of the historical relationship between language and space. However, whereas language myths served nineteenth-century nation-building projects inter alia in the demarcation of territory, they now play a prominent part in responses to the transnational traffic of people and cultural products and to increasing diversity, especially in urban populations. The idea of ‘national languages’ has thus been reconscripted into dominant political discourses in order to counteract the perceived turbulence of multilingualism and assert a hierarchy of belonging that demands ‘language loyalty’ from both citizens and denizens, establishing a process of symbolic domination to support the legitimacy of national interests. This in turn is transferred into assumptions about language in non-European contexts in gatekeeping processes introduced to regulate the flow of migrants, especially refugees and asylum-seekers:  Jan Blommaert and Ingrid Piller, for example, have shown how what are often misconceived ideas about non-European languages are instrumental in denying access to the sanctuary of European states. 
This emerging research agenda suggests that the kinds of question we then have to ask include:

· How are the relationships between different languages or language varieties in particular states or regions being re-arranged or ‘restratified’? 

· How are individual repertoires being re-ordered and how does this affect people’s lives?

· In what sense are these processes aspects of, or reactions to, globalization?

· How effective can the intervention of various mediating institutions (national governments, cultural organisations, multinational corporations, representative associations) at different levels be in influencing language behaviours in the context of apparently ‘directionless flows’ of globalized practices? 
In the final sections of my paper, I’ll consider some of these questions in relation to the policies and practices involving the German language in central Europe, focusing on two complementary themes on which some of my own recent research has been based.

Theme 1 The national and the transnational: language, migration, and citizenship in Germany and Austria

Across Europe over the last ten years or so, policies and discourses on migration have increasingly engendered new debates on the meaning of citizenship. This is turn has led to the introduction in many (but not all) EU member states of gatekeeping mechanisms to regulate and police the process of migration, one of which is a regime of testing individual proficiency in ‘national’ languages. Measures of this kind have been introduced in Germany and Austria, in both cases in the context of revised immigration legislation, and in both cases legislative steps have gone hand in hand with an intensified focus on ‘language loyalty’ in public discourses, and alongside national policies imposed from above the regulation of language proficiency has been a feature of local politics too. 
At the national level, the trajectory of discursive change on nationality and citizenship in Germany began with the publication of a new Nationality Act (Staasangehörigkeitsgesetz) in 2000, which introduced a qualified version of jus soli in addition to the established jus sanguinis, granting children of foreign parents born in Germany after 1 January 2000 the right to German citizenship as long as at least one of their parents has been living legally in the country for eight years or more; adults are now entitled to apply for citizenship after eight years’ residence in Germany, instead of after 15 years as had previously been the case, but they must have an ‘adequate knowledge of German’ (ausreichende Kenntnisse der deutschen Sprache) and declare their allegiance to the German constitution. This relatively liberal legislation foreshadowed the groundbreaking report of the Commission on Integration (the so-called Süssmuth Report), the title of which - Structuring Immigration, Fostering Integration (Zuwanderung gestalten – Integration fördern) – announced the twin concepts that would dominate the discussion on migration in the following years. Marking an irreversible break away from the previous insistence that Germany was not a ‘country of immigration’, the Report refutes this discourse of denial:

It is a fact that Germany has been a country of immigration for a long time. … The assertion that ‘Germany is not a country of immigration’ used to be a defining political principle but has become untenable as the cornerstone of migration and integration policy.

(Faktisch ist Deutschland seit langem ein Einwanderungsland. … Die in der Vergangenheit vertretene politische und normative Festlegung ‘Deutschland ist kein Einwanderungsland’ ist als Maxime der Zuwanderungs- und Integrationspolitik unhaltbar geworden)
and replaces the historically charged concept Einwanderung with the more emollient Zuwanderung, its more positive nuance reinforced through the collocation with Integration. The Report was published two months before 9/11, and its liberalizing influence was tempered by growing public concerns over security, linked in much media discussion with the debates on migration. These conflicting tendencies are articulated in the frequent occurrence in political texts of self-qualifying expressions such as ‘rights and obligations’ (Berechtigung und Verpflichtung) and ‘support and demands’ Förderung und Forderung, and much of the 2004 Zuwanderungsgesetz bears the marks of this ambivalence. (Note that the full title of the Act is ‘Act on the Control and Limitation of Migration and on the Regulation of Residence and the Integration of EU Citizens and Foreigners’.)   This hotly contested Immigration Act makes provisions for state-funded language and ‘orientation’ courses (a requirement for those without ‘sufficient’ knowledge of German and seeking the right of permanent residence) but this carrot was accompanied by the wave of a stick: ‘Failure to participate will have consequences for the right to stay in the country’ (Der Verstoß gegen die Teilnahmepflicht hat aufenthaltsrechtliche Auswirkungen). Despite the generally more positive tone of the National Integration Plan agreed in July 2007, this dual stance was maintained in the revised Immigration Act published a month earlier:

Foreigners living permanently in Germany are supported in their efforts towards integration by so-called integration courses. The courses include language programmes as well as an orientation course, which provides legal, historical and cultural knowledge. In future, more emphasis will be placed on the principle of support and demands in the implemetation of the integration courses. The aim of successful participation is now explicitly prescribed in the Act. Means of penalizing non-participation have also been standardized. For example, in the event of a failure to participate  in accordance with the regulations unemployment pay may be reduced by 30 per cent. Furthermore, those who ‘refuse to integrate’ must in future expect fines of up to 1,000 Euro.

(Dauerhaft in Deutschland lebende Ausländerinnen und Ausländer werden in ihren Integrationsbemühungen durch so genannte Integrationskurse unterstützt. Die Kurse umfassen Sprachangebote sowie einen Orientierungskurs, der rechtliche, geschichtliche und kulturelle Kenntnisse vermittelt. Dem Grundsatz des Forderns und Förderns wird bei der Durchführung der Integrationskurse künftig mehr Gewicht verliehen. Im Gesetz ist das Ziel der erfolgreichen Teilnahme an dem Kurs nunmehr ausdrücklich festgeschrieben. Auch die Möglichkeiten, das Fernbleiben zu sanktionieren, sind vereinheitlicht worden. So kann beispielsweise bei nicht ‘ordnungsgemäßer’ Kursteilnahme das Arbeitslosengeld II um 30 Prozent gekürzt werden. Darüber hinaus müssen ‘Integrationsverweigerer’ künftig mit Bußgeldern bis zu 1.000 Euro rechnen.)
In public statements of this kind, ‘integration’ is represented not as a desirable aspiration but as an obligation (failure to participate in ‘integration training’ is considered tantamount to a refusal to integrate and incurs financial penalties), and language loyalty – in the sense of formally demonstrating a degree of proficiency in (standard) German - emerges as a tangible measure of good faith and of a willingness to minimize difference. This impression is reinforced by the absence in such contexts – including, most recently, a podcast by Chancellor Angela Merkel on the homepage of the German government’s web site - of anything more than fleeting references to the potential importance of other languages or of the benefits of multilingualism, in spite of the German government’s acceptance of the EU strategy referred to earlier and in contrast to its position on multilingualism in its foreign cultural policy (which I’ll discuss in the next section).
At the local level, language policy has been characterized by contradictions and inconsistencies in the interpretation and implementation of government policy, as well as by independent initiatives of institutional actors. The most controversial of these was the introduction in early 2005 of a German-only policy by the Herbert-Hoover-Oberschule in Berlin: 

The school language of our school is German, the official language of the Federal Republic of Germany. Within the area in which these regulations apply every student is required to communicate only in this language.

(Die Schulsprache unserer Schule ist Deutsch, die Amtssprache der Bundesrepublik Deutschland. Jeder Schüler ist verpflichtet, sich im Geltungsbereich der Hausordnung nur in dieser Sprache zu verständigen.)
(Perhaps point out that following the subsequent media furore, this was amended to:

German is our mandatory language of communication. On this basis, our students communicate inside and outside of the classroom. In this way, they also acquire a comprehensive, linguistically grounded knowledge.

(Dabei ist Deutsch unsere verbindliche Verkehrssprache. Auf dieser Grundlage verständigt sich unsere Schülerschaft im und außerhalb des Unterrichts. Damit erwirbt sie zugleich ein umfassendes, sprachlich fundiertes Wissen.)

This policy decision, determined entirely through internal processes within the school, was rapidly absorbed into national debates on citizenship, integration, and social inclusion, but also into local arguments about rights and obligations within the state institution ‘school’, and about the relationships between this institution and the multilingual and multicultural neighbourhood of Wedding in which it is located and of which it is a part.


That other ways of managing local-level multilingualism are possible, however, even in the politically less liberal context of Austria, is shown by the Vienna central library’s policy of defining this archetypal public space as a linguistic and cultural contact zone. Brigitta Busch argues that:

Local actors are still ill-prepared and are only beginning to realise the role that they can play in language policies. In urban public spaces first visible manifestations of an awareness that the cities were becoming increasingly multilingual were typically signs with rules and prohibitions relating to daily life, such as the warning that ‘fare dodging in public transport will be prosecuted’, (Hinnenkamp 1990; Busch & Wakounig 1995). [An equivalent in the UK context was the recent display of signs in Polish beside rivers and lakes, warning that fishing for carp – the traditional Polish Christmas dish – was illegal.] In a next phase there was often a rather ‘naïve’ policy of celebrating multiculturalism and multilingualism, which sometimes resulted in an equally ethnicizing language policy by emphasizing different ‘roots’ while the point of reference remained ‘white’ and monolingual. In some cities concepts of diversity policies which aim at valorizing cultural and linguistic diversity as a resource for creative and cultural industries began to appear in the 1990s. In terms of language policy, however, it seems that this orientation results in a laissez-faire approach characteristic of the neo-liberal market economy rather than in conscious language planning.
But then, exploring the example of the Viennese library in detail, she shows how a linguistic regime can be negotiated at the local level between an institution and its users that takes account of the heteroglossic nature of particular urban neighbourhoods (James Collins and Stef Slembrouck have done similar work in Ghent, Belgium).

Theme 2 The west and the east: language policy, linguistic repertoires, and identity formation in central Europe 

In the paper already referred to several times, Jan Blommaert argues that globalization is characterized inter alia by the export or movement of concepts of culture and language, for example between centres and peripheries. More specifically, he asserts that new languages enter specific indexical functions, they introduce evaluative criteria that mark indigenous languages off against each other, and create new balances in the evaluation of existing language options instead of replacing these options. As an example, he refers to Monica Heller’s study of processes among francophone Quebecois by which they market their linguistic and cultural assets in a globalized economy. The tension that arises consists of the conflict between the ‘mainstreaming’ demands of the international economy favouring English, and the authenticity of the local language (French) with its greater cultural capital as well as other cultural practices. But the impact of this tension is not uniform, and influences different places to different extents. Thus, in the globalized market place features of authenticity and locality, such as indigenous linguistic varieties, can become a commodity and a marketable skill, and therefore become transformed into something that is other than, and more than, an ethnolinguistic identity resource.
A similar, but different, process can be observed with the German language and its speakers in central Europe. Before the Second World War, as Sue has said, German enjoyed wide prestige as a cultural medium in this region, both as the heritage language of large ethnic German populations and as a regional lingua franca. The denigration and marginalization of its speakers after 1945 and, by association, the stigmatization of the language accompanied educational policies restricting access to German, either as a first or as a foreign language. Its status and market value were revived under the new political and economic conditions after 1989, and its position has now more or less stabilized as the second most widely used foreign language after English.
I would argue that each moment of social transformation in this region has resulted in changes in the orders of multilingualism and in what Blommaert refers to as ‘the reordering of locally available repertoires’. The most recent social changes post-1989 have produced a new indexicality of linguistic forms, manifested across the region in terms of the differential cultural and economic capital of English, standard German, and ‘national’ languages, and within individual states in terms of the relationship between national languages and (alongside many other languages of course) different varieties of German: standard German is indexical of transnationalism, cosmopolitanism, and the present, while German dialects – traditional markers of authenticity - are indexical of parochialism and the past. 
Focusing on Hungary and the Czech Republic as the states whose citizens, according to the Eurobarometer Report mentioned earlier, are most likely to have some knowledge of German (25 per cent and 28 per cent respectively), we have been trying to explore the ‘stratigraphy’ of language policy and, more specifically, the relationship between public discourses and private practices in the commodification and evaluation of language in order to reveal the kinds of connections Blommaert refers to. I’ll refer here briefly to 4 such levels of policy and practice.
First, on the level of German foreign cultural policy, language policy is more explicitly formulated than it is within domestic social or educational policy and more focused in its objectives. Constrained by their historical legacy, recent German governments have trodden a fine line between the economic imperative of promoting the German language as a cultural good and the risk of perceived chauvinism, opting for a pragmatic policy of opposing a ‘linguistic monoculture’ (English-only) and – by contrast with domestic policy, now entirely in the spirit of the EU Strategy - promoting a model of European multilingualism in which German represents additional cultural and economic capital over and above the indispensable English. Adopting a multi-agency approach, determined by the Foreign Ministry and delivered principally through the Deutsche Akademische Austauschdienst and the Goethe-Institut (but with the support of non-governmental agencies such as the Robert-Bosch-Stiftung), successive German governments have developed a discourse of dialogue and exchange, appealing to a ‘shared cultural space’ with their eastern neighbours, but promoting German as a foreign, not as a minority or heritage, language.

Secondly, on the level of transnational and transborder economic and commercial activity, German is accommodated within a complex framework of multilingual practices. Jiri Nekvapil and Tamah Sherman, for example, have shown how English, German and Czech combine in corporate language ecologies in Czech-German businesses, where the companies’ language policies and internal interactions between employees develop shifting relationships between communicative, symbolic and social functions.
Thirdly, on the level of domestic cultural and educational policy in Hungary and the Czech Republic, new demand-led provision of language learning opportunities has resulted in greater growth of English but also a renewal of interest in German (again as a foreign language) alongside it. Both states benefit from the educational resources provided by the German and Austrian governments, but, unlike the Czech Republic, Hungary has developed policies explicitly in support of German (and other languages) as a minority language as part of a broader range of policies on national and ethnic minorities, with a view to securing reciprocal measures of support for the large Hungarian minorities in neighbouring states.
Finally, however, there is a level of language policy formulation that is not often recognized as such. With the removal of political constraints, different language options are now available in the private, personal sphere in terms of how individual speakers allocate particular linguistic varieties a place in their lives (past and present). The reordering of linguistic repertoires is therefore not only a question of the position or status of a language within a society or community, but also, as Dell Hymes puts it, of ‘the place of a language in a speaker’s biography and mode of life’. This entails a move away from the analysis and interrogation of public discourses to the study of ‘language biographies’, asking where German (in its various forms) fits into people’s lives, both in their memories and in the present. There is often a tension between these narratives and language policies (including those of organizations claiming to represent the interests of minority language speakers), and they reveal a more complex and differentiated representation of experiences with language and a sense of belonging than the reductive explanations of conventional macrosociolinguistic studies of ‘language maintenance’ and ‘language shift’. For example, it becomes clear from the narratives we have recorded that the position of German (i.e. the local dialects) in the speakers’ lives was often not constant in the sense of a simple dichotomy of present and absent. And while state policy created the political conditions in which language choices were made, and determined the extent to which choices were possible, the stories are full of accounts of individual agency and of how personal circumstances shaped evaluations of different linguistic varieties.
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