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|. Introduction

Language, border and cross-border interactionsha@renain key words of our thesis.
To observe their possible correlations we have@has area that is recently promoted
as a very successful model of cross-border coaparahd even integration inside the
European Union (hereinafter EU), i.e. the borderaasf Nova Gorica (Slovenia) and
Gorizia (Italy). Undoubtedly, there are severalestexemplary models of cross-border
practices along the EU’'s member states bordersthiené are several facts that give
special weight to the “successfulness” of the ch@ea. The common denominator of
all these distinctive facts can be expressed asrtawning differences”. Not in the
sense of eliminating them in order to melt in a bgeneous unit but in the sense of
living together despite them and, still more, eatihg the existing differences as a
positive value, a richness of the area. A precioaslel indeed, since it should de
facto realizing the EU’s motto of “Unity in Diversity”ypfunctioning as a more and
more integrated community, despite incorporatingremy differences or, we should
say, containing so many borders. Borders betwestesst cultures, historical socio-
political and economical experiences, and, lastrmitleast, languages. Thus, a very

large spectrum of occasions for experiencing thélWey distinction.

We are well aware of the above reported contramtictintegration would presuppose
disappearance of borders and not their persistémaindeed, some of the borders in
the studied area were recently removed: with theroe of Slovenia in the EU (on 1
May 2004) customs controls on border posts werdishisal, and with the integration
of Slovenia into the Schengen area border posts ciiedks have been removed
completely. The EU's goal of a single market i@ of free flow of goods, services,
people and capital seems to be achieved in thie.dxevertheless, there is a shared
opinion on both sides of the border about the ptasce of “mental borders”. No
thoughtful analyses were made about the contetiti®iconcept, but there is no doubt
that it refers to the perceptions linked to thentsgoeople in the area went through in
the recent historical period (especially from t®20s to the 1950s; see below, chapter

! For the complete picture of the actual situatiegarding the implementation of the freedom of
movement of the labour force in the studied area owst consider also the EU labour market
restrictions that some of the EU-15 member stateseeded to impose to the new member states that
entered the EU in the 2004 and the special agressniertween Italy and Slovenia that regulate this
field.



V), when the We/They distinction meant also thgagement for different and mostly
strongly opposing political, economical and cultucbjectives. In this context,

language has often been used as a cue for categopeople as ingroup and outgroup
members. Thus, it naturally raises the questioruabite sociolinguistic and socio-
psychological determinants of speech behavior t@rigroup encounters, for the past

likewise for the present situation.

.1 Object of analysis and research questions

Our interest for the subjects that are dealt witlthis thesis arose in the time when we
began to study the role of language in the hisébrgocio-political and cultural
processes of the Goriska/Gorizia region of thd' T@ntury, in the frame of our
undergraduate thesis. The interest grew when weowdsed that our inability to find
satisfactory answers to some of the posed questrasdinked to the fact that the social
history of the region almost neglects the studyhefrole of language in the processes
of nation state formatidnLater on we discovered that, in the studied arepnly was
the language aspect scarcely studied for the magids, but it was almost left out also
in the analysis of the present situation, charasdrwith ever growing cooperation
between the two border communities of Nova Gorité @orizia.

Then we tried to underline the importance of thelgtof language concerning issues
in the processes of EU integration in our mastesith (Vodopivec 2005), and we

found out that in this context language policy asety studied in the cross-border
communities. Thus, specific areas of interest dgpe in course of our research, and
some of them will be approached in this thesisgi@ample, the need of establishment
of the cross-border area as a specific domaineofahguage policy interest (especially
in the framework of the EU), and the indication, thie bases of personal research
experience in a concrete area, of some possibleamds approaches for the

sociolinguistic analysis in this domain.

2 See, for example Fabi (1991: 36): “Per varie magid caposaldo propagandistico della questione
nazionale tra gli italiani e slavi [sic] veniva gato all'interno del problema della lingua [...].][La
storia dei connotati, delle tappe e delle resigeverso l'integrazione — o la netta differenziaeion
linguistica costituisce un importante e affascisaptoblema di storia sociale in gran parte ancera d
risolvere.”



The hypotheses that we will try to verify withinrothesis with the use of empirical

data from primary and secondary analysis are th@fmg:

A sociolinguistic analysis of language practiced &nguage ideologies in the
cross-border area would allow the establishmerihefcross-border area as a
specific domain of language policy analysis. Thgnsicant specificity here is
the particular gravitation model/Q-values of langes (Calvet 1999; de Swaan
2001), which differs, for example, from the gratida model present in the
national domain: language practices and languageladies in the cross-
border domain follow particular patterns, beinduehced by particular factors.
These patrticularities would consequently lead specific approach also in the

language planning issues.

In the cooperation processes of the cross-borasx af Nova Gorica/Gorizia
the conscious gradual modelling of the cross-boptditical and economical
community is not followed by the conscious grademdelling of the cross-
border community as a specific community of commation. The goal setting
in the political and economical agenda is not aquamed by the goal setting
in the language planning agenda.

The actual language planning in the studied areatisongruent with language
ideology. People’s attitudes towards the neighbmufanguage would allow
the introduction of educational models (foreigndaage teaching), which
differ from the existing ones. The specific gratrda model present in the
studied cross-border area contains a potentighfispread of multilingualism

(and consequently maintenance of language divéisitye area.

The cross-border area of Nova Gorica/Gorizia aedréhated nation states are
neglecting the specificity of language policy ot thross-border domain. By
using, in the studied domain, the same languageplg methods that are used
in the national domain, there is the risk that ginavitational model proper to

the nation state situation will prevail, in the Utd, also in the cross-border.



That would in practice mean the tendency for therkigenerations to adopt, in

cross-border contacts, the use of the global lirficaraca, i.e. English.

The four presented hypotheses relate to two diftecentexts: the first one relates to
the theoretical approach concerning the analysiangfuage policy in the cross-border
areas in general, whereas the rest of the hypathess to the specific context, i.e. the
cross-border area of Nova Gorica/Gorizia (and éheed nation states).

Following Fishman we would say that our idea todgtthe cross-border area as a
specific domain of sociolinguistic analysis origea in the “integrative intuition”: the
investigation of language behaviours in the studiszh led us to some conclusions
about the existence of “underlying sociolinguisggularity’ (1972: 450-51, italics in
original). Furthermore, we were motivated to engagelaboration of the research
model for the study of cross-border language ictera by presuming its heuristic
utility; the construct is useful if itHelps clarify and organisfthe researcher’gjata’
(ibid., italics in original).

An additional motivation to explore language polinythe cross-border area is the fact
that it is possible, in this domain, to well obsethe relation between language and
state/local authorities as authority and power é&addAs Spolsky (2004: 40) points out

language policy operates within a speech commumitywhatever size. The
domain of language policy may be any defined omaéle social or political or
religious group or community, ranging from a famitlyough a sports team or
neighbourhood or village or workplace or organator city or nation state or
regional alliance. There is, of course, a goodaedsr the attention concentrated
on political units, and that is the associatiorlasfguage policy with power and

authority.

Finally, we would argue that it is the very pogiiing of the area of our interests in the
frame of sociolinguistics (see below, chapter il§. among the applied issues in
macro-sociolinguistics, that calls for “[t]he recuiipon of locally situated contexts for

inquiry and exploration, and thus the importancenetds analyses and variable
solutions in differing local contexts” (Grabe 20@B: In regards to language planning



Cooper (1989) too is arguing for inclusion of misa@ciological levels (e.g. other than
governmental) among the scholars’ interests: tloesaas taken at those levels appear
as having also the macro sociological importanod, enoreover, the evidence would
show that “the same processes which operate inarlagel planning also operate in

micro-level planning” (ibid., p. 37)

The relevance of the selected subjects of anatysitl also emerge when taking into
consideration some of the fundamental principlethefEU, e.g. maintaining cultural

and language diversity, and evaluating both na& barden or obstacle to cooperation
but as a resource for a higher additional valueafterial and immaterial products of
the European society and consequently its comypenigiss on the global level, and
assuring to the EU citizens the right to live anarkvanywhere inside the community

and thus develop their own potentials in the bestible way.

The EU has chosen not to interfere in nationalgeediin the field of culture, language
policy and education; here it only tries to “guidbé decisions on the national level by
the adoption of different resolutions, formulatiaf specific recommendations,

dissemination of good practices, establishmentpetsic agencies, working groups,
etc. This approach proved to be successful sincteted the possibility to the nation
states to relinquish some elements of their sogetgiin the economic, political and

juridical spheres and thus make progress in ecatedmand political growth,

preserving at the same time those elements whiehEiliropean peoples consider
fundamental for their identification: national andltural identity and the sense of
simultaneous belonging to different territorialrfraworks, local, regional, national or
European, without being forced to give up any a$ #lements. On the other side,
when the EU fosters mobility, the “unity in diveggimodel can function as a barrier-

full system at a very practical, everyday practee!.

Usually language is the first barrier when movingni one local environment to the

other and it seems that the EU has finally becomare of the importance of the

® However, Cooper (ibid., p.38) ascertains that ‘exholars of language planning are reluctant to
include decisions by small-scale social units [.s]imstances of language planning”, since “they may
view the inclusion of such decisions as trivialgithe field”. Cooper on the contrary means thas thi
kind of approach is impoverishing the field.



language related problems for the good functioalwfost all the EU policies, since it
has recently (on 1 January 2007) established thetitn of the Commissioner for

Multilingualism.

With the instigation of the INTERREG founding aétheginning of the 1990s, the EU
acknowledged the importance of the cross-bordeomegand their pioneering role in
the process of integration, economic cooperatiah @arercoming of cultural barriers.
Nevertheless, “cross-border initiatives may be leogdown due to lack of founding,
entrenched political intereskinguistic barriers and — crucially — the fact that the
nation-state is still the major source of policgatrategy affecting their development”
(McNeill 2004: 155, our emphasis).

It is with (overcoming the) linguistic barriers the cross-border areas of the EU that
we deal with, and we hope to succeed in demonsgyditiat besides other factors, also
the above mentioned political interests and nasitae interference are in some ways
linked to the problem of the language obstaclescesithe attitudes towards the
language of the neighbour can largely be influenbgdsome symbolical contents,

linked to representations concerning ethnic antbnadlentities.

|.2 Methodological approach

The themes of our thesis had to be approachedlistgrlinary and we tried to include
in our theoretical framework some relevant findifigen the field of sociolinguistics
(and within this discipline especially the findingé the language policy studies and
contact linguistics), social psychology of langudgey. studies of attitudes towards
language and language use), sociology (especiadlybiorder and border regions
studies), social anthropology (e.g. its findingsowb symbolic dimensions of
community), linguistic anthropology, political sotbgy and political economy of
language (see de Swaan 2001), areal linguisticglsgeography and policy analysis.
The interdisciplinary approach stands at the fotioda of language policy studies,
which are largely referenced in our work. In thigeld the need of both

multidisciplinarity and interdisciplinarity is cononly recognised. The scholars



studying language in society need to borrow conad@nd methodological tools from
various disciplines and integrate and apply thempr@piately to the problems
involving language in different social settings¢&ito 2006).

In our analysis we combine two types of data: fhreqominantly) quantitative data,
collected with structured interviews, are suppleteénwith some qualitative data,
obtained with open questions. The research alsdbice® both secondary analysis
(using a subset of the data collected by the $tatisOffice of the Republic of
Slovenia, different ltalian statistical offices, féstat, and newspaper articles) and
primary analysis. For the latter we refer to theadeom two researches (case studies)
that we were involved in. The first one is nanfetception of Cultural and Language
Diversity in Two Bordering Towns - The Case of N®aica (Slovenia) and Gorizia
(Italy). It was carried out in the years 2003 and 2004heyInstitut za narodnostna
vprasanja (Institute for Ethnic Studies) of Ljubblgga Slovenia, with collaboration of
the institute .S.I.G. - Istituto di Sociologia émhazionale di Gorizia (Institute of
International Sociology of Gorizia), Italy. The tea of the project was Dr. Sonja
Novak Lukanow from the Institute for Ethnic Studies, while thesponsible
researcher for the I1.S.I.G. was Dr. Paolo Rose@tber researchers collaborating in
the project were Dr. Katalin Munda Hirn6k and DiorB Jesih form the Institute for
Ethnic Studies, Dr. lvan Verdenik, and the authdhe thesis.

The second case study was carried out in the frairtee Research Project of the
Ministry for Education of the Republic of Sloventdled Competitiveness of Slovenia
in the years 2001-2006The case study was conducted in three crossboedions of
Slovenia and it thus presents the following tiferception of Cultural and Language
Diversity in Bordering Towns: The Case of Nova Gar{Slovenia)/Gorizia (Italy);
Gornja Radgona (Slovenia)/Bad Radkersburg (Austriajendava/Lendva
(Slovenia)/Monoster/Szentgotthard (Hungaryhe research was carried out in the
years 2005-2007 by the Institute for Ethnic StudiésLjubljana, Slovenia, with
collaboration of the institute 1.S.1.G. - Institubé International Sociology of Gorizia,
Italy; and the University of Klagenfurt, Austriah& leader of the project was Dr.
Sonja Novak Lukanovi (INV), while the responsible researcher for th8.1lG.

institute was Dr. Giulio Tarlao. Other researchemlved were: Dr. Katalin Munda



Hirnok, Dr. Boris Jesih, Dr. Vladimir Wakounig, Noa Bale, Valerija Perger, and the

author of the thesis.

In the thesis, we used comparative method whenysingl data from the available
literature and documents, while the method of figdrk (administration of a
structured written questionnaire) was employed rdep to collect empirical data.
Finally, the collected data were analysed by mettaddjuantitative statistical analysis.

In conducting our research work we encountered rivethodological challenges: on
the one side the lack of a clear defined theorefieanework in approaching the
sociolinguistic situation in such a particular sejtas a cross-border area, and, on the
other side, the lack of a tested research instrtemgifor the same scope. The concept
of the attitude towards neighbouring language &y complex one and as such it
required first, to individualize diverse sub-contsefhat could contribute to “build” it,
and in the next step the integration (or synthesfisiiverse sub-concepts into a general
scheme. Due to the complexity of the concept wendaed the aspiration for
exhaustiveness in enumerating all the explanatariables; we concentrate on those
that we consider to be specific for the languagaroanities that reside next to the

(linguistic) border.

It is also important here to point out to some fations regarding the possibility to
generalize the findings related to the analysigefempirical data. First of all, there is
the problem of generalizability of the case studgearch findings in general. Case
study is defined as a research that is concernéu twe complexity and particular
nature of the case in question, with the particidan to provide and in-depth
elucidation of the unique features of the objecirmérest (Bryman 2004; Corbetta
1999; ToS and Hafner-Fink 1997). In case studies,ththe crucial question is not
whether the findings can be generalised to the mwideverse, but how well the
researcher generates theory out of the findingsyrttain 2004: 52). An attempt to
fulfil this goal is made in the third part of theesis, where we tried to elaborate a
possible general model of analysis and planningtercross-border area in the EU

context.



In addition to this general limitation, we woulddi to point out that the findings
related to the Slovene minority in the ProvinceGirizia cannot be interpreted as
being valid for all the areas where Slovene migait Italy is settled; Slovenes also
live in the Province of Trieste and in the Provingke Udine, and especially the
situation in the last one greatly differs from thteer two (see below, chapters IV and
V). Furthermore, in our analysis of language pcagiand attitudes we are focusing on
neighbouring language (NL), defined here asdtfieial language of the neighbouring
state on its whole territoryThus, Italian is meant to be the NL for the initeafits of
Nova Gorica, and Slovene the NL for the Italianfukan-, and Slovene-speaking
inhabitants of Gorizia. This definition of neighbiowg languages in the chosen context
derives from the chosen research focus, which sneyse how language practices,
ideologies and planning reflect contents (espacisyimbolic representations) which

are linked to the political unit of the nation sfat

Finally, the limitation related to the comparisogtween different cross-border areas
has to be made. Our findings should only be inttgat in the frame of the EU context,
since we deal with contents like the process ofonastate formation specific for
European societies, and cross-border cooperatidighih of the EU’s principles of

integration.

[.3 The frame of the thesis

The thesis is divided in three main parts. In tinst fpart we present the theoretical
framework (concepts and theories), which we coms&dea necessary bases for the
analysis of our empirical data and hypotheses ensicond part; this framework is
referenced also when developing, in the third @amodel of analysis and planning in
the cross-border areas of the EU. We try to ungerlhe importance of considering
language as “a social institution, deeply implidabe culture, in society, in political

relations at every level” (Cameron 1990: 80). Wentfocus on the specific role of the

* For the detailed explanation of the definitionngighbouring languages see below, chapter V. Some
exceptions were nevertheless made when observiandatiguages in contact: Friulian, for example,
which is “only” a minority language in Gorizia, amg as such, not fitting the definition, will ald®
tackled with in some aspects that are relevanth@werification of our hypotheses.

9



border and cross-border contacts in the languag#edeissues, and try to illustrate
how the fundamental issues we are dealing withg(lage practices, attitudes to
language, relation between language and ethniditgelanguage planning, etc.) were
approached in sociolinguistics studies in the redew decades. Since we consider
that these phenomena cannot be treated adequatighoutv considering the
implications of the main socio-historical procestHest have shaped western societies
in the recent period, we also discuss - with thmusoon language — the processes of

nation state formation, European integration, dobtajisation.

The second part is dedicated to the analysis ofcttusen area. Starting from the
historical overview, we enumerate the elementsweatonsider to be pertinent in the
analysis of our empirical data. Namely, the choseit will be analysed on the bases
of the so called “ecological approach” which redsiés take in consideration not only
the languages and their demographic, territoridlfanctional distribution, but also the
relevant social, political, ethnic, economic andtwal make up of the unit and the
way that each of these factors interacts constrlgtiwith the linguistic factors

(Spolsky 2004: 218). The second part then continugls the explanation of the

research design, the presentation and discussiotheofstatistical results of the

empirical data, and verification of our hypotheses.

In the third part we try to build a research modet a specific domain of
sociolinguistic analysis, i.e. the domain of crbssder area, and to trace a possible
framework for the language planning process in tlomain. The thesis ends with
some recommendations, inferred from our researctk,wehich could be used as
guidelines by the policy makers in the analysedi.aMamely, as soon as a social
analyst passes over the mere description of spbi@homena to their interpretation,
generalisation, formulation of new assumptions, awdn declarations of possible
further development, his/her social engagemenneéviiable (ToS and Hafner-Fink
1997, cf. also Cameron et al. 1997). In languagkcyastudies this element is
emphasized too: we would agree with Crystal (198&4) that the findings of this
sociolinguistic field, besides presenting “a frgmrspective for our understanding of
linguistic change [...], may assist those (politidgaeducators, lawyers, etc.) whose

responsibility it is to make decisions about theede@pment of languages in society,
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many of whom have no specialized knowledge of lisijtiissues”. Or, if we want to
define the applicability of language policy studiéise scholars should, in order to
advocate specific policies or policy directionsefidonstrateempirically — as well as
conceptually — the societal benefits, and costssugh policies” (Ricento 2006: 11,

italics in originalf.

It is important mentioning here, that the structofethe thesis is influenced by the
decision to follow the proposed theoretical framdwof Spolsky (2004), who
distinguishes three components of language policg speech community, i.e. its
language practices, language ideologies and lameguplganning (for detailed
presentation of the three components see belowptehdl). Our decision was
motivated by realizing the heuristic potential lmstkind of distinction. The ecological
approach always points out to the complexity ofuiistic landscapes, thus making
their sociolinguistic analysis quite a difficult dgavour. The three-partite model
alleviates the efforts by making a sufficientlyaleut between the single elements of
analysis, which at the same time prove to comprefadirnthe necessary variables for a
complete investigation of a concrete case. Furtbeznthe model is especially useful
in showing the interrelation between the elementsitithus furnishes the possibility
to point out the probability relations between thdfmally, the model offers to the
sociolinguistic analysis the possibility to easiycompass the non-language variables
by showing their role in the attitude formation atieir consecutive influence on

specific behaviours.

The drawback of the chosen repartition might bentbun the sometimes forced
arrangement of some theoretical considerations e of the three headings,
concerning language practice, language ideologylamguage planning. While using
the repartition as a valuable analytical tool, thet that the considerations in the

respective headings are strongly interrelated mastbe overlooked. Indeed, it is

® Ricento is declining the possibility of neutrabjective position of the researcher in these applie
tasks: “scientific’ detached objectivity in sucésearch is not possible, since researchers alvegyia b
with particular experiences and positions on whatdocial ‘good’ might be and what sorts of changes
in social (including language) policy might advarecgarticular vision of that good” (2006: 11-12; on
the goal setting in language planning agendas skesvhchapter 11.5). See also Le Page and Tabouret-
Keller (1985: 3): “It is not very controversial, trsometimes disregarded, part of our own approaah t
everybody (layman’s and scholar’s) theories angbesjtions about language and society are powerfully
conditioned by the culture and tradition within einihe /she works.”
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Spolsky as the proposer of the approach himsat.{ithat underlines the importance
of considering this interrelation while trying t@mture the complexity of a chosen
language situation.

Note: When there are no different indications, th# translations from the sources

written in languages other than English are mad#éhéyuthor of the thesis.
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PART ONE

[I. Language and language policy in sociolinguistic studies

The subject of our thesis pertains to the fieldadfiolinguistics. This young discipline,
dating mainly from the 1950s, was brought into &xise when linguists had become
aware that by ignoring the social and contextualdaf language their comprehension

of language was limited.

The primary concern of sociolinguistics is to studyrelations between language and
society, and to establish, where possible, casoks Ibetween them. According to
Coulmas (1997: 2) two “centres of gravity”, diffeg in research agendas, can be
distinguished in sociolinguistic studiasicro-sociolinguistic§or sociolinguistics in a
narrow sense) investigates “how social structufliences the way people talk and
how language varieties and patterns of use coergldah social attributes such as class,
sex and age”, whilenacro-sociolinguisticgor sociology of language) studies “what
societies do with their languages, that is, ategidnd attachments that account for the
functional distribution of speech forms in socielgnguage shift, maintenance, and
replacement, the delimitation and interaction afesgh communities”. Nevertheless, in
tracing out this divide, the author is underlinthg necessity of its permeability, since
“many questions can be investigated with equalfjoation within micro- or macro-

sociolinguistics” (ibid.).

All the topics addressed in our work can be placeside the second “centre of
gravity” of the sociolinguistic studies, i.e. theaano-sociolinguistics. Namely, we are
exploring the “linguistic dimensions of society” théhe “social dimensions of
language®. More precisely, we address here the theme ofsymebolic function of
language as a means of group formation and theidatigins that this symbolic
function could have in determining language prastidanguage beliefs and language
planning in a particular context where inter-gragtations occur, i.e. cross-border

area.

® The two expressions are taken from the chaptatihgsin Coulmas 1997.

13



Schematically, we could represent the area of ouerests in the frame of

sociolinguistics in the following way (see the skaaone in Figure 1)

Micro- Macro-
sociolinguistics | sociolinguistics
Non-
applied
issues
Applied
issues

Figure 1: Positioning of the field of interest in he frame of sociolinguistic studies

In sociolinguistics the lack of its common thearatibases is commonly recognized
(Coulmas 1997; Coupland and Jaworsky 1997; Rice2@66). Coulmas (ibid.)
proposes two explanations for this situation. Rirst seems that many uncertainties in
this theory building process are linked to theidiflty of sociolinguists to find a social
theory to which a theory of language use can biydasked. Secondly, the situation
could be a result of the great diversity of phenoanthat sociolinguists investigate. In
our work we felt directly confronted with the cogsences of this reality: in relation
to our topic we found diverse approaches, but m@mabracing schemes, and we
realized a close link-up of different phenomena.

Thus, we became aware of the necessity to proaedtei way in which practical
(empirical) work has to interact with different trees proposed from different
disciplines. What also appeared fundamental to as thve necessity to discus, at the
very beginning of the research work, (some) thémaky possible links between
language and society. Namely, as Ricento points ‘Gddw we understand and
conceptualizdanguagehas important consequences for how we evaluatgiitic
arrangementsand the explicit and implicit policies which cabtite — or oppose —

such arrangements” (2006: 16, italics in original).

" Cf. also Cooper’s (1989: 42-45) argumentation &lenguage planning in relation to other spheres of
inquiry, where he sees language planning as ov@riggboth with applied linguistics and the sociglog
of language.
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II.1 Language and society

Moving our research in the field of sociolinguisticwhere the relation between
linguistic and social categories is examined, weuldiolike to build a working
definition of language in the following steps. Hys“[llanguage is regarded as a set of
rules enabling speakers to translate informatiemfthe outside world into sound”
(Gumperz and Hymes 1972: 14). The outside worle leeseen as composed by social
categories “along with physical environments, aaltwartefacts, myths, etc.” (ibid.).
Moreover, language has to be seen as “an integralgb social life”, since “a good
part of our social life consists of the routine lexege of linguistic expressions in the

day-to-day flow of social interaction” (Bourdieu9® 1).

The first sociolinguist that appears in line witte tquoted Bourdieu’s assertion is D.
Hymes (1974). From his perspective language anietyoare not theoretically distinct
concepts - language is itself a form of socialactHymes (ibid., p. 14-15) underlines
the importance of the new conception: languageocéy be fully observed “when one
starts from function and looks for the structurattberves it”. Namely, social function
gives form to the ways in which linguistic featuse® encountered in actual life. This
being so, and adequate approach must begin byifidegt social functions, and
discovering the ways in which linguistic features aelected and grouped together to
serve them”. The author (ibid.) explains that “desence of a functional approach is
not to take function for granted, but as problemat assume as part of a universal
theory of language that a plurality of functions aerved by linguistic features in any
act of community [...]”. Hymes seems pleased with faet that many important
sociolinguists have undertaken their work startiregn this perspective (e.g. Labov,

Gumperz, Bernstein, Le Page, Holliday).

It follows that language itself and the processated to it cannot be considered as
natural, spontaneous phenomena, guided from thi@ditt linguistic forces that it is

not possible to manage or interfere in; this isutbeal position of those who claim that
we should “leave our languages alone”, seeing laggwas an organism, with a life of
its own, constantly evolving to meet the needstefspeakers. Instead, we believe,

language is a socio-historical phenomenon, a “pbdd a complex set of social,
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historical and political conditions of formationBgurdieu 1991: 2-3). Although it is
still unclear how far languages can be permanentlyenced by social manipulation,
many historical linguistic and language policy séisdhave clearly shown that “it is
quite possible for social groups to alter the ceun$ the language” (Crystal 1997:
227). Moreover, the process is not one-way: thguilistic interactions both express the

social structure and help to reproduce it (Bourdi@915.

As it can be inferred from the above presenteddgtaimts, we are largely inclined to
accept the findings of those studies that in theeme decades have tried to
“demythologize” language (e.g. Harris 1981, Bouudi®91), and clearly showed that
the hidden assumptions which underlie linguistsesrch models are not immutable
truths given by the nature of language itself, bather historical constructs that
should, as such, be subjected to critical scruty.we will explain later on (see
below, chapter 11.4) “there is no ‘view from nowbk&r(Irvine and Gal 2000: 36), the

linguists too are the holders of language ideokagie

However, though taken for granted the necessityrdat language as a part of the
social, it still remains the problem of how to tel#éhe social to the linguistic (Cameron
1997). Gumperz and Hymes argue that the relatipnséiween linguistic and social
categories (in “correlation sociolinguistics”) cdule defined as

a match between closely connected but nevertheledspéndent systems. [...]
Communication is not governed by fixed social ruiess a two-step process in
which the speaker first takes in stimuli from th&side environment, evaluating
and selecting from among them in the light of hignocultural background,

personal history, and what he knows about his lotators. He then decides on

the norms that apply to the situation at hand. 2194-15)

The authors also point out that the process ofcgefeis not an independent, free
process: “Social rules, therefore are much likguistic rules, they determine the
actor’s choice among culturally available modelsction or strategies in accordance

8 Similar is the position that could be grasped fritve Cooper’s statement (1989: 182): “ Language is
the fundamental institution of society, not onlycaese it is the first institution experienced bg th
individual but also because all other instituti@ane built upon its regulatory patterns.”
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with the constraints provided by communicative mbte setting and identity

relationships” (ibid.).

The author that has recently been very influeritiahaping the ways in which the
relationship between language and society is vievgeBourdieu (especially Bourdieu

1991). He introduced the concept of (linguistichitias and (linguistic) market.

The habitus is a set of dispositions which inclgents to act and react in certain
ways. The dispositions generate practices, peareptand attitudes which are
‘regular’ without being consciously coordinated gwverned by any ‘rule’. The

dispositions which constitute the habitus are icatdd, structured, durable,

generative and transposable. (Bourdieu 1991: 12)

His concept of linguistic habitus comprehends libth forces of deterministic social

structure and those of individual agency:

Every speech act, and more generally, every adsanconjuncture, and encounter
between independently casual series. On the ond, hhere are the socially
constructed dispositions of the linguistic habitwkjch imply a certain propensity
to speak and to say determinate things and a iecEpacity to speak, which
involves both the linguistic capacities to generate infinite number of
grammatically correct discourses, and the sociphcity to use this competence
adequately in a determinate situation. On the dthed, there are the structures of
the linguistic market, which impose themselves aysiem of specific sanctions

and censorships. (Bourdieu 1991: 37)

The market is a place where the outcomes of theygles between producers and
consumers are determined by the capital they p®sdasthe linguistic market,
linguistic capital is constituted by the competentéanguage. The market value of a
certain language varies from market to market aodordingly varies also the
language behaviour of the individuals (ibid.). Tnghor also points out how cultural
and linguistic capital of dominant and non-domingraups is made unequal by the

structure of social institutions.

17



The concept of linguistic habitus has influenced nyjnaimportant works in

sociolinguistics (e.g. May 2001, 2006, and Tollefd®91). The existence of majority
and minority language groups, for example, can ncerbbe seen as a “natural” or even
primarily linguistic process. May (2006) clearlyipts out how languages and the

status attached to them are the result of widéottcsl, social and political forces.

Similarly to Bourdieu, Cameron (1997: 64) pointstiie already mentioned principle
of bi-directionality between language and socialure: “a change in linguistic
practice is not just a reflection of some more fameéntal social change: it is, itself, a
social change”. Cameron is therefore stressingéleel, for sociolinguistics, to place at
the centre the concept of language seen not asgamism or a passive reflection of
society, but “a social institution, deeply impliedtin culture, in society, in political
relations at every level” (ibid., p. 66). Other sldrs are sharing similar views: Mac
Giolla Chriost (2003: 9-10) sees language and Bocés being “locked in a
relationship which may be characterised as dia@&aind “in constant state of tension

or conflict”.

To sum up the considerations about the interachietween social and linguistic

categories we could say that “language and somakegt are not conceptually

autonomous, but mutually dependent and appear sinadusly. Language functions

in a social environment both as a dependent anthdependent variable, reflecting

and determining society” (Novak Lukan®@003a: 2). Linguistic phenomena are thus
social realities, the outcome of social changesclwvtthey both reflect and shape
(ibid.).

II.2 Language policy studies

Language policy/planning in inter-group relations mot a new phenomenon:
“whenever two populations speaking mutually unirgddle languages are brought
into fairly extended contact for whatever reasamme degree of language planning

occurs quite naturally” (Kaplan and Baldauf 1997: X
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As it was said for sociolinguistics in general calsr language policy as a special area
of sociolinguistics holds the finding that it iglistargely at the stage of descriptive
enquiry; its theoretical base is still widely disped and there is no large consensus
about the terminology, the scope, and nature ofigh@ (Cooper 1989; Crystal 1992;
Kaplan 2002; Spolsky 2004; Kaplan and Baldauf 2Q0R&ento 2006). The
definitions of language policy, too, vary from tleosiore restrictive to those that are
very broad.

In table 1 we compare different definitions of twasic terms related to language
policy studies, i.e. language policy and langualgening. The authors to which we
refer are chosen arbitrary, though we tried nototoit the names of those who
contributed in a decisive manner to the developnoénthe area. The authors are
indicated in chronological order of the appearawicéheir works, offering in this way,
despite the arbitrarity in the selection of theereés, the possibility to observe some

trends in changes of terminology that occurredmet

Table 1: Comparison between definitions of languagpolicy and planning by selected authors

term . .
language policy language planning
author
/ = preparing a normative orthography,
grammar, and dictionary in order |to
Haugen settle problems in a non-homogenepus
10 community related to the presence| of
1959 o ;
conflicting norms whose relative status
needs to be assigned
/ = activities related to language problems
Ferguson of the developing nations, ip.
19681 graphisatio_n, standardisation, and
modernisation
Jernudd and |/ = not an idealistic and exclusivegly
Das Gupta Ilngu_ls_tlc activity b_ut_ a political a_md
administrative  activity for solving
1971 language problems in society

°® When in the original source the term is not in I&hg we report, under the respective heading, the
translation and also the term in the original laaggr When the heading is not reporting any dediniti
means that the author does not present it in tied cgference.

1 Haugen, E., (1959), “Language planning in modeomwéy”, in Anthropological Linguisticsl, 8-21;
here cited from Daoust 1997.

M Ferguson C.A. (1968), “Language development”,.h Fishman, C.A. Ferguson, and J. Das Gupta
(eds.),Language problems in developing natip28-35, New York: John Wiley; here cited from Dabu
1997.
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term

language policy

language planning

author
/ = an attempt to interfere deliberately
Wardhaugh ywth a Iangua_ge or one of its varieties. it
is human intervention into natural
1986 processes of language change, diffusjon,
and erosion
(jezicna politika) = the whole of the rationgfjezicno planiranje) = the process |of
and mainly institutional procedures by whj qualification of a given idiom for public
Skiljan the society is influencing the forms [@fommunication
language of public communication and the
1988 )
perception of these forms among the
members of the society
/ = deliberate efforts to influence the
Cooper behaviour of others with respect to the
1989 acquisition, structure, or functional

allocation of their language codes

Crystal 1992

= (called also ‘“linguistic engineering
creation and implementation of
official policy about how the languag
and linguistic varieties of a country g
to be used

Kaplan and

Baldauf 1997

a body of ideas, laws, regulations, ry
and practices intended to achieve the plar
language change in the society, group
system

lesan activity, most visibly undertaken
medernment, intended to promg
gystematic linguistic change in sof
community of speakers; it involve
deliberate, although not always ové

~

an
£S

oY
te
me
PS

prt,

future oriented change in systems| of
language code and/or speaking in a
societal context
/ = a deliberate and conscious future-
oriented intervention in language which
Daoust 1997 aims to influence language and language
use
(politique  linguistique) =  consciougplanification linguistique) = a concrete
Calvet interventions in order to change the langugag®plementation of a specific language
2002 itself, the relations between the languages poticy
the situation
= the whole range of choices made | = direct efforts (of a person or group)|to
individuals or groups in their languagmanipulate the language situation
Spolsky . ; : “ o
practices, language beliefs (or ideologig$¢rmed also “language management
2004 and specific efforts to modify those practi¢ces
by language intervention (management)
= a set of proposals on how to move frpn
) one given, existing ‘linguistic environment’
Grin 2006 Stic

to another, supposedly preferable lingui
environment
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Nowadays, language planning and language policgngeebe the most wide spread
terms, though they were not the first to appeaheliterature. As Cooper (1989: 29)
informs us, other terminological proposals weraglsage engineering, glottopolitics,
language development, language regulation, anditegggmanagement. It was Haugen
who first introduced the term of language planniogthe literatur&. Haugen also
mentions that it was Uriel Weinreich who already1®57 used the term language
planning for a seminar at a Columbia UniverSity

Tollefson (2002b: 417-18) points out that the eatlydies during the 1950s and 1960s
were influenced by modernisation theory and thgt ¥as widely believed that LPP
[language policy and planning] could play a majolerin achieving the goals of
political/administrative integration and sociocuébiunity”™*. Nevertheless, the stress
was on technical procedure, since “efficiency”’, tibaality”, and “cost-benefit
analysis” were the main evaluation criteria for isaged plans, while they remained
completely separated from political analy3i§he direct consequence of this fact was
the impossibility for the planners to predict tmepact of their efforts and, in many
cases, the failure of the whole procedure. Anotharacteristic of this early phase was
the focus of language planning in the frame ofrtagon state, while the impact of the

local contexts on national plans was not analysiedjaately.

What contributed in a significant way to the undemgling of the mutual interactions
between language and social context in languageypstudies was the introduction of

the research in the economics of language. Fromi®€s onwards, especially with

2 |n Haugen, E., “Language planning in modern Noriviry Anthropological LinguisticsNo. 1, 8-21,
1959, hare cited from Daoust 1997: 438.

13 E. Haugen, “Construction and reconstruction irglaage planning: Ivar Aasen’s grammar” Word,

21 (2), 188-207 (here cited from Cooper 1989).

14 The early research in language planning studies wearied out mostly in many of the new and
developing nations of Africa, South America, andajdsnd it was in a large part concerned with the
status planning issues. It is worth mentioning hbee fact that “the activities of many sociolingsis
were understood (by them) as beneficial to natioifding and national unification; the decision of
which language (i.e. colonial or indigenous) wobkkt serve these interest was often based on which
language would provide access to advanced, thaVéstern, technological and economic assistance”
(Ricento 2006: 13). The consequences, as the apttiots out, are well known: the elevation of the
status of the former colonial language led to statifjlossia and perpetuation of the stratifiedcttmes

of the colonial era.

15 It is worth mentioning here that political thedsisrom their side too, have mostly neglected |amgu
policy as such. It is only recently (see, e.g., Kigka 1995) that they begun to focus their attemtim
issues of close relevance to language policy (@uticultural citizenship, the politics of differee,
etc.).
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the work of F. Grin, the following topics were inded in the language policy research
agenda, opening new lines of research: (native sawtbnd) language and earnings,
language and economic activity, the economics nfuage policy evaluation, and
recently, for example, minority language promoti@min (2006: 78) defines the field
of language economics (or economics of languag€thes paradigm of theoretical
economics and uses of concepts and tools of ecasamithe study of relationships
featuring linguistic variables; it focuses prindlga but not exclusively, on those

relationships in which economic variables also @aart”.

From the late 1970s onwards, critical and postmuasetheories along with the effort
of some sociolinguists to understand the role n§lemge in the reproduction of social

and economic inequalities, brought to new develapmim the field:

Thus, linguistic theories adopted by language masyrather than being neutral,
objective, scientific tools, were viewed by crilicgholars [...] as detrimental to
the development of equitable language policiesommex multilingual settings.
[...] Scholars also looked at sociolinguistic arramgats not as inevitable or
logical, but rather as the result of political pgeses and ideologies of state-
formation. In this view societal multilingualismand not monolingualism - was
seen as a normal, and its recognition and acceptance taken as an important
requirement for the realization of meaningful deracy [...]. (Ricento 2006:13-
15)

Consequently, a broad set of interrelated resesnehests developed in language
policy studies, from linguistic imperialism anddustic human rights, to the studies

that correlate migration and language use.

While naming the traditional research emerged ie t©60s and 1970s as
“neoclassical approach”, Tollefson (2006: 42) ikeléing the new developments as
“critical language-policy” (CLP). The term “criti€ahere, according to him, has three
interrelated meanings: 1) it refers to work thatigical of traditional, mainstream

approaches to language policy research; 2) it deduesearch that is aimed to social
change, i.e. to reduce social, political, and eannanequality by analysing language

policies that sustain various form of inequalitylgroposing the alternatives; and 3) it
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refers to research that is influenced by critichleary®. CLP appears as
“fundamentally opposed to positivist approachest thiamphasize the researcher’'s
‘objectivity’ and distance from the ‘subjects’ oésearch. In its concern for social
change and social justice, CLP research highligtiigcal questions of policy as well

as of research methodology” (ibid., p. 43).

Another problem that is worth mentioning here is {in)ability of language policy
studies and the studies about language and cotdligive adequate analysis of the
ways in which language functions in situations oiftict. What is observed here by
some authors is a “widespread failure” and the esua$ this are found in “the fact that
language policy and planning as undertaken by igtgus inadequately grounded in
political theory and that political scientists amadequately versed in language policy
and planning concerns” (Mac Giolla Chriost 2003: similar is the position of
Phillipson 1999: 94).

Turning back to our scheme, presented in Tablé ik, possible to observe that the
terms language policy and language planning areesoras used as synonyms, and
other times they are hierarchically juxtaposed.duage planning is usually conceived
as involving a higher grade of intentionality, ®nit is viewed as “a deliberate and
thus conscious effort to intervene in the futurdasfguage”; for example, it “might
accentuate the ongoing sociolinguistics directibthe speech community, or aim to
curb it” (Daoust 1997: 438). Nevertheless, somestjans arose on the exact nature of
the relationship between language policy and lagguglanning (commonly
abbreviated in LPP), when from the 1990s onwardsymeorks increasingly referred
to this field of research (Hornberger 2006): Do&sping subsume policy or policy
subsume planning? Is policy the output of plannibg®s planning have policy as its

intended outcome?

' Here, Tollefson (ibid., p. 43) defines criticaletiry as a theory that “generally investigates the
processes by which social inequality is producedl @rstained, and the struggle to reduce inequality
bring about greater forms of social justice”. Ag timain representatives of this theory he enumerates
Bourdieu, Foucault, Gramsci, and Habermas. Two damehtal assumptions of critical theory that are
widely accepted in CLP research are that 1) “stmattcategories (particularly class, race, and gend
are central explanatory factors in all social lifahd that 2) “a critical examination of epistenggland
research methodology is inseparable from ethiealdstrds and political commitments to social justice
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The authors cited in our scheme clearly show theitelogical divide, even if we not
consider, in this respect, the earliest works, wtienfield was in phase of its first
development. Spolsky (2004), for example, preferagdsociate the “deliberateness”
with the term of language management, which caimipiemented at various levels of
social organisation, from family to nation stateitWtlanguage management he refers
to the formulation and proclamation of an expligian about language use, usually

(but not necessarily) written in a formal document.

In Skiljan (1988) the stress is on the factors thahcern language of public
communication. Language policy, he argues, is aoeceprimarily with language of
public domain (e.g. the use of language in adnratisn, politics, education, mass
media, and literature); the language of private mamication has, in the sociological
sense, lower hierarchical status than the langedgmiblic communication and it is
thus influenced by the latest (ibid., p.}8)In determining the type of communication,
the statusand therole of the parties involved in the process are impaytas being the
constituent parts of the act of communication (&kilL999). Language in public use is
determined by the fact that the status and the abkhose involved are collectively
(explicitly or implicitly) verified as public. Fuhiermore, the author points out to the
fact that the majority of societies place some kaidestrictions to access specific
public roles and status&s The author argues for the autonomy of the lintigssof
public communication, which primarily has two olieof analysis, i.e. theontextof
public communication and tHanguageof public communication. For our purposes
this distinction is important for recalling attestti on the non-linguistic factors

involved in communication processes.

After presenting an overview of the historical depenent of LPP studies, Hornberger
(2006: 25) is explicitly opting for adoption of th&P designation, “as a way around
the lack of agreement” on the exact nature of éhaionship between language policy

and language planning: “LPP offers a unified comgalprubric under which to pursue

7t is important here to note that the processlabaisation, through modern information technoésgi

is changing the relationships between language¢hfmpurposes of public and private use in important
ways, especially in the sense that it is blurrimg boundaries between the two (cf. Baggioni 1997).

18 E.g. age limit, mental health, required levelreftiuction etc. Also the belonging to a specifitiorl

or racial collectivity was (and still is) very ofta limiting factor in accession to public commuation.
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fuller understanding of the complexity of the pgHalanning relationship and in turn

of its insertion in processes of social change”.

Turning back to terminological debates about lagguaolicy and planning it is worth
mentioning the Calvet's (2002) proposal of introdge beside the concepts of
language policy and language planning, a new tefm‘language politology”
(“politologie linguistique™). This would be espeltiauseful in the analysis of the
language processes in relation to the processg®lodlisation, “qui tenterait de nous
donner les moyens de lire la mondialisation a m®veon versant linguistique,
d’élaborer des hypotheses sur I'evolution de csitigation et d’en explorer les vois
possibles de gestion” (ibid., p. 10-11; for langriagsues related to globalisation see
below, chapter 111.5).

We dwelt upon terminological distinctions quitelegth in order to make clear the
distinction between the use of the terms languadieypand language planning in our
work. In choosing the definitions (and consequemily analytical scheme), it was

important for us to

view language policy as not only the explicit, vait, overtde jure official, and
‘top-down’ decision-making about language, but atse implicit, unwritten,
covert, de factg grass-roots, and unofficial ideas and assumptiamsch can
influence theoutcomesof policy-making just as emphatically and defiwely as

the more explicit decisions (Schiffman 2006: 11&jgs in original)

In our view, the most appropriate analytical frarewthat offers an observation also
of these non-explicit aspects was proposed by 8po{2006). He distinguishes
between three components of tlemguage policyof a speech community, i.e. its
language practicesits language ideologyor beliefs) and itdanguage planningor

intervention, or managemefit)As we already explained (see above, chaptetthi8)

framework offers the possibility of an ecologicgpeaoach, i.e. the possibility to
illustrate how language policy functions in a coexptelationship among a wide range

of linguistic and non-linguistic elements, variabland factors. It offers a strong

9 The exact definitions of these three componergsgaren in chapters 11.3, 1.4 and 1.5, whereas th
interrelations between them are explored in chadpr
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support in an often fuzzy situation when elemeriit&ioguage policy and interactions

between them are to be defined.

We would thus agree with Ricento (2006: 6) who ulles that in spite of the fact
that there does not exist a generally acceptecubsge policy theory, language policy
studies have reached the stage when the scholars

do know that the theoretically adequate modelsppr@aches need to consider
[...] ideology, ecology, and agency in explaining hamd why things are the way
they are, and also to evaluate whose interestaviode values are being served

when language plans and policies are proposedemwited, or evaluated.

Ricento also defines (ibid., p. 12) the criteriaevfluating the quality of research in
language policy studies, which can be enumeratetblasvs: relative degrees of
clarity and coherence of theoretical and conceptigaheworks or approaches; the
representativeness, depth, and quality of datarella¢ive degree to which the data and
conclusions support the theoretical assumptions hymbtheses which follow form

those assumptions; the relevance of the findingpdaicular language policy goals.

II.3 Language practices

According to Spolsky (2004: 5) language practicésa speech community can be
defined as “the habitual pattern of selecting amtmgy varieties that make up its

linguistic repertoire.” More precisely, languageagtices are

the sum of the sound, word and grammatical chdicat an individual speaker
makes, sometimes consciously and sometimes lessioasly, that makes up the
conventional unmarked pattern of a variety of glage. [...] Language practices
include much more than sounds, words and gramrhay, @mbrace conventional
differences between levels of formality of speext ather agreed rules as to what
variety is appropriate in different situations. rmultilingual societies, they also

include rules for the appropriacy of each nameduage. (ibid., p. 9)
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The quoted definition refers to a speech commurilig, patterns that its members
share and the rules by which the choices in a eba@peech act are governed. At this
point, it seems to us necessary to deal with timeeat of speech community in more
detail, since we will continue to refer to it alisothe definition of language ideologies
and language planning, and since this concept renw@ntral also in our attempt to
appropriately circumscribe the cross-border areaa asomain of language policy
analysis in the third part of the thesis.

Spolsky (ibid.) defines a speech community as ‘gmoup of people who share a set of
language practices and beliéfs"Most generally, in sociolinguistics the concept o
speech community is used as a tool to define aafi@halysis within which to analyse

language variation and change. It was first intomduin the 1960s by W. Labov, and

later on developed especially by Bloomfield and Gara.

Another useful concept to define groups of peoplmd within identifiable cultural
traditions could be the concept of Bourdieu’s lisgie “habitus” (1991), which we
already mentioned in the analysis of relationshepMeen language and society (see

above, chapter I1.1):

The linguistic habitus is a sub-set of the dispaisg which comprise the habitus:
it is the sub-set of dispositions acquired in tloeirse of learning to speak in
particular contexts (the family, the peer groupe techool, etc.). These
dispositions govern both the subsequent linguistactices of an agent and the
anticipation of the value that linguistic produetdll receive in other fields or
markets [...]. (Bourdieu 1991: 1%)

After the argumentation of the need to clearly mefihe unit of sociolinguistic
analysis, we would now like to look for an apprapei theoretical framework for the
analysis of language practices. We already poiot#d(see above, chapter II.1) the

need of an all-embracing consideration of the dmgaistic situation, whenever

20 Cf. also the definition of Hymes (1972: 54): “Aegch community is defined as a community sharing
rules for the conduct and interpretation of theesbe and rules for the interpretation of at least o
linguistic variety. Both conditions are necessamie author also underlines that “[tlhe naturak o
sociolinguistic taxonomy (and description) [...]rist language but the speech community.” (ibid., p.
43).

2L Cited form the Editor’s Introduction.
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language policy issues are approached. This sogigbtic situation (or setting)
should be interpreted to include anything thata@ffiéanguage practices and beliefs or
that leads to efforts at intervention, and thetistgrpoint in the analysis of any given
unit (domain) should be the description of non-laage variables that co-occur with

language variables (Spolsky 2004).

If we look back in the history of sociolinguistiage find out that this holistic approach
was attempted relatively early. From the fiftiesvands, especially with the works of
Weinreich, Haugen and Ferguson, linguistics begarexpand its interest to the
empirical research on the language usage of diffeéne@man groups. The study of
speech behaviour became an important subdisciplin@nguage study. As Gumperz
and Hymes (1972: 11) notice, the sociolinguistioalgvas (and it still continues to be)
“to devise schemes for the comparative study ajuage distribution which allow for
the comparison of social systems in terms of waiagllages are spoken, by how many
people in what contexts, and in terms of what tell attitudes to these languages

are”.

An important step forward in a sense of systemaitialysis of different situational
non-language variables was made by Giles, Bourhg Baylor (1977) with their
approach to the analysis of the ethnic group’s rfelinguistic vitality”, i.e. the
analysis by which it could be possible to deternvilether an ethnolinguistic group is
“like to behave as a distinctive and active coliectentity in intergroup situations”
(ibid:, p. 308). The authors identify several stanal variables - organized under three
main headings - which are most likely to influertbe vitality of ethnolinguistic
groups, and thus also their language practicest&@tmomy of the structural variables
affecting ethnolingusitic vitality, developed byetlauthors, is schematically presented
in Table 2.
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Table 2: A taxonomy of the structural variables afécting ethnolinguistic vitality

ned

r

VARIABLE DEFINITION/DESCRIPTION
The degree of control a language group has gai
. over the economic life of its nation, religion or
Economic status community.
The degree of esteem a linguistic group affords
. itself; it often resembles the esteem that is
% Social status attributed to the group by the outgroup.
'E The history of the ethnolinguistic group, e.g. the
(|7) existence of mobilizing symbols (struggles to
Sociohistorical status defend, maintain or assert the existence of the
ethnolinguistic group as a collective entity).
Language status E.g. international importance of the language as
\(’)\;lttrﬁ:gl ;\{[Iftlrr]lgﬁlz;he'stt)'(c):ucnodrﬁ:lnesn't media of technology, business, science, culture
Inguistl unity
national territory The traditional (ancestral) homeland and its
eventual modification (divisions, amalgamations
etc.).
concentration The concentration of ethnolinguistic group
Distribution members across a given territory.
proportion The proportion of speakers of the ethnolinguisti¢
ingroup compared with that belonging to the
relevant outgroup.
E absolute Numbers of speakers belonging to the
% ethnolinguistic group.
E:') birth rate E.g. a group’s birth rate in relation to that of th
O outgroup’s.
E mixed marriages Number of marriages between ingroup and
a) outgroup members.
Numbers P — . -
immigration E.g. the influx of large number of one linguistic
group, migrants who adopt the language of the
dominant rather than that of the subordinate
linguistic group, etc.
emigration E.g. emigration of a vast numbers of young and
active members of linguistic minorities from thei
traditional community (depopulation).
education The use of the language in the State education
B system.
< industry The use of language at work.
ox religion The use of language in religion practices.
5@ | Formal government o
e % Informal services Informal (organisation in terms of pressure grou
'(7) " and formal representation of the members of the
b4 culture _ ethnolinguistic group’s members in the single
mass media institutional settings.

ps)

Source: Giles, Bourhis and Taylor 1977: pp. 309-17
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The scheme seems to us a useful analytical toohwhere is a need to describe any
type of speech community, not only those definecibmical bases. But what appears
more important here is the fact that the aim of tAnalytical tool is not only to

describe but to describe in order to compare. Ngntleé authors define the approach

as designated to observe the group’s (linguisttiaviour in intergroup contact.

The authors agree that along with the descriptiovadables it is important to take in
consideration the interaction between them, and dtiaer factors may sometimes
assume salience (e.g. a rapid rate of modernisatian underdeveloped country or
sudden depression in economy). Thus, the finaluew@in of ethnolinguistic vitality

should take into account the combined effects btha factors. Finally, the groups
could be classified on a continuum of vitality rarggfrom very high to very low; this

kind of classification offers a researcher a paksilio compare different situation and
to better observe the eventual changes of the dgsaaf ethnic group relations in

time.

A decisive step ahead in description of languadgeabeur was made by theory of

speech accommodation. The theory has been devetopes the 1970s by Giles and

its central insight is “that sociolinguistics needdsharper focus on social context than
on the individual speaker” (Coupland and Jawors®§71 229). The model for theory

is a social psychological research on similarityagtion, which suggests that and
individual can induce another to evaluate him mdasourably by reducing

dissimilarities between them (Giles and Powesl&8itb1 Giles and Powesland 1997).

The accommodation theory “suggests that peoplecarginually modifying their
speech with others as to reduce or accentuatenpeidtic (hence social) differences
between them depending on their perceptions ofitkeractive situation” (Giles,
Bourhis and Taylor 1977: 324). A shift in speeclvdad that of an interlocutor is
termed convergencewhereas a shift away from the other one’s speephesents
divergence The convergence towards a high prestige languagety is labelled as an

“upward” process and that to the lower prestigeetaias a “downward” process.
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In accommodation theory the desire for social apgment is assumed to be at the
heart of accommodation process. Giles and Powegl8fl') explain that the effects
of a speech act are manifold. One effect of thevemgence/divergence process is the
perception of similarity/dissimilarity between tlsender and the receiver. Another
effect is the understanding of the message thatobaitously vary on a large scale
from none to complete. The authors suggest thatémain interaction situations the
emphasis with regard to accommodation is on inargasomprehensibility whilst in
others it may be on causing the sender to be petenore favourably” (Giles and
Powesland 1997: 234).

With reference to our analysis it is important tanp out that since its beginnings the
accommodation theory accepted the applicability tbk general notion of
accommodation to several different levels of saegulistic analysis, from accent
(phonological) variation to the variation in speakdunctionally and symbolically
motivated choice of different languages (Coupland daworsky 1997). At this last
level, it is underlined that convergence can ordguo if speakers have the knowledge

of the varieties/languages needed to accomplishpttoicess.

In discussing language practices we would like sntion also the question of the so
called marked and unmarked language choices (Edwl&d/7). Edwards observes that
any departure from the expected code is carryingpmant symbolic messages for the
participants of the communicative act. The symboltue here is interpreted as an
action intended to mark a person’s group membershipxpress a positive assertion
of one’s identity, to express solidarity functicim, exclude outsiders, to reject the
values of the other group. But this kind of consadiens already takes us to the next
component of language policy, i.e. language iddekgsince it comprises identity

decisions, linked to values, attitudes, etc.

II.4 Language ideologies

When developing a theoretical framework for underding the interrelationships
among language, ethnicity and intergroup relati@iles, Bourhis and Taylor (1977)
underline that the tools they propose for descglire ethnolinguistic vitality take into
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account only the factors of the objective realityrereas the subjective perception of
the situation by the members of the group may betheir opinion, of equal
importance for the complete understanding of theation and they call for further
exploration in this sense. A special questionna@bsut “subjective vitality” was
elaborated, which offered the possibility of a moemnplete determination of how

ethnolinguistic groups constitute their socio-psyjolical reality®

In (socio)linguistics (and linguistic anthropologihe dimension of the “subjective
perception” as an area of inquiry has been appezhcélatively late and it has been

brought into the frame of the studies of languaig®liogies (see below for definitions).

The ethnography of speaking/communication has giggatematic attention to
ideologies of language from its beginnings in tR&ds, since “Hymes [...] insisted
early on that a community’s own theory of speeclsinne considered as part of any
serious ethnography”, but “a dominant view in Aman anthropology and linguistics
has long cast [language] ideology as somewhat tumfate, through perhaps
socioculturally interesting, distraction from primaand thus ‘real’ linguistic data”

(Woolard 1998: 1%}. It was the American anthropological linguist Mégh

Silverstein who in the late 1970s argued that lagguideology is essential to

understanding the evolution of linguistic structure

The total linguistic fact, the datum for the scienaf language, is irreducibly

dialectic in nature. It is an unstable mutual iatéion of meaningful sign forms

% The questionary was developed by Bourish, GilesRwsenthal in 1981 (Notes on the construction of
a ‘subjective vitality questionnaire’ for ethnolingtic groups. JMMD2 (2), 145-155). The information
is here cited from Strukelj 1994. Strukelj alsoeshow several empirical enquiries conducted wiis t
research instrumentary showed that in the majarfitgases objective and subjective assessing of the
situation did not greatly differ: members of etlinglsitic minorities were able, on the basis ofithe
daily life experience, to ascribe realistic valuesthe majority of factors that were determiningith
present and future status (ibid., p. 49).

% The author here refers especially to the anthampst Franz Boas, the linguist Leonard Bloomfield
and modern linguistics in Bloomfeldian tradition.

Similar are the conclusions about the historicalettspment of the studies of language ideologies in
Kroskrity 2000. According to him, W. Labov was tgi to diminish the importance of linguistic
ideologies in a given community, insisting thatytttmnnot change the socially determined patterns of
linguistic variation (ibid., p 7).
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contextualized to situations of interested humaa ogediated by the fact of

cultural ideology?

As Kroskrity (2000: 3) sums up, Silverstein’s emgisaon the importance of language
ideologies “provided and additional tool or levélamalysis [...] that permitted us to
use the more traditional skills of linguistic ardpologists as a means of relating the
models and practices shared by members of a spmeumunity to their political-
economic positions and interests”. Neverthelessattvancement of this approach was
not without difficulties and even for the currentuation Schiffman (2006) is
underlying the fact that “cultural notions aboutdaage that influence the underlying
ideas about language that are current in a paatictllture (and which may also
influence, sometimes rather profoundly, thglementatiorof language policies) are
often ignored, or treated as impediments that rbesbvercome” (p. 112, italics in
original). But in spite of this kind of difficult&e we could say that sociolinguistic
studies now largely accept the fact that somethmioge than language practice ahel
jure language planning matters in the language polidhe@ speech community. In the
search of a definition for that “more”, differenoposals have been made.

Woolard (1998: 4) uses the terms linguistic idegloganguage ideology and
ideologies of language interchangeably althouglgeizing that “differences among
them can be detached in separate traditions of. [B@8 also proposes to rethink,
“within an explicitly social-theoretical frame ofle@ology analysis”, the materials that
have been collected within the “studies that addmestural conceptions of language,
in the guise of metalinguistics, attitudes, prestigtandards, aesthetics”; the goal “is
not to restrict vision but to focus the attentioh stholars of language on the
unavoidable significance of the ideological dimensi Similarly, Schieffelin et al.
(1998: V) prefers to adopt a broad, unconstraineetstanding of language ideology,
including “cultural conceptions not only of lang@agnd language variation but also of
the nature and purpose of communication, and ile io the life of social

collectivities”.

2 M. Silverstein, “Language and the Culture of Gendé the Intersection of Structure, Usage and
Ideology”, in Semiotic MediationE. Mertz and R.J. Parmentier (eds.), Orlando,; Maademic Press,
p. 220; here cited from Woolard 1998: 11-12.
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Schiffman (2006: 112) is more inclined to use gratlinguistic culture defining it as
“the sum of totality of ideas, values, beliefs,itattes, prejudices, myths, religious
structures, and all the other cultural ‘baggagat 8peakers bring to their dealings with
language from their cultur€ Though proposing one all embracing concept, the
author is underlying the importance of being aldedistinguish between different
kinds of ideas about language “instead of lumpihgnt all together into an
undifferentiated oversimplified, and reductioniseesize-fits-all rubric” (ibid, p. 121).

The nowadays prevalent terminological proposal objective perceptions of the
language situation by the members of the speecimzonity islinguistic (or languagé
ideology(or ideologie$. Silverstein (1979: 193 defined linguistic ideologies as “sets
of beliefs about language articulated by users aatianalisation or justification of
perceived language structure and use”. For SpqB§4: 14) language ideology is a
“set of beliefs about appropriate language prastidbat is shared by a speech
community. In other words “language ideology or idfsl designate a speech
community’s consensus on what value to apply td edcthe language variables or
named language varieties that make up its repertfir.] Put it simply, language
ideology is language policy with the manager lait,avhat people think should be
done” (ibid.)

Kroskrity (2000: 7) proposes to think of languagledlogies “as a cluster concept
consisting of a number of converging dimensionguiFmain features of language

ideologies are identified as follows (ibid., pp.3}2

1. Language ideologies represent the perception giulage and discourse that
is constructed in the interest of a specific sooratultural group.
2. Language ideologies are profitably conceived astiptel because of the

multiplicity of meaningful social divisions (clasgender, clan, elites,

% Schiffman first used the term linguistic culturethe late 1970s, proposing it as a descriptiothaf
part of culture that has to do with language. Fon Hljinguistic culture also is concerned with the
transmission and codification of language and tesibg also on the culture’s motions of the valfie o
literacy and the sanctity of texts” (2006: 112).

% M. Silverstein, “Language Structure and Linguidtieology”, in P.R. Clyne, W.F. Hanks and C.L.
Hofbauer (eds.);The Elements: A Parasession on Linguistic Units &medels Chicago: Chicago
Linguistic Society, 1979, pp. 193-247, here citemhf Kroskrity 2000.
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generations, and so on) within sociocultural grothyad have the potential to
produce divergent perspectives expressed as indiggeup membership.

3. Members may display varying degrees of awarenessoad| language
ideologies.

4. Members’ language ideologies mediate between setiattures and forms
of talk.

The holders of linguistic ideologies can be the mdmte participants in a local
sociolinguistic system, but also the external obeey; e.g. linguists and ethnographers

who provide descriptive accounts of languagesrignand Gal 20068},

In the studies concerning language planning stnatn different states, language
ideology is usually not approached directly, bethgt on macro (e.g. national) or
micro (e.g. regional) level. For example: in prorgl a common frame for policy
monographs to be published in a series about lgeypalicy and planning in diverse
areas, Kaplan and Baldauf do not foresee a distiraetling dedicated to language
ideologies (2005a: 3-4). The authors that are @avib collaborate in the publication of
monographs are supposed to give a review of mgjaritt minority languages of the
chosen area in the sense of numbers, percentagegudvan/rural) distribution of
speakers, descriptions of language education (titdagguages, used methods), the
role of media in language spread, the effect of ignation on language distribution,
current language planning legislation and implemagon, historical development of
single policies and practices, and prospects ajuage maintenance. Thus, language
ideologies are not supposed to be dealt with in pacial, separate chapter.
Nevertheless, the authors then take language igieslanto account, to a certain
degree, in different context: e.g. in the framehddtorical overview, related to the
process of nation state formation (nationalistiews on linguistic matters, expressed
within political and cultural movements in the sedohalf of the 19 century);
considering language as a label of social (ethditity in minority groups; reporting
some data about attitudes toward language learfingtives to learn foreign
languages); considering prejudices (negative deguoward otherness) and feeling of
national allegiance to ethnic culture in relationthe prospects of minority language

2 To our opinion, also the policy makers who takeislens on the boundaries, based on criteria linked
to sociolinguistic situation, should be includedhe category of immediate local participants.
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maintenance; and, finally, when talking about att#s to immigrant languages and
cultures. Language ideologies here are not deegbusised, nor is their relation to
language practices and language planning, butvéntteeless appears clear that this
relation is close and that deeper inclusion of lmgg ideology analysis could
considerably contribute to explain language relassdes in the past periods and to

formulate more balanced considerations about theeiof language situatiéh

An emerging field that could be, to our opiniorag@d among the themes related with
language ideologies, is the discourse alretrculturality. The term, introduced in the
1980s from Hofstedd should be related tenulticulturality, which refers to the
simultaneous presence of two or more cultures énaidoncrete geographical area, or
inside a concrete social context (Mikokt al. 2006). It includes the orientation to
emphasize cultural differences as a positive vdmen the moral, social and
educational viewpoint, and the establishment of ualutrespect among the
representatives of these different cultures (Stj@0). Interculturallity, on the other
hand, defines a situation where the simultaneoasepice of different cultures is not
limited to their co-existence, but it offers oppmities to continuous contacts,
interactions and collaboration. Still more, thigeatation not only emphasizes the need
for this kind of opportunities, it requires con@etooperation, based on mutual
recognition and understanding. In interculturaltyareness and knowledge about the
other culture is thus considered as a bases. tfomsider the complex role of language
in forming, determining and communicating the cdt{cf. below, chapter 111.5), the
emphasis on language related issues in discourbesit anulticulturality and

interculturality should not surprise us.

It is worth briefly mentioning here another point wiew, dealing with language
ideologies and developed recently in critical laage-policy (CLP, see also above,
chapter Ill.1). Here the term ideology refers tmcanscious beliefs and assumptions

% The exception in Kaplan and Baldauf 2005a is W2885, who at the very beginning of the
monograph underlines that “[a]t the one end of dhectrum, language planning is a socio-political
value-laden ideology, whereas at the other end & linguistic attempt to apply an instrumental and
restricted perspective to language diversity, aitoin the final analysis, both perspectives aféipal,
rather than purely linguistic”. Throughout the dgstion of language planning in Sweden the author
than several times clearly points out the interemtion between language planning, language
ideologies and language practices.

2 See preface of A. Griselli in Mikdliet al. 2006, p. 6.
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that are ‘naturalized’ and thus contribute to hegeyn[of the power groups]. As
hegemonic practices come to be built into the tustins of society, they tend to
reinforce privilege and grant it legitimacy as wat’ condition” (Tollefson 2006: 47).

[I.5 Language planning

According to our analytical approach, we will calesi as language planning activities
only those that include deliberate efforts to iafiae the linguistic behaviour, but we
will not limit the definition by including only thenstitutional planning activities,

although in the frame of sociolinguistic theoriaaduage planning is usually limited to

the institutional actors.

As we will see, language planning somehow occursvery multilingual setting and
can involve different actors, being that legislat@ssembly, local government body,
special interest group, business company, or ainvithéhl (cf. Spolsky 2004).
Multilingualism is not an exception, but the mostremon situation in the world. If a
complete equality of languages is representingdéal situation, the reality is far from
being an ideal one.

All polities are more or less polyglot. But thesenievediberté, egalité fraternité
of tongues, nowhere a genuinely linguistically 8#gr society’. Languages are
arranged into pecking orders, which are commonficiafly enforced. (Burke
and Porter 1991: 9, italics in origindl)

Recognising that linguistic hierarchy is inevitgbldymes reminds us to distinguish
betweenactual andpotentialequality of languages: while all languages areiptoally

equal, they are, for social reasons, not actuaft{ &For language planners and policy-
makers in multilingual context, then, the questismnot so much how to develop

languages as which languages to develop for whaiogas, and in particular, how and

30 Burke (2004) is mentioning the fact that alreanlit650 an English author was speaking about
“master languages” and “subordinate languages”.

31 Hymes, D.H. (1992), “Inequality in language: Takifor granted”, in Working Papers in Educational
Linguistics, No. 8, 1-30; here cited from Hornberge06.
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for what purposes to develop local, threatened daggs in relation to global,

spreading ones” (Hornberger 2006: 27-28).

While the real-world demand of language plannin@cpce is evident, it is
acknowledged that language planning (in the sehsiewelopment, implementation
and evaluation of specific language policies),ha frame of language policy studies,
represents an “understudied facet” (Ricento 20@5: cf. also Kaplan and Baldauf
1997). Not only, it seems, that language plannihglies often “develop as an
afterthought following a period of socio-politicalrmoil” (Daoust 1997: 440), thus,
not as a “deliberate and thus conscious efforthnog in parallel with planned social
change (see above, chapter 11.2), but apoat factumanalysis. And even when
approaching this kind of analytical work, it appetrat language planning studies lack
“clear articulated models of analyzing and compaurilifferent policy approaches in
defined contexts, and ways to evaluate the outcdhmscan be applied in different
settings” (Ricento 2006: 18) The explanation for this situation could be,tfiia the
inherited theoretical orientation of the earliestdses in language policy, and,
secondly, in the fact that “most sociolinguists amplied linguists have little or no
training in the policy sciences” (ibid.). In spiiéthese deficiencies it is possible to list
many theoretical and methodological tools that hiaeen, up to now, developed on
these subjects in the frame of language policyissud

Language planning for a given language never odgaussvacuum with regard to other
languages (Hornberger 2006). Thus, the evaluatfadifferent possible outcomes of
language planning in regard to the languages imebhas relatively “good/desirable” or
“bad/undesirable” is “based largely on extra-lirgjigi factors related to theories of

what constitutes the social ‘good™ (Ricento 20@%.: As mentioned above, the failure
of the early language planning to achieve its goals directly linked to the incapacity
to acknowledge that language planning is inevitalomked to political analysis

(Tollefson 2002b). Whiley (1996) even emphasizexribed for critical awareness that

32 Other authors called attention to similar probléots When Cooper (1989) was accounting the state
of language and policy studies, he enunciated éel rior the theory of social change in order to enov
the language policy and planning studies forwardllefson (1991: 8), on the other hand, tries to
“contribute to a theory of language planning thatates the field within social theory”. Ricento
(2006:6-7) underlines the importance, for languammicy studies, to include in its theoretical
frameworks the contributions of political theoriegjce they are able to provide “useful tools tiphes
better understand what is at stake in conflictelivimg language”.
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language planning is not merely a technical unéertg due to the fact that language
is often involved in struggles for power and domicea between groups; thus,

language planning can also result in conflictseathan solving thef.

In discussing language planning as a problem-sghantivity Cooper (1989: 34)
points out that “we must distinguish between ostl#@sand actual, overt and covert
goals” of language planning. When analysing corecegamples of language planning,
it is usually possible to observe communicativebpgms, but it is also possible to
ascertain that “modifications in language or intise of language [are] sought in order
to attain non-linguistic ends” (ibid., p. 34) This characteristic of language planning
would, to his opinion, even imply that “[d]efiniig of language planning as the
solution of language problems are not wrong, bay tare misleading” (ibid., p. 35).
Cooper’s statements are in line with the above meeatl observations about the
inseparability of linguistic and socio-political jebtives in language planning, but it
seems that he is making a step further in undeylytre importance of non-linguistic
goals when language matters are approached byypuob&ers. His hypothesis seems
to indicate that it is doubtful that any languagdéties directed to solving merely
linguistic (e.g. communicative) problems would l@ried out if the solution of these

problems would not promote the attainment of nagdistic goals:

Indeed, it is hard to think of an instance in whiahguage planning has been
carried out solely for the sake of improving comication, where problems of
communication are the only problems to be solvedwioere the facilitation of
communication is the only interest to be promotexhguage planning is typically
carried out for the attainment of non-linguisticdersuch as consumer protection,
scientific exchange, national integration, politicantrol, economic development,
the creation of new elites or the maintenance df aes, the pacification or
cooption of minority groups, and mass mobilizatioh national or political
movements. (Cooper 1989: 34-35)

¥ Ricento (2000: 8) points out that “scholars musineine the implicit assumptions that inform their
research agendas as they seek to uncover the gileplthat inform language policies in the contexts
they choose to investigate”.
34 Cf. Daoust 1997: 441, who also affirms that “itsiscio-political objectives which are pursued by
language planning policies”.
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One important question in language planning isghestion about the need of state
intervention. Approaching language policy issuasrfrthe economic point of view,
Grin (2006: 83-84) is linking the argument to theinstream economic theories,

where state intervention is justified in case offket failures”. It seems that

linguistic environments exhibit many forms of mdrKailure. For one, future

generations cannot bid for the preservation of rgdeed languages. In a market
mechanism, this absence from the bidding processisnthe same as if they did
not care for these languages, which is quite adifft matter. Externalities are
also present, if, for example, a person’s langukgening (or not-learning)

behaviour affects the value of another person’gdage skills. In fact, it could be
argued that almost every form of market failure uwscwhen it comes to the

provision of linguistic diversity. (ibid.)

From the policy-analysis perspective, “it is enouglestablish that only one type of
failure is present to justify state interventionidahere Grin is decisively opposing
any kind of political debate “claiming that langeagshould best be left to fend for
themselves, going as far as to dismiss most larggpaticy interventions as harmful
meddling” (ibid.).

Linked to the question of state intervention is guestion about language planning as
upward and/or downward process. Cooper’s posisofiri: “In my view, language
planning activities move upwards as well as dowwrwaiMicrolevel, face-to-face
interactional circles can both implement decisionisated from above and initiate

language planning which snowballs to the sociatgiowernmental level” (1989: 38).

The next important question in language planningaw to proceed, which are the
stages of the process? As it was emphasized indaggplanning studies since their
beginnings, any interventions in the language pranmontext have to be based on
knowledge concerning the past (Haugen 185®oreover, in the initial phase the
policy maker should collect data about “the extptsetting to ascertain what the

problems are, as viewed both by persons who wiicate the plan and by persons

% |n Haugen, E., “Language planning in modern Noriviry Anthropological LinguisticsNo. 1, 8-21,
1959, hare cited from Daoust 1997: 439.
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who will be the targets of the plan”, i.e. to etigate the “fact-finding” process (Rubin

1971: 218). Within this process the following paeders should be scrutinized: social,
cultural, political, and economic (ibid.). In otheords, policy makers should detect
the “social philosophy” underlying the whole prosed the language planning. Daoust
(1997: 445) calls to the fact that “[flew langugglanning policies come close to this

ideal”, since

[sJuch a program is time-consuming. It assumes aag@ment-like approach
within a decision-making model, as well as theipgration of many specialists.
Moreover, it implies the willpower to devise a hpu@t for society and requires

substantial financial resources.

According to our point of view, the stages of ade@l) language planning process
could be schematically enumerated in the way ptedem Table 3 (see below).
Language planning is viewed as a combinatiodescriptiveactivities, i.e. the study
of what actually happens, anmescriptive activities, i.e. the determination of what
kinds of activities will optimize the desired outaes at a given cost (Cooper 1989).
Cooper argues thataiming at a management ideal” where language planning is
conceived as “a systematic, theory driven, anadmati' is perfectly appropriate (ibid.,
41-42, italics in original). It is true that in &g “[l]language planning rarely conforms
to a rational paradigm of decision-making or prabieolving” (ibid, p. 185) or even
more, the evidence often shows that “language pigncan be a messy affair — ad
hoc, haphazard, and emotionally driven” (ibid.4p). Nevertheless, it is right to avoid

this kind of situation that language planning needsrong guiding theory.

The involvement of the target population foresaeithe presented scheme about the
language planning process is in line with the @aitianguage theory (CLP, see above,
chapter I1.1) which “accepts the political prin@pthat people who experience the
consequences of language policy should have a majer in making policy
decisions”, (Tollefson 2006: 45). If the role okthesearchers (sociolinguists) remains
defined inside the same paradigm, it stands farydwan the positivist neutral and
objective approach, as it sees the researcherhiaa® twho should “analyze the
underlying ideologies of alternative policies aheé links between language policies
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and social inequality, thereby contributing to tthevelopment of an informed and

sceptical citizenry” (ibid.).

Table 3: Stages of the language planning process(ategrative framework)

STAGE

DESCRIPTION

TYPE OF
ACT

METHODS

identification
of broader
societal goals

societal linguistic and (related) non-

linguistic goals are assessed (over/cover

goals)

t descriptive

policy analysis

identification

target populations that should be include
in the planning process in order to obtai

d
n descriptive/

sociolinguistic

of target the goals are identified prescriptive analys!s, policy
populations analysis
determination of variables to be included
Fact-finding in descriptive and explanatory studies; o .
AR AR historical studies,
process study of non-linguistic and linguistic descriptive sociolinauistic
about the variables that could have influenced the P 9
o T analysis
past situation present situation
- identification and description of non-
Fact-finding linquisti d linquisti ables. involvel
process _mgrl]usltlc an mg:ustl(_: variables, involve S
about the in the language planning process (existin gdescriptive sociolinguistic
present Ia}ngugge practices, ideologies and analysis
situation planning)
the domains involved are identified, e.g. S
. o : S sociolinguistic
domain legislation, public sector, public signs,

identification

education business sector etc.

prescriptive

analysis, policy
analysis

goal setting

the goals that have to be achieved are
defined

prescriptive

sociolinguistic
analysis, policy
analysis

elaboration of
different
policy
planning
alternatives

policy planning alternatives are identified
and assessed

prescriptive

sociolinguistic
analysis, policy
analysis

evaluation of
different
policy
planning
alternatives

measurement, for each of the options
considered, of different types of effects
(estimation of the net private and social
market and non-market value

descriptive

sociolinguistic
analysis, policy
analysis studies

selection of a
policy

the policy that most suits the pursuited
goals is selected

prescriptive

policy analysis

implementa-
tion

explicitation of the process

prescriptive

stipulation of
(legal) provision
and administrative
procedures
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STAGE DESCRIPTION ;Z:?E OF METHODS

sociolinguistic
periodical re-assessment of the goals and analysis, policy

evaluation : . descriptive )
implementation procedures analysis
sociolinguistic
analysis, policy
eventual . N .. | analysis, legal and
adaptation to new situations prescriptive

administrative
procedure

modifications

Sources: Rubin 1971; Cooper 1989; Kaplan and B&albi2®i7; Daoust 1997; Grin 2006

The sequence of stages in our scheme should bé&ewe as an ideal one, while in
the real world all kind of possible sequences appéery frequently cyclical processes
are in place where activities of one stage, irgtabecause of specific needs, trigger
activities related to other stages. As Spolsky cemisy national or local language
practices very often evolve “piecemeal, with conaltion of law, regulation and
custom” (2004: 13).

Even in the ideal scheme, language planning proclessly appears very complex,
and the work of language policy planners is beiageg with many difficulties. In the
frame of the already mentioned lack of analyticalls, many concrete problems have
been envisaged. For example: According to Grin §2@3), the process of evaluation
of different policy planning alternatives impliesnse more or less arduous steps. The
easiest part seems to be the estimation oh#éterivate market valuef each policy
option, i.e. “the effects that can be observed omarket and which accrue to
identifiable individuals” (ibid.). On the other h@énthe estimation ofocial market
value seems to be a much more complex operation, sinttethis term the author
designates the aggregate of private values in i@tgpconsidering also the effects of
positive and negative externalities. Even hardemseto be the assessment of “the
much more complex non-market value — namely, thesgand losses associated with a
change in the linguistic environment, but witholiede gains and losses being

expressed through one or another explicit markbid (.

% Grin (2006: 86) is pointing to the fact that, wpthis time, no formal attempts to this kind of lysis
have been made. As the most promising for thesdskof purposes he sees the methodologies of
environmental economics, in which the evaluatiomarhplex, non-market commaodities (such as air or
water) has developed some good experience.
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Grin is also pointing to the fact that too oftem the evaluation of policy alternatives,
what tends to be neglected is thetributive dimensioni.e. the question about “who
gains, who loses, and how much, as a result ointiplementation of [the envisaged]
language policy” (ibid, p. 86). This disregard absbring out, according to him, form
the assumption in economic analysis that “if a @oliloes give rise to a net welfare
gain, then gainersan compensate the losers. The problem, however, etheh they
actually do so of their own accord, or it is a camspry compensation mechanism that
has to be built into the policy design for such pemsation to occur” (ibid., italics in

original).

As far as the successfulness of the planned patieyas found out that “unexpected
outcomes are a normal feature of high complex sagistems where linear cause-
effect relationships between language and societynot apply and where social
groups may have covert goals for LPP” (Tollefson0Zf 419-20). Generally
speaking, Cooper (1989: 185) states that “[i]tiffalilt to evaluate the effectiveness
of language planning — to determine either the ekego which goals are satisfied or
the relative contribution to various factors to theécome.” Nevertheless, it seems that
the general problem in evaluation of the languagarpng effectiveness is that it is
often only partially assessed, most often in teaihkgal texts in which policies are
enshrined or in terms of administrative measur&ertawhile the actual results can
only be measured considering the concrete outcatnd® levels of language practices
and language ideologies. It is to avoid this kirighartiality and to focus attention on
the most relevant evaluation criteria that GrinQ@Pis calling for the use of public-
policy thinking in considering language planninguss.

With similar approach, Kaplan and Baldauf criticik® “recent direction taken by
some scholars [...] to attempt to deal with langupgkcy activities in terms of a
dichotomy ofsuccessandfailure” (2005b: 7, italics in original). First, there aways
the possibility of the tensions between the Self #re Other and thus between the
perspectives that individual authors bring to thetirdies. Moreover, “policy efforts
may show some successes and some failures simulislgg and there are also
“situations in which some language planning occassfall-out from some other

planning activity” (ibid.). The authors also argubat it is virtually impossible
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meaningfully to discuss success and failure at riiero levels, i.e. other than

governmental levels.

It seems that all the exposed problematic pointsanmguage planning process are
linked to one point: the complexity of the socioguistic settings. This fact would
confirm the utmost importance of the already mergw ecological approach, e.g. to
consider the language situation in its integribynied of language practices, language
ideologies and language planning efforts. In odmeste, much of work necessary to
integrate this approach seems to be included itatttefinding process about the past
and the present situation. Nevertheless, we worgdeafor special attention to be
given to language (and the related non-languagegledies throughout the whole
process. Schiffman (2006) is warning about the uesdq conduct of policy makers,
who “are too often confident that their explicitc®@ons are the correct ones”, and who
“often see the implicit factors (which are more eabed in the ‘unconscious’
linguistic culture) asproblematica] thwarting the well-intentioned plans of the
decision-makers, who of course are only trying datlee ‘right thing™ (p. 112, italics

in original).

Sociolinguistic theorists usually distinguish thrégpes of language planning
activities”:

We may think of status planning as those effonteatiéd toward the allocation of
functions of languages/literacies in a given speaghmunity; corpus planning as
those efforts related to the adequacy of the form giructure of

languages/literacies; and acquisition planningfeste to influence the allocation
of users or the distribution of languages/literaciby means of creating or

improving opportunity or incentive to learn them both. (Hornberger 2006: 28)

As many authors point out, it is impossible to makelear cut between corpus and
status planning issues; “language-planning issws rever be corpus-oriented or

status-oriented exclusively” (Daoust 1997: 448).

3" The first use of the status-planning/corpus plagniypology was by Heinz Kloss (iResearch
possibilities on group bilingualism: A reportQuebec: International Center for Research on
Bilingualism, 1969, here cited from Spolsky 200# &so Hornberger 2006: 28).
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While corpus and status planning are well estabtisfonceptual distinctions proposed
early in the language planning literature, thedhype of language planning, i.e.
acquisition planning, was introduced much lateCmpper (1989F. Although most of

scholarly definitions implicitly include languageaching among the objectives of
language planning, Cooper argues for this additigeaparate) category for two

reasons:

First, considerable planning is directed towardjlaage spread, i.e. an increase in
the users or the uses of a language or languagetywaout not all planning for
language spread can be subsumed under the rubritatfs planning. When
planning is directed towards increasing a languagses, it falls within the rubric
of status planning. But when it is directed towdriseasing the number of users —
speakers, writers, listeners, or readers — thegparate analytic category for the

focus of language planning seems to me to be igtif

Second, the changes in function and form soughstagus and corpus planning
affect, and are affected by, the number of a laggisauses. New users may be
attracted by the new uses to which a languagetiq.pg New users may influence
the language through language contact [...]. And msers may introduce new
uses [...]. Since function, form, and acquisition @alated to one another, planners

of any one should consider the others.

Some sociological justifications for this kind dassification can be find also in
Bourdieu’s (1991) considerations about the lawgrahsmission of linguistic

capital, which according to him are a particulasecaof laws of legitimate

transmission of cultural capital between generatidine two principal factors of
production of the legitimate competence are theilfamnd the educational

system, and “[iln this sense, like the sociology cofiture, the sociology of

language is logically inseparable from the sociglo§ education” (ibid., p. 62).

Similarly to Cooper, Bourdieu establishes the ln@tween institutional language
learning and language market:

% Recently, some authors use, instead of acquisifilamning, the term “language-in-education-
planning” (e.g. Kaplan and Baldauf 2005).
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The position which the educational system givethéodifferent languages (or
the different cultural contexts) is such an impotteEsue only because this
institution has the monopoly in the large-scale dpation of
producers/consumers, and therefore in the reprmtuof the market without
which the social value of the linguistic competeritecapacity to function as

linguistic capital, would cease to exist. (ibid7)5

Although nowadays also other important factors loarrecognized as influencing the
linguistic market in important ways (e.g. globatizéusiness flows, media, and
especially the Internet), we could agree that tuistinalised acquisition planning

desires special attention in the frame of langysdgening issues.

1.6 Interrelations between language practices, ide  ologies and planning

As we have mentioned at the beginning, social dspaiclanguage began to attract
linguists’ attention when they acknowledged thairited comprehension of language
with the social component left out. Similarly, lamge ideologies studies in
sociolinguistics were not approached in a moreesyatic way until it appeared clearly
that “language ideology stands in dialectical relatwith — and thus significantly

shapes — social, discursive, and linguistic prasti¢Schieffelin et al. 1998: V).

However, in the literature the subject of this deaps rarely tackled autonomously.

Most frequently the interrelations between languaigetices, ideologies and planning
are approached in studies about language ideoldgere the scholars envisaged that
“[t]he topic of language ideology may be one mueded bridge between work on

language structure and language politics, as welbetween linguistic and social

theory more generally” (ibid., p. VII). And alsoLdnguage socialisation studies, for
example, have demonstrated connections amongHeliries of language acquisition,

linguistic practices, and key cultural ideas aljmersonhood” (ibid., p. 14).

Similarly Ricento (2006) is emphasizing the impoda of language ideologies, since
“[i]deologies about language generally and spedditguages in particular have real
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effects on language policies and practices, anidhdeb a large extent what is and is

not possible in the realm of language planning@oicty making” (p. 9).

Language ideology seems to matter also in estahgjisanguage status which

is widely understood within LPP as the perceivelhtnee value of a named
language, usually related to its social utility, ieéh encompasses its so-called
market value as a mode of communication, as welinaee subjective features
rooted in [...] a society’s linguistic culture. Thalue(s) attached to or associated
with a language, therefore, do not depend excliysieé¢ even necessarily, on any
official or legal status conferred by a state tlgtouts executive, legislative, or
juridical branches (Ricento 2006: 5).

An important observation about attitudes and pcastiin case of language
standardisation is made by Cooper (1989: 184): fuage standardization is more
likely to be successful with respect to attitudarntiwith respect to behaviour. People
are more likely to agree that an all-purpose pretevariety exists than to use it for all
the purposes for which they claim it to be corfe€ooper would thus agree that

language practices and ideologies are “co-operaitnigaming language planning.

According to Spolsky (2004: 10) the passage fromgl@age practice to planning
(management) occurs when the practices “are spetled by some external

authority™®

. We would argue here that this assertion couly twold true in case of
overt language policies, but we should not forpet there are many so called covert
policies. This aspect was recently exposed andestuay Shohamy (2006), who for

example places language planning “between langugéogy and practice”.

Another example of interrelation between languadpology and language planning
can be find in the context of the processes of onatstate formation and
“maintenance”;. “State policies as well challengesthie state around the world are

structured by this nationalist ideology of language identity” (Schieffelin 1998: 17).

%9 The author also asserts that “beliefs [languagel@bies] derive from and influence practices”dibi
p. 14). The “circularity” of the influencing process thus clearly appears.
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It appears clear that within the ecological apphoéhe interrelations between language
practices, ideologies and planning cannot be aedlysvithout taking into
consideration also non-language variables. Scheallgtiwe would represent the

interaction between the three components of langpaticy as follows (see Figure 2):

Non-language SOCIAL

/ variables \ STRUCTURE

IDEOLOGY PRACTICE

N

Figure 2: Non language variables and the interrelabns between language ideology, practice and

Language
variables

PLANNING LANGUAGE

planning

The interconnectedness of all the components & .ctdianges in any component can
trigger modifications in others. Thus, it seems sbaw contradictory to affirm, like
some authors do (cf. for example Shohamy 2006: 16&) language cannot be
controlled, that it is “a free commodity, subjeatdach person’s interpretation”. There
are simply too many “windows of opportunity” exckd from the individual’s
influence that can condition the patterns of lisgjai use in a specific community to

which the individual is then often obliged to accoodate.
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[ll. Language and language policy in inter-group re  lations

Among many fields of sociolinguistic enquiry themee also the studies that try to
reveal the mechanisms through which language oesugn active role in formation of
individual and group identities. In accordance to feeld of interest, our attention here
will be dedicated to the collective, not to theiwdual aspects of these processes, and
we will concentrate on symbolic dimension of comiityas its defining characteristic

and on the role of language in its formation.

[1l.1 Language and construction of group identities

In the chapter where we discuss how language fumeiin society (see above, chapter
I1.1), we declined the view of language as natuspbntaneous phenomena, and we
underlined the necessity to always consider itsucall and thus social component.
Similarly, when approaching the discussion of tke&tron between language and
identity, we would agree with Joseph (2004: 6) tloatr identities, whether group or
individual, are not ‘natural facts’ about us, bu¢ @ghings we construct — fictions, in
effect”. Similar is the position of Burke (2004).cammunity that is created on the
bases of a common language or language varietynstibning as an “imagined
community” with real and important effects, althoupese are not always in line with
the intentions of its creatdfs Here again we can turn to Bourdieu (1991) whina
that

on a deeper level, the quest for the ‘objectiveteda of ‘regional of ‘ethnic’
identity should not make one forget that, in so@e&hctice, these criteria (for
example, language, dialect and accent) are thetobjenental representationshat
is, of acts of perception and appreciation, of éo@m and recognition, in which
agents invest their interest and their presupmrsti and of objectified
representationsin things (emblems, flags, badges, etc.) or astdf-interested

strategies of symbolic manipulation which aim attedmining the (mental)

0 Burke is referring here to the definition of araiged community as formulated in Anderson’s famous
work Imagined Communities
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representation that other people may form of th@eperties and their bearers.

(ibid., pp. 220-21jtalics in original}f*

Throughout this chapter we use the tegmoup but we consider that it could
interchangeably be used with the tecommunity As a concept, community has been
largely discussed in sociology and anthropologyibproved to “be highly resistant
for satisfactory definition” (Cohen 1985: 11). Cahis not attempting to formulate
another definition, but he proposes valuable tdotsapproaching community as a
symbolically constructed system of values and nowiigh provides to its members a
sense of identity within a bounded whole. He begiits the commonly recognised
consideration that community seems to imply simmdtausly both similarity and
difference, since its members a) have somethirgpmmon with each other, which b)
distinguishes them in a significant way from thermbers of other putative groups
(ibid., p. 12).

According to Burke (2004), the risk with the usetbé& term community (and this
holds true also for the linguistic community) isdonsider it as an entity that implies
homogeneity, a clear boundary and consensus, wbite of these is to be found in
reality, when conducting sociological or anthrogpal field research. In case of
language, for example, instead of homogeneity thextist many varieties of the
“same” language, used by different social groupstled same community; the
boundaries are often blurred and they consist roftem of rather mixed zones than of
clearly defined lines; and finally, beside the aamsus very often conceals conflicts

and domination of one group over another (ibid.).

As we will see, language plays an important roléhim process of identity formation.

Joseph (2004: 224) is very determinated: “[A]lnydstwof language needs to take
consideration of identity if it is to be full ancthh and meaningful, because identity is
itself at the very heart of what language is abbaty it operates, why and how it came
into existence and evolved as it did, how it ighea and how it is used, every day, by

every user, every time it is used”.

“1 According to this, Bourdieu continues, the streggbver ethnic or regional identity can be viewsd a
“a particular case of the different struggles aslassifications,” (ibid.).
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Dealing with language as one of the components lwhaoccur in the process of
group construction (cf. for example, the role afgaage in nation state formation, ch.
IV.1), we are especially interested in its symbdlinction. An important step forward

in the understanding of the collective dimensiohdaoguage was made in the late
1970s by J. Edwards, who underlined that

the communicative and cultural aspects of languagst be differentiated [...].

The first of these refers to the use of languagh which we are all familiar on a
daily basis. The second refers to the ways in wkaalguage, though not serving
a regular communicative function, acts as a synafdiradition, heritage and

ethnicity. (Edwards 1977: 262)

In his further work, Edwards points out that thembglic and communicative
functions of language are not immediately self-emtdbut that they are fundamental in
considering the relationship of language and idraind the constitution of the
language communities. He argues that “the bastindign here is between language
in its ordinarily understood sense as a tool of mmmication, and language as an
emblem of groupness, as a symbol, a rallying-po{tiwards 1985: 17). For any
speech community in which the language of use $8 ah ancestral language, the
intangible symbolic relevance is tied up with thetrumental function. When people
in these communities are communicating, the baskssage (communicative
component of the message) is underpinned also difitterent historical and cultural
associations and connotations that the communayesh(symbolic component of the
message). However, the author (ibid.) is arguirad the two aspects of language are
separable (even if they are usually joined). Thenlsylic aspect can also retain

importance in the absence of the communicativec®pe

Although the distinction between the communicatared the symbolic function of
language was introduced in sociolinguistics reddjiviate it is of the utmost
importance in understanding the role of languagehm constitution of collective

identities (Skilian 2002). In the process of natistate formation, for example,

*21n the case of Ireland, for example, the commuhieadimension of Irish is very limited, being this
language used by less than 10% of the populatiainoi the other hand Irish remains a very important
value in the symbolic sense. The opposite examplespresented by English that is continuously
enlarging its communicative dimension, without Imava relevant symbolic influence (Skiljan 2002, cf.
also Spolsky 2004).
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(national) language played an extremely importaoie rfor the vast majority of
Europeans, both for providing the homogenous natiocommunity of
communication, and because of its immense sympolicer (see below, chapter I11.3).

In describing the sociopsychological processesdhatact upon ethnic group members
in an intergroup context, Giles, Bourhis and Taylt®77) rely on the Tajfel’s (1978)

theory of intergroup relations and Giles’s (1971g&and Powesland 1975) theory of
speech accommodation that was underpinned withagipgoaches from the field of

social psychology. The authors find out that lamguéaehaviour plays an important
role in each of Tajfel’'s key concepts, i.e. socategorisation, social identity, social
comparison, psychological distinctiveness and dognalternatives (see the schematic

presentation in Table 4).

Table 4: Determinants of the dynamics of intergrouprelation and the role of language in the

single determinant (schematic presentation)

DETERMINANT | DEFINITION/DESCRIPTION THE ROLE OF LANGUAGE IN THE
DETERMINANT
Social A fundamental cognitive tool with In ethnic groups, separate languages or
categorisation which individuals define themselvedialects are generally used to manifest
and the world. distinctiveness.
Social identity People’s knowledge of  the|rVery often a self-evaluation of the

membership  in  various  socialgroup is reflected in its feelings abut |ts
categories and the value attributed|tdistinctive  speech  style/language.
that membership Language is viewed as a salient
dimension of a group’s identity; it is
among the most important symbols |of
ethnicity (Fishman 1977).

Social The process of comparison of the grquim situations of language contact people
comparison with other groups, by which socialmost easily become aware of the
identity acquires meaning peculiarities of their language, thus

language is becoming the symbol |of
group integrity.

Psychological An outcome of perceptions and actions
distinctiveness oriented in a manner to acquire | &anguage can be used as a means of
favourable and distinct perception fronattaining cultural distinctiveness.
other groups along valued dimensions
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THE ROLE OF LANGUAGE IN THE

DETERMINANT | DEFINITION/DESCRIPTION DETERMINANT

Cognitive The extent to which members of |@he awareness of cognitive alternatives
alternatives group perceive alternatives to thén an intergroup situation will influence
existing intergroup situation. Thisthe speech strategy adopted |by
awareness depends on the perceivedminant and subordinate group
stability-instability, legitimacy-| speakers in interaction with each othey.
illegitimacy and high-low vitality of the
existing intergroup situation.

Source: Giles, Bourhis and Taylor 1977, pp. 324-33

Developing further the theoretical framework in ahito study the interrelationships
between language, ethnicity and intergorup relati@iles, Bourhis and Taylor (1977:
320 ff) examine the role of language in the thregomstrategies which Tajfel (1978)
proposed group members might adopt in search okdiye social identity, once they
become aware of cognitive alternatives. The fitshtegy, which is often adopted
initially, is cultural and psychological assimilai with members of the dominant
group. A second strategy implies a redefinitiontted previously negatively-valued
characteristics of the group, whereas the thirdtefyy leads to the creation of new
dimensions on which a group may assume a new ypediistinctiveness from the

other groups.

Schmidt (2006) is attempting to explain some phesrwarthat could be of relevance to
the subject of this chapter by the use of politidheory. Difference and

interdependence, as two generally present realdfeeuman existence, create the
necessity of existence of politics. At the corenadst language policy conflicts, he
argues (ibid., p. 98), lie questions of identitylifpcs that derive from “the perception
that who we arematters in political life, and that there is aiggr of politically

significant answers to the question ‘who are wéiedlics in original).

It is important to mention here the fact that ie tloday’s society we are facing the
phenomenon of reconstruction of ethnic identityaimore complex manner (Barbour
and Carmichael 2000). People are often acquirirgy gh-called “multi-stratified

identity” where they are at the same time carrigranational, regional, local and
sometimes (as in the case of European integrat@dsg) supra-national identity.

Moreover, not only that individuals assume seveddlective identities, these are also
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likely to change over time in dialogue with othesad are also liable to be in conflict
with one another (Kramsch 1998). All this, obvigugiroduces even more complexity
in the frame of the language-identity relation.

[1l.2 Language and border

Dealing here with language in inter-group contacteems essential to examine the
possible relations between language and bordece soontacts between groups/
communities necessarily imply encounters with b@rriers/boundaries/frontiers,
being physical or mental (symbolic). In literatlmeguage it is sometimes described as
“a surer barrier, a more important frontier thartress or river*. Starting from this
kind of descriptions we can pose questions likefthewing: In function of which
entities does language stay as a barrier? Whatitomsportance and sureness consist
in? Why is it important for the language as a learto present itself as a “sure”

barrier?

Initially, some terminological considerations abbotder and other terms that can be
linked to it are needed. As Donnan and Wilson (1999 note, “[b]Jorder has ranked
high among the major buzzwords of the 1990s”. Adtwly, they point to the risk of
the loss of significance of the term. Malcom Anderg1996) is dwelling on the
existence of many terms in English to designatdéouar aspects of its meaning:
frontier, border, and boundary. Prescott (196%xiglicitly warning against the use of
the terms frontier and boundary as synonyms; feoititas always to be considered as a

zone, not as a line.

Our point of departure in defining border is the@mach of G. Simmét, i.e. to regard
borders as sociological functions, which are fornmredpace. When pointing out the
sociological origins of the spatial organisatiom®el “refers to space as a kind of

projection, where social relations and actions gigace a meaning but space has no

*3 Thomas DaviesEssays and Poems with a Centenary Memoir, 1845;10#5 Dublin, 1945, here
cited from Giles, Bourhis and Taylor 1977: 326.

* G. Simmel and K.H.Wolff, 1964The Sociology of Georg SimmEtee Press, here cited form Schack
2000.

55



meaning itself” (Schack 2000: 204). Thus, for Sirhttiee border is not a fact in space
which induces sociological effects, but a sociatagfact which forms itself in space”

(ibid.)*. Accordingly, different types of borders develogetl are still developing in

parallel with the development of different socigktems, for example: state borders
were, and still are formed because the modern mati&te system evolved; integration
processes in Europe accentuated the differentidtietaveen internal and external
borders of the EU; several other geographical angtis margins that cross the state

borders are formed, e.g. cultural regitins

Other sociologists came to similar conclusionsla&C@006: 78), for example, resumes
the meanings of the social relations and actiottisbated to the border, as intentions
to institute distinctions, favour internal coheresclimit contacts in order to control
conflicts, determine differences between insidemsl autsiders, create sources of
legitimations of the disparities. Cohen (1985) p®iout that borders are mental as well
as geographical entities that can shift accordingnhe, place and the subjectivity of
each individual. Re-focusing the analysis “on theaming, rather than on form”, he
suggested that “since people become most sensdivieeir own culture when they
encounter others’, the apposite place at whiclingb their attitudes to their culture (or
their imputation of meaning to their community) as its boundaries” (ibid., p.70).
Boundary thus “embodies the sense of discriminatiorthe relation or opposition of

one community to the other.

Similar is the argumentation of Barth, when arguimgt ethnic groups are not defined

by given cultural attributes but in relations tbet groups:

5 Cf. Bourdieu (1991: 222): “The frontier, that prmd of a legal act of delimitation, produces cuatur
difference as much as it is produced by it". C&oalLeach (1976: 34), who defines boundaries as an
“artificial interruptions to what is naturally cantious”.

6 A useful theoretical approach in distinguishingween different types of borders (e.g. political,
social, economic, cultural etc.) is offered by Lan§1999). The author proposes to analyse different
“dimensions of the border”, e.g. the age of thedeorthe mode of emergence of the border (e.g. by
negotiation, through external powers, through fprtlee course of the border (e.g. straight, through
difficult terrain, along the river etc.), the bordeemantics (e.g. appearance of installations like
watchtowers, decorations with land art), the bondgime (e.g. types of procedures at checkpoints),
permeability of the border (likelihood of successfliegal crossing), openness (e.g. necessary
documents, taxes and fees), technical equipmenirstallations (e.g. green border, electronic desjc
mechanical traps), status of the border (e.g. bdydeveen member states of the EU or external borde
of the EU), and the emotional loading of the bor@eg. just or unjust border).
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[E]thnic categories provide an organisational vesisat may be given varying
amounts and forms of content in different sociagalt systems [...]. The critical
focus of investigation from this point of view beoes the ethnic boundary that
defines the group, not the cultural stuff thatntleses. (1969: 14-15)

James Anderson and Liam O'Dowd have shown how madtidoorders are
“contradictory” in nature and often fail to fit th&nation-state ideal of cultural
homogeneity, as national borders do not alwayscaenwith the borders of culture or
ethnicity” (Anderson and O'Dowd 1999: 595-6). Addiog to Burke (2004) the
difference is between “real” and “imagined” comntigs in the sense that the first
ones are “complicated” in nature, since they arehwmogeneous, clearly bounded
and thus consensus about their definition is diffito obtain, while on the other side

the definitions and borders of imagined communiiesclear.

In sociolinguistics, there is not much literatukatt would deal with the language—
border relations in a direct way. Some considenaticelated to this subject can be
found in the studies which consider linguistic attan at the concrete border, e.g.
dialectological studies or geography of language,nbost frequently language-border
relations are approached in studies dealing witlquage in relation to the process of

nation state formation.

As it will be shown later on (see below, chapterlly language plays an important
role in ethnicity. We could also affirm that, ingety, ethnicity plays an important role
in language, especially in relation to languagenoauies. Namely, as Fishman (1977:
28) points out, “[tlhe recognition of language bdaries, the interpretation of

language boundaries and the manipulation of largumayndaries are all ethnically
encumbered behaviours”. That is why “[t]here is sidarable similarity between the

nature and functions of ethnicity boundaries aredrthture and functions of language
boundaries” (ibid.). Language boundaries, expl&istman, are easily involved in the

implementation and symbolization of the ethnicibubdaries.

Here we would return to the above reported Bourdi€¢l©991) interpretation of the

two-way process of the language-society relatiovisere language interactions both
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express and shape social structure. This is cleastpressed in Fishman’s

interpretation:

The symbolic boundary function of languages isaiply significant above and
beyond any natural boundary-function that languagey have on the basis of
their mutual intelligibility per se Judgements and evaluations as to the
intelligibility, meaning, intent and purpose of atinces often follow upon and
flow from pre-established judgements as to theieittyn(or sub-ethnicity) of their
speaker, and therefore, judgements as to theiptadaéty, character, “proclivity”,
intent and purpose as interlocutors and as (groep)esentatives’ [...].Fishman
1977: 2§

Another useful field of research in exploring thelations between language and
border are border and border-region studies. Tieeature about borders and border
areas in Europe began to proliferate in the latBes, “when it became clear that the
free flow of capitals, workers and shoppers acieaspean boundaries had some
characteristic and not altogether positive effemisborder areas” (Strassoldo, Delli
Zotti 1982: 7). Another increase of scientific atien to these topics was caused by
the intensification of the EU integration processhe mid 1980s and the opening of
the Iron Curtain in the late 1980s (van der Velde Houtum 2000). Moreover, while

the debates on borders and border regions werallyiriented towards the impact of

borders on economic development and trade, rectdly

are increasingly influenced by sociopsychologicgbolitical-geographical,
sociological, cultural, and anthropological insght..] [T]he language [of border
studies] is enriched by terms and groups of woutd |s identity, narratives, social
construction, systems, affection, attitude, fedirg belonging, us versus them,
symbolic borders, borderland mentality, rituals amhventions. (van der Velde,
van Houtum 2000: 8).

Unfortunately, language is rarely given full atientin this new kind of debates,
though it appears clear (see above, chapter Itha) it is deeply involved in the
processes of group formation and it can consequéestktreated as an inseparable part
of any deeper sociological or anthropological ihtigeven when resulting directly
connected with the economic development probleamgyuage policy in these studies
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is not considered as a necessary part of regiooladigs that should benefit border
regions development. We could thus conclude thabinder and border region studies,
language has been neglected and continues to ectezy Similar is the situation in
the scholarly work about European integration {s&lew, chapter I11.4) where Wright
(2000: 8) is ascribing this disattention to langriag the “distaste” that the “emotive
and racist dimensions of language to be found withe nationalist tradition” could
have provoked between scholars. In our opiniorg é@xactly in the border areas that
these dimensions came to the fore in the most rdaskeg/, and it is thus possible that
the same kind of “distaste” hindered the reseaschreborder region studies to engage

in research concerning the role of language inetlagsas.

Nevertheless, when reviewing some border and boedgon studies that focus mostly
on the domains of regional economics and economigi@phy, it appears clear that
many of them have inevitably come across the laggussue at some point of their
analysis. Inside the economic categories langusgeén as a factor that can lower
(when being common) or higher (when being diffeyetite communication and
information costs of the cooperating parties (Harjdeimpold 2000). Language is
considered as one of the factors that influencdabking of regional identity, and it is
recognized that “sharing a common language or cli@le both sides of a border along
with a common historical past, can usually fostex tevelopment of cross-border
relations and the creation of effective cross maticstructures” Cross-border Co-
operation in the Balcan-Danube Area003: 37). Furthermore, it is interesting that
within the motivation scheme, language can figwthlas anotive forandhindrance

to cross-border commuting (Hansen and Nahrstedt Z®)0:on the one hand “people
may want to improve their career opportunities wmhan capital, and to obtain a better
knowledge of the language and culture in the neaghihg country”, while on the
other hand the lack of language (and culture) kedgg¢ can function as an obstacle
since it is often the case that “at most workplabesnational language and culture and
educational and bureaucratic traditions play a dami role” (for work mobility and

language see also below, chapter I11.4).

Schack (2000) includes language in the border gbakeone of the components of the

“cultural layer” of the border, along with traditis, narratives, religion, and concepts
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of identity and homogeneity. The other layers & ‘imultilayer model of borders” are:
political layer, economic layer, legal layer, aratial layer. The general idea is that
“all layers affect the perception of the borderefiéhis no reason why one layer should
dominate and act as a meta-differentiation” (ibpd.208). In the construction of his
model Schack relies on the Luhman’s theory of fiometly differentiated systems,
where borders are conceptualised as system boiderdayers thus represent different
functional societal systems (jurisdiction, economglitics, and culture), and they are

delimited by abstract borders which in border raegimay overlap.

Another theme we are interested in when explorireglanguage-border relations, is
the theme about possible connections between Igegaad territory. The linkage
cannot be established directly, but if we procetg oy step, starting for example
from the most widespread form of political orgatiza at the present historical

moment, i.e. the nation state, some mutual intendéence could be found.

First, we would point to the established connectiogtween nationalism and
territoriality, and here we would agree with Bufdd004: 41) in saying that
nationalism can be considered as “a particular esgion of a human territoriality”,
having the tendency of the exclusive control of fpecific social space; territorial
units are thus transformed in territories, i.e.rtpaof land with distinguished socio-
political and socio-cultural characteristics”. we consider language as part of socio-
cultural characteristics, we establish an indiledt between language and territory.
The same connection is evident also when analyiagrocesses of ethno-regional
development.

We could paraphrase the famous Latin expressionsagdhat in the history, one of
the principles that were frequently used in thecpsses of establishment of national
borders leaned on the philosophy efius lingua, eius regfd. Acknowledging the

*" This “linguistic territoriality principle” has beeenvisaged by the linguists also in the case ef th
efforts for safeguard linguistic diversity. Van farfor example, has advocated a strict applicatid
the principle “Cuius region, eius lingua”, meanthgt the language is that of the people whose neigio

is (Philippe Van Parijs, “The Ground Floor on theoMd: On the Socioeconomic Consequences of
Linguistic Globalisation”, in International Polii€ Science Review 21.2, 2000, pp. 217-33, heral cite
from de Swaan 2001). It is our opinion that furthesearch of the connections between languagedelat
issues and principles of “territorialisation” woubding significant insights in the macro-sociolingtic
studies.
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agency of this principle it becomes easier to ustded, why for example, the right to
use personal names and toponomastics appeare@ ihidtory of minorities as the
most “inconvenient” right for the politics and gpsi with unfavourable attitude
towards minorities (Jesih 2007: 38).

One interesting historical example which clearlyndastrates the strong linkage
between language, territory and border is a barelated language policy reported in
Winsa (2005). In describing the historical develeminof Swedish language policy
during and after the I7century, when Sweden became a great (multilingo@yer,
the author gives an example of “creation” of a leorthrough language policy means.
The example is worth setting forth in some deta$ it well illustrates the
interconnection between language planning, praeticeideology in a border region.
Namely, “[t]his top-down process slowly developedirguistic and cultural border
that, through language practice, developed attgualed feelings of ethnic identity.
When the community had integrated the ideologidsy& national border developed”
(ibid., p. 274). Swedish language planning was laimin many border regions: where
mutually intelligible varieties were spoken, “thev&lish strategy seems to have been
to settle the Swedish border region with groupsking entirely different languages;
it also supported a general exclusion of the comtypwernacular language from the
high culture” (ibid., p. 274). The most illustragiexample is that of the central western
part of Sweden, along the border with Norway, whighs in the 1% century hardly
populated, and Sweden has a long history of watls @enmark, which maintained
control over Norway from the Y4century until 1814.

The many wars between Denmark-Norway and Swedeatectedesolation in
border areas [...]. Forest Finns (i.e. Finns frontexasFinland) were encouraged
to settle these border regions through the usaxahtentives. [...] This settlement
pattern in the border region distinguished the ‘@sg from the Norwegians by
language. Without this strategy, Sweden would gobbhave had difficulty in
establishing a recognisable border because Norwegiad Swedes in these border
regions spoke mutually comprehensible languages tta populations shared the
same religions, and had generally similar cultufidgese factors favoured social
cross-border interaction that could hamper the onatisation processes.
Furthermore, if the newcomers were not allowed & sp any form of

administrative structures in Finnish, the Swedishtal government would have
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complete control of the group and the border regidh the Finns had been
allowed to develop a Finnish-speaking civil sociétyvould have been perceived
as a threat, and their loyalty to the Swedish cr@euld have been questioned.
Consequently, as early as 1647, a decree requiredForest Finns to learn
Swedish, and in 1692 King Carl XI published a nexerde requiring that Forest
Finns return to Finland if they did not learn Svetdi(ibid., pp. 275-276)

We could say that this is a good example of how“#tknic other is imagined
and constructed, mapping on to the body itself asmaiotic object the limits of
inclusion and exclusion” (Donnan and Wilson 19984 and where the

language played a decisive role in defining theisgos.

We can conclude this chapter by affirming that @ljh often this does not
immediately appear clear, language has an importdatin, for example, defining
establishing, maintaining, and revitalising bordardith a more accurate study of
relationships between language, identity and bomteybe we could throw more light

on many historical and contemporary social processe

[11.3 Language practices, ideologies and planning i  n the context of the

process of nation-state formation

Smith (1991: 14, 73) is definingation as “a named human population sharing a
historic territory, common myths and historical nwas, a mass, public culture, a
common economy and common legal rights and duteesafl members”, and
nationalismas “an ideological movement for attaining and rteamng autonomy,
unity and identity on behalf of a population deentgdsomeone of its members to

constitute an actual or potential ‘nation”. Sumiesry some other scholars’ points of
view we could say that in the processes of nattwmétion groups tend to acquire self-
awareness, to mobilise feelings of solidarity, ée themselves as discrete entities and
to be treated by others as such, through a midbmelimiting factors which may
include some or all of the following: shared langeabelief in common ancestry, the
sharing of a common living space, a single seawafs| shared customs and traditions,

shared religion, shared history, a sense of shdgstiny, and a common project. None
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of these factors is in itself an essential elenoéihe definition and there are examples

of groups who see themselves as nations who dbawa one or the other. However,

Anderson (1983) argues that what is necessaryatstitiere are enough elements from

the list for the group to imagine itself to be atotict community.

The role of language in the process of nation foilonas estimated in different ways

by different theories of nationalidfh Wright (2000) attempted to group the theories in

some main categories. In Table 5 we summariserayss.

Table 5: Theories of nationalism and the role of laguage in the process of nation formation

(based on Wright 2000)

THEORY OF
NATIONALISM

DEFINITION OF NATION

THE ROLE OF LANGUAGE IN
THE PROCESS OF NATION
FORMATION

ethno-linguistic
theory

Nation is a natural, preordained entity
possessing its own particular attribute
(e.g. language, culture, history,
religion).

Language and national consciousness
5 are indissolubly linked; the loss of
language equals the loss of national
identity.

modernist's
thesis

Nation state is a form of political
organisation that appears as a result g
various social developments, e.g. the
economic transformation from agraria
to industrial society and the political
development from absolutism to
democracy. Industrialisation caused
geographical mobility (urbanisation),
permitted social mobility (less rigidly
stratified society) and brought a need
generic (state) education. All this
contributed to the conditions in which
nations and national consciousness
could develop.

The linguistic dimension is considered
fas central in this process, and the
standardised official language of the
N state as a by-product of the wider soc

official language(s) of the state should
make possible the existence of a state
wide community of communication. Its
existence is fundamental, since the ne
ppolitical organisation demands dialog
which some consensus has to be
negotiated. Similarly, access to legal
system is regulated through language
Both political representation and legal

make acquisition of the standardised

the individual.

processes. The acquired literacy in the

protection were further reasons, which

language useful and advantageous for

W

post-modernists

Nation is a community imagined by its
constituent memberEhis community is
constructed through the cultural
artefacts, the symbols and the
representations it produces.

The introduction of printing in
vernacular languages aided both the

and the growth of literacy in them.
Printed materials permitted national
groups to conceive of themselves as
unigue and homogenous societies. In
this sense language is seen as adodl
the product of the creative process,
which constructs the nation.

standardisation of such print language

“8 Part of chapter 11.2 is based on the research wodertaken in Vodopivec 2005.
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Wright (2000: 63-64) argues that some of the digrogs in views among different
approaches arise from the dual role that langudggspn national mobilisation:

“[tihose who see language as a fundamental toriheeps are mainly interested in the
communicative functions of language; those who disrit, usually do so because they
are considering language in its symbolic functioWNevertheless, it seems that
symbolic function of language has been perceivefliadamental by the same actors

involved in the process of nation state formatsnce

[rlomanticism increasingly validated native tongaeasthe authentic voice of the
Volk, and developed the claim, stemming partly fromdderthat language was a
kind of collective cultural identity and history..] In nineteenth-century
struggles for identity, emancipation, and mastlmguage ceased to be merely a
medium of clear communication, and became the kethé collective soul.”
(Burke and Porter 1991: 10-11)

The communicative function is underlined by Andersmd Gellner. Anderson (1983)
presents new and different communities that artise the advent of Reformation and
Enlightenment as being organised according to thegphical areas throughout
which a certain standardised language could berstobel. Gellner (1983), who saw
nationalism as a part of the modernization processipreted the growth of national
standard languages as part of the need for modatesso have functionally literate

citizens.

The theories that are dismissing the importancdanfjuage are mostly those of
Hobsbawm, Brass, and Kedourie. In her critigueghese theorists who explicitly

undervalue the role of language Wright is arguiog language as an ever present
element in group formation; it may not be suffitie@ason for association, but it is a

condition, if not necessarily a pre-condition since

the idea of community seems inextricably linkedthe idea of community of
communication. [...] The general rule is that thod®wan understand each other
associate more willingly than those who do not. ©ttds requirement is on its
way to fulfilment, those who are promoting the grdarmation can employ all the

other elements to nation building to far greatdeaf Language may not be
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sufficient on its own for meaningful associationt liuis an essential element.
(2000: 69-74, italics in original).

Some other critics originate in different undersdliag of the interaction between the
social and language categories (cf. above, chdipi¢r Joseph (2004), for example, is
criticising Anderson’s (1991) position regardingethlanguage-identity nexus:
according to him, the prominent writer is presemtinas a one-way process, although
it should be considered as a two-way street. “Asalergives all his attention to how
national languages shape national identities, @me no how national identities shape
national languages, which they do very profounqBdseph 2004: 13). Joseph (ibid.)
is basing his argumentation on the Bourdieu’s pofntiew about regional and ethnic
identities: “although they essentialise what aréuaty arbitrary divisions among
peoples, and in this sense are not ‘real’, the tlaat, once established, they exist as
mental representations means that they are eveag beal as if they were grounded in
anything ‘natural’ ”. Similar is the position of didns (1997: 169) when he reflects

upon the Anderson’s “imagined communities”:

although it [ethnonational group] is imagined sitnot imaginary. [...] Somewhere
between irresistible emotion and utter cynicismitheg blindly primordial nor

completely manipulable, ethnicity and its allotrepgre principles of collective
identification and social organisation in termscafture and history, similarity and

difference, that show little sign of withering away

It is worth here returning again to the Bourdieatcepts of linguistic habitus and
market. It is important to note that they are bashceptualised in relation to politically
structured space, i.e. the sovereign nation-state:

Thus, only when the making of the ‘nation’, andirety abstract group based on
law, creates new usages and functions does it ®dndispensable to forge a
standard language, impersonal and anonymous l&effitial uses it has to serve,
and by the same token to undertake the work of alizmg the products of the
linguistic habitus. (1991: 48)

In relation to the nation state, Pennycook (2008:68) is calling for a new,

postmodern approach in language policy and planriege postmodernism is viewed
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as a sceptical approach toward many foundationatequts and modes of thought, a
critical posture where nothing is taken for granteécheeds to be responsive to and
engaged with questions of, for example, social@itliral difference, domination, and
disparity. Such an approach would raise importagistjons in language policy related
to nation state, as those about “how power opeiateslationship to the nation state
and in particular how governance is achieved thindagguage” (ibid., p. 64). Building
on the notion of governmentality, developed by Fmlit’, Pennycook proposes to
analyse the use of languages in the nation stadepast oflanguage governmentality
understood in terms of “how decisions about langgaand language forms across a
diverse range of institutions (law, education, rogugh, printing) and through a diverse
range of instruments (book, regulations, examggclest corrections) regulate the
language use, thought, and action of different fEea@poups, and organisations” (ibid.,
p. 65). The new approach is meant to be appliedhé analysis of the current
situations; however it could be fruitfully used@is diachronical perspective, related

to the process of nation state formation.

In analysing the role of language in the processatibn state formation it is important
to consider language as “the medium by and thraubith individuals define and
inhabit their own identities and, in the processsess and ascribe the identities of
others. It is often these differences in identifi@hether achieved or ascribed) that lead
to conflicts in which language may play an importaole” (Ricento 2006: 231).
Similarly, Cooper (1989: 184) states that “[w]heaunterelites seek to detach a
periphery from a center and when elites try to kdepperiphery from falling away,
they promote collective symbols of affiliation. Tiee extent that standard languages
serve such a symbol, we can expect elites and emlité¢s to try to establish them if

they do not already exist.”

Schieffelin (1989: 16) draws attentions to the fiatt sociolinguistic inquiries about
the linkage of language to ethnicity and natiomalisan be related to the “Karl

Mannheim’s question of the ‘social and activistted@f conceptions of language(s)”.

9 Foucault, M. (1991), “Governmentality”, in G. Btdl, C. Gordon, and P. Miller (eds.Jhe
Foucault effect: Studies in governmentalitjemel Hempstead: Harvester Wheatsheaf, 87-104, he
cited from Pennycook 2006.
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Thus, the fundamental role of language ideologreshe socio-historical context of

nation-state formation would appear clear. Funddaahéere are the

ideas of what counts as a language and, underlgasg, the very notion that there
are distinctly identifiable languages, objects thah ¢ ‘had’ — isolated, named,
counted, and fetishized; values associated withicpdar language varieties by
community members; assumptions that identity anegi@nce are indexed by

language use. (ibid., italics in original)

Following these interpretations, the whole proceksation state formation clearly
appears as to be ideologically-laden. KroskrityO@0points out to the necessity of
problematizing linguistic homogeneity in works @mgjuage and nationalism. For him,
Gellner and B. Anderson for example, are “natuiradjs the process of linguistic

standardisation:

Theorists of ethnic groups, like those of naticates, tend to regard language
homogeneity as a natural state rather than songetthat is constructively
produced by language ideologies of the group antiferanalyst in relation to
cultural practices. By doing so, they fail to intigate the role language ideologies
and related linguistic practices play in helpingcteate the ethnic groups they are

trying to analyse. (ibid., p. 26)

Similarly, Irvine and Gall (2000) point out that hogeneous language is as much
imagined as is community. Ager (1997: 2) clearlyirdmtes the process: it is the
speech community that defines the standard langaagich, and once this has been
selected, codified and elaborated, it must fulfileast the following functions: 1) unify
the speech community and strengthen solidarityfoBn a boundary between this
speech community and others and thus exclude memobether speech communities;
3) confer prestige on the community and on theviddal who masters it; 4) act as a
frame of reference for ideas of linguistic corr@ss; 5) help its community, through
the stage of elaboration and evolution, both tdigipate in a full range of subject
areas or domains — such as science, culture ahddkegy — and also keep up with and

develop modern and changing thought and practice.
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Many examples across the world, where new poligcdities were recently formed or
are in the process of forming according to the wigiag principles of nationalism,

confirm the opinion that nationalism remains onéhef most potent societal organizing
principles®. Nevertheless, as Ricento (2006: 6) underlineis, fitecessary to consider
the implications of the recent geopolitical changesthe theories of the role of the
state in language policy. The eighteen-century geso conception of the nation-state,

he argues,

is inadequate to characterize today’s world of mattonal states, newly born (and
newly configured) states, dysfunctional states [anld divided states, among other
possible types. Further, the state system itsedf uralergone changes, especially
with regard to the degree and rate of change ietlo@omic and cultural realms, so
that the functions and roles of states are chanigingiportant ways, especially in
connection with religious, economic, or politicaleblogies that become tied to
nationalist and pan-nationalist movements. In casewhich states have little
control over their populations or territory, crdss-der influences and penetrations

may dictate language policies in the absence t# stantrol.

Similar considerations about the necessity of changperspective are found in other

authors:

The contemporary interrogation of the nation-statdoth macro factors, such as
globalisation, and also micro factors, including tesurgence of ethnic separatism
points to the fracturing of the modern EuropeanitnabThis in turn suggests the

emergence of different structuring forces and thrgihg of fresh perspectives and
perceptions on language, in short, a new relatipnfletween language and

society” (Mac Giolla Chriost 2003: 21).

These considerations lead us to conviction, thagliation to the recent socio-historical
processes, language has to be studies not only finemmational but also from the
international point of view, i.e. in the context gfobalisation processes and the
processes of supra-national integration; in refatmthe latest, we will concentrate here

only on the processes of European integration.

0 See, for example, the struggles for independeftlyeoconstituent states of the former Soviet Union
and former Yugoslavia, and the strive for autonah@atalans, Basques, and Galicians in Spain.
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lll.4 Language practices, ideologies and planning i n the context of

European integration

In the following two chapters we deal with languagerelation to two rather broad
topics, i.e., the European integration and glob#b®. Along with the discussion
about the role of language in the process of nattate formation, these topics were
chosen with the intent to demonstrate how closa&hgliage (and language policy) is
imbricated in processes of social change on a lacgée that occurred in the recent

past (and are still in progress).

In this chapter language is briefly dealt with fire tfollowing domains and conteXts
language planning and usage within the EU instihgj protection of minority
languages and maintenance of language diversity,laamguage and labour mobility
(with some attention to the cross-border labour ifitgh The choice of domains is
based on the need to analyse, in the second pattraofiork, the same domains in the
cross-border area, i.e. to see, whether some gbriheiples and practices applied on

the EU level are (or could be) reflected also mdlomain of our interest.

As we already mentioned, in the EU there has néeen a suggestion that there
should be any unified approach to language polgsues. Linguistic diversity is
overtly supported as being part of the generalcgla of “Unity in Diversity”, but as
far as explicit language policies is concerneds¢hare left to the single nation states;
the EU is trying “just” to elaborate recommendasipexamples of good practices,
initiatives that should foster multilingualism, ataloffer funds available to those who

are willing to develop practices in harmony with dteclared principles.

*1 The choice of domains is partially based on tiparétion made in Coulmas 1991. Other domains or
levels of analysis were proposed by different axghDe Swaan (2001), for example, distinguishes fou
levels of communication within the EU. The first tisat of domestic communication within each
member country, the second is the transnationalnmomcation between the citizens of Europe, the
third is that of formal, public communication iretlturopean institutions (the European Parliamedt an
the European Council of Ministers in their officiakssions, and the European Commission in its
external contacts), and the fourth one is thahef@ommission’s internal bureaucracy.
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Language planning and usage within the EU institubns

Many authors commented that the decision to resplkeiclingualism in a so broad
institutional setting as it is that of the EU imgtions is without precedent (Coulmas
1991, Wright 2000, de Swaan 2001). Nevertheless|dapislation about language use
by and within the EU institutions is not unifietietapproach was always fragmentary,
as there are lots of (parts of) documents that teféanguage use, and there exist also

many unwritten rules.

The linguistic regime (the practices) of each EBbtitation is established in its Rules
of Procedure. The Council of Ministers and the pean Parliament apply
institutional multilingualism in full. At the Eurgan Parliament each legislative
document is translated into all official languagesl simultaneous interpretation is
available at all formal meetings. In the internaéeting of the Commission no
interpretation is provided, whereas the weekly megebf the Commissioners has
interpreting between English, French and Germar. official documents of the

Commission are published in all official languaget working documents for internal
use are produced only in French, English and tesaer extent in German. The
European Court of Justice uses French for its natework, while the procedural
language is chosen from among the official langeagfehe EU. In the case of direct
appeal the language is chosen by the appellanthencase of interpretation or
contravention of the EU law by member states, #mguliage will be the language of
the member state (Wright 2000).

In the past there were some, although rare, ateetopimit the number of languages
used in Parliament and Council but they were alwags with hostility. De Swaan is
warning how this “not taking decision amounts tkirtg ‘non-decisions’ — and these
will affect the European language constellationirassively and lastingly as any
explicitly adopted policy ever could” (2001: 14%)Nevertheless the author accounts

for this situation: the treatment of all languagesequal footing

*2 phillipson (2003) too is warning against théssez faireways to proceed; he is placing them among
the worst-case scenarios.
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is not just a matter of international courtesy olitital accommodation; it touches
the very foundations of the Union. First of alletfounding treaties stipulate the
fundamental equity of all constituent states, ahts talso pertains to their
languages. Second, the Council, the ParliamenttaadCommission can take
decisions that directly affect the citizens of theember states, and it is a
fundamental demaocratic principle that such lawsvaitten in the languages of the
states where they apply. Thus, the institutionaltiifmgualism of the Union is not
solely a result of some states refusing to giveutpated and inefficient privileges;
it is deeply rooted in the constitution of the Coumty and the succeeding Union,
an issue of equality between member states an@érabdratic governance. (ibid.,
p. 166)

Spolsky (2004: 53) is describing the situation thetoccurring in the internal
bureaucracy language policy of the EU as a “canfletween pragmatic and symbolic
considerations”. On the one side, pragmatic corsciEawour parsimony, the use of as
few languages as possible, on the other side, n@tiaoterests may accept only the
arrangements where a member’'s own national langisageluded in the range of
official languages. On the other hand, van Els {2@50) is affirming that there is a
myth that should be overcome, i.e. the myth thaafges in language policy in one
domain, in this case the EU institutions, shouldessarily have consequences for
other domains, in this case particularly for thegiaage use in the member states

themselves”.

Grin (2004) is pointing to the possible negativiees of the spread of English as the
dominant (or even sole) working language of Eurapestitutions. Non-native and
native speakers of English would found themselvea very disbalanced position in
the sense that the last would save many resouirceisng, money and psychological
effort) since they would not need to learn oth&lgleages, and to make any effort to
make themselves understood in international settikgpreover, the native speakers of
English would have the possibility to invest theaerces thus saved in other growth-
enhancing activities, they would get a quasi-mohopn the market for translation
and interpretation into English, as well as on tharket for English-language text
editing and language teaching. Grin (2006) is dedigg such a situation as result of

language planning with negative distributive resuite. the linguistic environment
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where one group gains a lot while the other’'s grpopition is made considerably
worse. He also argues (ibid.) that many alternadisrangements can prove superior
from the public-policy perspective; though resigtoostlier they do not carry negative

distributive implications.

Grin (2006: 88) argues that the costs of languagkcips intended to preserve
diversity are “liable to be the stuff of wild fasias — usually in the form of

cataclysmic expectations of uncontrollable expemdit while according to him the

real data more often than not lead us to compleliélgrent conclusions. The allegedly
prohibitive costs of translation and interpretationthe European institutions, for
example, result much more sobering, when the ctendrgures are considered: the
data about the EU 15 with 11 official languages amted to € 1.82 per resident per
year, representing 0.8% of the EU budget, whereagrding to the last official EU’s

data for the year 2005 (for the situation of EUwth 20 languages) total costs of the
EU language services, i.e. the translators andpreters, was € 1 123 million, which
is 1% of the annual general budget of the EU -ddigli by the population of the EU,

this would come to € 2.28 per person per year.

Protection of minority languages and maintenance danguage diversity

The ideals of unity in diversity, diversity as aasure, and harmony through mutual
respect are being advocated at the highest fode@$ion makers. Since the 1980s, the
European Parliament has supported linguistic dityeisa the European Union by
founding The European Bureau for Lesser Used LayegidEBLUL). In 1992, the
European Council adopted thEuropean Charter of Regional and Minority
Languagesthereby recognising regional and minority langsgs part of Europe’s
cultural heritage and committing themselves to adopasures for the protection and
promotion of these languages. In 1995 the Couridduwope adopted thEéramework
Convention for the Protection of National Minorg&jevhich entered into force in 1998.
This is the first legally binding document on thisatter; it contains a control
procedure, and the power of control has been dgioghe Advisory Committee. The

Convention considers equality, social and econon®gwelopment of minorities,
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culture, non-discrimination, freedom of associatiatcess to the media, use of

language, original names, education and trans-bomgperation.

The scholarly approaches to the subjects of thHislsapter are diverse. According to
some authors, policies can focus on language rights thus implement forms of
pluralism that would guarantee protection for a evichnge of language varieties
(Skutnabb-Kangas and Phillipson 1994, Skutnabb-KEan2002, Tollefson 2002a).
Another focus could be on social justice, where ey kssue is whether more
democratic forms of language policy making can levetbped, in which non-
dominant ethnolinguistic groups can shape the laggyolicies that affect them. One
possible approach in this sense was developedpojitcal theorist Kymlicka (1995),
who conceptualises citizenship in a manner thaguattes principles for language use
as a central issue. Kimlicka's concept of equalityreatment is based on the premise
that any inequalities that exist in our opporturtibyrealize our “good” must not be
traced back to our own choices. He distinguishetivéen “multinational” and
“multiethnic” countries; the former were broughgéther through the melding of two
or more previously existing “national” groups (tbgh, for example, conquest,
annexation or voluntary merger), and these couti@ve obligations to protect the
rights of individuals that are different from thos& multiethnic countries resulting

from small-scale migrations based on individualices®.

As far as the activities related to the maintenasfdenguistic diversity are concerned,
they are planned, carried out and evaluated byl#meguage Policy Unit of the
Directorate General for Education and Culture. Listc diversity as a democratic
and cultural cornerstone of the EU is recognisetth@Charter of Fundamental Rights
of the European Unign adopted in 2000. Later on, many resolutions,
recommendations, action plans, framework strategesferences, consultations and
communications regarding preservation of linguistidiversity, fostering
multilingualism and regarding it as an asset weseied at the EU level. EU is also
carrying out many programmes in order to suppdikl¢ing) language learning (e.qg.

Commenius, Erasmus, Leonardo, Grundtvig, etc.).

3 However, Kimlicka's analysis does not answer thesgions about the linguistic rights of those
language communities that have been formed asuét cdssmall scale but long-standing migrations and
thus result, in certain settings, even numericgligerior as indigenous local language communities.
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In reference to our specific interest in cross-korareas, we tried to find examples of
the EU documents and initiatives related to languaglicy in this specific domain. In
the Council resolution on the promotion of linguistiversity and language learning
in the framework of the implementation of the ohlijgzs of the European Year of
Languages 2001, there is an explicit recommendadtooifer the possibility to learn
neighbouring languages to pupils and adults (incthretext of lifelong learning): “In
order to promote cooperation and mobility acrossoge, the supply of languages

should be as diversified as possible, including¢haf the neighbouring countries”.

Next document, addressing teaching of the languafjse neighbouring states is the
Education and Training 2010 work programmeéhich is the component of the Lisbon
strategy. It states that “[tjhe competent authesitshould ensure that mainstream
education and training policies include provisiar teaching regional, minority,

migrant and neighbouring languages”.

Moreover, the EU is giving the possibility to th#izens themselves to elaborate
projects related to language learning within thterreg Il A initiative, which aims to
stimulate cross-border cooperation between adjaegiins (some priorities of actions
would allow to carry out this kind of activities,ge the ‘initiatives for encouraging
shared use of human resources, and facilitiesef@arch and development, education,
culture, communication, health and civil protectiand the initiatives for ‘increasing

human and institutional potential for cross-borcsoperation’§*.

It is worth mentioning here also some initiativésTbe Council of Europe addressing
the importance of teaching languages of the imnmedjaographic neighbours. Some
reference studies on this issue have been eladdi@t¢heGuide for the Development
of Language Education Policies in Euroge.g. Neuner 2002, Piri 2002, Raasch
2002). Another interesting initiative was the paation, in 2003, of the brochure (with
the related CDNeighbouring languages in border regiofsee Halink et al. 2003). In

> For example, during the European Year of Languages of the financed project (in France) was
dedicated to this issue (“La Langue du voisin:dague parternaire!”; the leading institution wae th
Centre Européen Robert Schuman, Beeluation of the European Year of Languageel).

74



the frame of this initiative also the website abdbe CICERO projedt was
established, in order to connect people workingoajects dealing with neighbouring
languages, to spread the related ideas, good geactublications, and also to “give

advice to governments and policy makers at alll&ve

Thus, it could not be said that Europe does no¢ giny importance to the topic of
neighbouring language, but it is our opinion tlne d&wareness of its importance in the
context of the integration processes has still bexn sufficiently underlined, taking

into account the importance of the cross-bordesisameside these processes.

Turning back to language learning in the EU, stiaat data clearly shows significant
improvement of foreign language knowledge amongopeans, especially the
youngest ones, which means that education plansddfetent EU initiatives are
giving significant resulfS. Nevertheless, it holds true that it is especi&hglish the
language that is most studied as the foreign lagguand it is again English that is the
most used language for communication in the wigacs. In this sense, in spite of its
de jure commitment to multilingualism, EU ide factoreducing the variety of the
languages in use, becoming increasingly an “Englgaking club” (Barbour and
Carmichael 2006Y. Other authors are pointing to the utopian natirthe strategies
where the desire is to make children learn seviemaguages and participants in
multinational groups each use their own languagling for comprehension on the
foreign language competence of the others (see,Sgggan 1996, Wright 2000, de
Swaan 2001). The real situation shows as “a briaig-headed acceptance of the
laws of the market which make English [...] the measluable language to acquire”
(Wright 2000: 212). When considering the value leg tanguage on the market, the
concept of the communication potential of a languéige Q-value) proves to be very

helpful. Nevertheless, the right frame to expldiis toncept in more detail seems to us

* CICERO stays for Coérdinatie- en Informatie Cemtrwoor EuRegionaal Onderwijs (source:
http://www.cicero-net.nl However, it seems that from the date of theldistament of the project, only
few activities have been carried out.

* See, for example, different Eurobarometer studiescerning languages (2001 and 2005) and
Eurydice 1996, 1998, 2000, 2003, and 2005.

" See also Wright (2000: 214): “By virtue of beirig tmost frequently taught foreign language in the
education systems of the EU, English is on its weapecoming the unofficial second language of the
European Union”.
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the next chapter, where we discuss language itioelto the process of globalisation.

(see below, chapter 111.5).

Language and labour mobility in the EU

One of the key words in the today’s world is mdiilimobility of people, goods,
services, capitals, mobility across several tyddsooders, e.g. international, regional,
internal borders of the supra-national structutéste we are especially concerned
about the mobility inside the EU and its intercactitns with language issues.
Especially the labour mobility is recently givennealerable attention as one of the
factors that could directly be involved in increasithe economic competitiveness of
the EU at a global level.

Although the process of European integration hasowed legal obstacles to the
freedom of movement since 1968, “it has not hadresiclerable quantitative impact on
the development of the European labour market” dam 2000: 47). This low
response of the workforce to wage disparities ameimployment differences within
the EU labour market seems not to match the nesicidsmodel based on utility
maximisation (ibid.). The reasons for these resaes undoubtedly complex but it is
our conviction that language problems represent @nanportant elements in the

frame of these reasons.

In a more detailed study about labour mobility aoeld distinguish various forms of
mobility, e.g. permanent migration, short-term mmoeat, commuting, etc., but since
our focus here is on language, we will not consittese forms separately, with the
exception of the cross-border labour mobility (omenuting), which will be shortly

treated separately.

Usually, in the studies about labour market dynanmmcthe EU, language is fleetingly
mentioned as one of the costs of migration. Whenpbtential migrant is deciding

upon employment outside the home region, both paopand nonpecuniary costs are
considered: the first ones are represented for pbeanf the costs of travel, and extra

living costs, while the second category includes peychological costs of living in a
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foreign country, e.g. the eventual separation ftbenfamily, the possibility of being
the object of various forms of discrimination, &hd problems of adjusting to living in
a different culture, which can include also languggoblems (Papapanagos and
Vickerman 2000%.

An interesting observation regarding the specifiot labour migration within the EU
as opposed to the migration flows outside the BUheé comparison between the share
of the pecuniary and nonpecuniary costs. For thgrant workers within the EU the
last ones are estimated as being prevailing, am#jer difficulties are represented by
the psychological efforts to adapt to a differeattdur market which may involve a
different language or working practices (ibid., 440 the studies about labour
mobility, language as a mobility influencing facisralso classified as one of the so-

called “soft” (social, psychological) factors (Jaes 20005°.

Some parallels with the findings related to therggional labour mobility within the
EU can be traced also for the cross-border moffifityere too, the assumptions of the
neoclassical theories on decision making proveeimblematic in explaining the
patterns of (im)mobility. Thus, Janssen is callihg attention to the need of different

approaches, e.g. to the inclusiomuéntal bordersn future research,

as the world is subjectively ‘regionalised’ daityaugh individual actions [...]. A
differentiation is made between cognition regioksoledge about the other
side of the border), affection regions (valuation axperience of that space), and

action regions when the borders are crossed. (BX)O0:

%8 Our observation here would be that language prablean undoubtedly be seen also as a pecuniary
cost, if the migrant tries to overcome them by igklanguage lessons when moving in the foreign
country or even by learning a foreign language teefooving, as a part of the preparatory strategnd A
finally, the educational processes themselves cehgid several years of language teaching that in
recent two decades is given special attention rightthe sense of facilitating intercultural
communication; these activities imply costs toothwihe difference that in this case the burden is
carried by the state and not by the individual.

%9 Along with language the “soft” factors should ndé deviant system of social security and taxation,
the recognition of degrees, lack of labour-markdbrimation, lack of cooperation between labour
offices, lack of cross-border infrastructure, anttural differences. Other type of factors consedtthe
so-called “hard” factors, e.g. legal and administeafactors.

% In exploring the cross-border labour mobilityniust be taken into account that “no specific theory
for labour-market mobility exists, which takes tsiagularities of cross-border relations into acabun
(Janssen 2000: 67).
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The author is expressing conviction about the pdsgpositive contribution of this
new research methodology to “deeper understandingmmobility as the most
prominent feature of the ‘European labour markéiiid.). We would like to add,
here, that considering language in its communieaimd symbolic function inside
these “mental borders” would represent, to our iopina significant advantage for the

completeness of the analyses.

At this point, some general observation about thel&guage policy can be made.
There is no doubt that if the EU is to be an iraggpl organisation, it will need to
ensure that its member citizens can communica@yfr&here are many practical
guestions to solve in this regard; to give just &xample of teaching and learning
dilemmas, which and how many foreign languages lshioe thought, whether tend to
the principle that every EU citizen should havéeast one language in common, etc.
The main problem in all dilemmas rests how to dexccommon policy which would

not offend national susceptibilities.

We would like to conclude this chapter with U. Ecwision of the European linguistic
future, where the shift is made frdmwto organise and obtain multilingualismvdy
to do it, and where this focus is offering, by lts@also the solution for practical

arrangements in multilingual contacts:

Il problema della cultura europea del futuro noma serto nel trionfo del
poliglottismo totale [...] ma in una comunita di peme che possano cogliere lo
spirito, il profumo, I'atmosfera di una favella énsa. Una Europa di poliglotti non
e una Europa di persone che parlano correntemeoite fimgue, ma nel migliore
dei casi di persone che possono incontrarsi paslamiscuno la propria lingua e
intendendo quella dell’altro, che pure non sapreblparlare in modo fluente, e
intendendola, sia pure a fatica, intendessero @nig’, I'universo culturale che
ciascuno esprime parladno la lingua dei proprieadella propria tradizione. (Eco
1993: 377)

Intercultural contacts and practices are thus thasisbfor the construction of the

European society, and here the medium is not thibailanguage(a code), but the
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translation (the system) itself (Balibar 2001) Nevertheless, the meaning of
translation in this context should be further efabed, since it is well evident from the
Eco’s statement, that the efficient communicatioesinot always require a complete,

literal understanding (or translation).

lII.5 Language practices, ideologies and planning i n the context of
globalisation

As an introduction to this chapter we would likecite a future vision of the global
language situation as proposed by Jacques AttdlisiDictionnaire du XXle siecle
(here cited form Calvet 2002: 175).

Aucune ne s’'imposera comme universelle, toutesussligseront en parlers
divesifiés. La premiére langue utilisée dans le deosera le chinois, ou plutot
'ensambledes chinois, l'hindi, I'espagnol, le portugais, le lgati passeront
devant I'anglais qui, sous ses mille variantes l@@®éricain a Ihinglish), sera,
pendant encore un demi-siecle, la langue de lamiglie, du commerce, de la
banque, d’Internet.

Puis la pression uniformisante disparaitra. Le dienlturels devienderont
disponibles dans toutes les langues des consommat&s chaines de télévision
créeront des filiales dans tutes les languagesaeca

Bient6t, cependant, la traduction automatique -bafd écrite puis orale —
ramenera aux langues premieres. On lira dans mgeidace qui sera écrit ou dit
dans une autre. On saura méme modifier les mouvsndes levres des acteurs
par morphisme virtuel pour éviter le doublage.

Une babélisation libératrice s'installera. L'infame de la langue ne dépendra
plus du nombre de ses locuteurs, mais du homhie ket réputation de ses chefs-
dceuvre.

As all predictions also the linguistic ones havéabit of being wrong, and our

intention in presenting the futuristic linguisticopection is here limited to the intention

®1 The statement of the Commissioner for Multilingsali L. Orban, at the occasion of Lunch-Debate
on translation and culture, held in November 2008Briussels, was similar to these findings: "l see
translation as one of the expressions of multilalgun. A society is multilingual not only when its
citizens can speak different languages, but alsenwts languages maintain a constant communication
through translation” (source: the EU official wdb$i
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of eliciting some fundamental questions that we lddilke to use as starting points for
discussion of language issues in relation to tloegss of globalisation. The quotation
seems to include some implicit assertions, for elamthere exists, among the
diversity of languages, the process of competitarsome international roles; further
development of technologies will strongly influenttee future language situation;
there will be no threat to language diversity i tuture. In continuation of this
chapter we’ll try to verify some of these “fututistiews; we first briefly present the
actual world’s language diversity status, and thmatke some considerations about its

future perspectives.

Linguists estimate that there are around 5,00066J&@guages in the world today.
Using Ethnologuedat&? Nettle and Romaine (2000) calculate that 90%hefworld’s
population speaks one of the 100 most-used languagel, on the other hand, that
there are about 6,000 languages spoken by 10%eqddbple on earth. Many linguists
believe that at last half of the existing languagel become extinct in the next
century. The criteria for defining whether the laage is “safe” are not based only on
the number of the speakBtsOther significant factors can also be the setlem
patterns, social class, religious and educationatkground of the speakers,
government language related policies, patternsanfjuage use, etc. According to
Nettle and Romaine (2000: 7) “[language] death ccavhen one language replaces
another over the entire functional range, and fganea longer transmit the language to
their children”. Nevertheless, it is important teelp in mind that the processes of
language domination and loss have been known thougwhole linguistic history,
and are not the consequence of the emergence glabal language(s) (Crystal 1997).
The difference between the present and the pasttisihs is that in our time we are

facing an extreme rapidness of language loss.

Nettle and Romaine speak about language “deathXtin&ion”, “murder”, and
“suicide”. They argue that these metaphors are ulisef describing language

development because languages are intimately ctethéy humans, their cultures,

%2 Ethnologue is an encyclopaedic reference worklagtiing all the known living languages of the
world (available on www.ethnologue.com).

% To give a European example, Icelandic has onlyua00,000 speakers but is in no danger of
extinction.
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and their environment. The authors also correlattu@l (and linguistic) diversity on
the one side and biological diversity on the otfiérey identify some repositories of
the greatest “biolinguistic diversity” in the areashabited by indigenous peoples.
They argue that language endangerment has gone imartthnd with species
endangerment. Moreover, they give many examplesevhanguage shift and death
occur under duress and stressful social circumegtanehere there is no realistic choice
but to give in. Many people stop speaking theirglaages out of self-defence as a

survival strategy” (ibid., p. 65.

Why preserve languages? Nettle and Romaine listfaHewing reasons: a) For

scientific reasons, i.e. to perfect the linguigheories of language structure by the
study of as many different languages as posSib® Languages are considered as a
source of accumulated wisdom of all humans. Thessans alone seem to us an
incomplete answer to the initial question. Namebtjimating the value of the language
only from this two points of view, the future ofetrendangered languages, if they
would survive with the strong support of reviviédisefforts, could only be viewed as

a maintenance of a sort of “open museums’ wheoace virulent cultural heritage is
repackaged to make it palatable to consumers” @i 1991: 2-3) and usable in case
of e.g. scientific needs. It is important to keepmind, that apart from generating and
determining the culture, language is at®mmunicatinghe culture as a part of group
identities (let alone its role as a constituentt gdrindividual identity). The most
complete argumentation of reasons for preservatiolinguistic diversity has been
presented by Cristal (2000). According to him, wewdd care about language loss
because: a) we need cultural (and thus linguistizjersity for the successful
adaptation to different environments; b) languaggsress (individual and collective)
identity; c) languages are repositories of histoytanguages contribute to the sum of

human knowledge; e) languages are interestingemselves.

% In these processes the determining factors comifijj language loss are not always immediately
evident. Talbot et al. (2003: 5) are pointing oowh“power is exercised through language in ways
which are not always obvious. Much power in the eradworld is unseen in the sense that it becomes
‘naturalised’. It is exercised not through direaeccion but through the creation of ‘common sense™

% The authors argue that in this regard, isolatewjuages are particularly interesting, since they
maintain a high degree of complexity, charactarssthat get lost when the languages expand and
contacts with other languages.
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Due to the rapid loss of languages world-wide, thessibility of language
maintenance, forms of resistance to language ahdtlanguage revitalisation remain
an important concern of current language policydiss (Fishman 1991). The
approaches are diverse. Phillipson (1992), for eteybuilt an important theory of
linguistic imperialism, which attempts to explaiavh languages of the politically and
economically influential states (former colonizersainly the US, England, and
France) have been promoted in former colonies tiiroa process of economic,
political, social, cultural, and educational dontioa and exploitation, and how this
process has had devastating effects on indigemmggsiages. His studies can be placed
in the field of critical language policy researded above, chapter 11.2) where the
spread of English as a global lingua franca is vietved as a process in which
individuals willingly learn a new language for th@&wn benefit, but is seen as “a
mechanism for the destruction of cultural identityd the imposition of an economic
order that demands workers and consumers withesittti traditional institutions that
might serve as a counter-balance to the state lendapitalist economy” (Phillipson
2006: 347).

On the other hand, Pennycook (2003) provides eogbigvidence that the spread of
English is not necessarily leading to the “homogation of world culture”. The
author argues that language mixing in some con{exgs in rap and hip-hop music) is
contributing to the development of a global popuatture, which on the one side
transcends national boundaries, and on the otlilect local cultural and linguistic

forms®.

Part of these conclusions, regarding the presehdheolocal elements, could be
underpinned by Cohen’s (1985: 36-37) findings abth# “myth of inevitable

conformity”, which would suggest that culturally perialistic influences inevitably
dissipate cultural distinctiveness of the influehceommunity, thus leading to
monolithic cultural system. Cohen shows how thewiwas effectively undermined
by findings in social psychology, phenomenology aydnbolic interactionism, by
pointing out the fact that “alien forms are not selgrimported across cultural

% Elsewhere (Pennycook 1994) the author also argmeslevelopment of “critical pedagogies to
confront the worldliness of English”, where teachpractices are directed to offer greater postisli
of success to the disadvantaged groups.
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boundaries. In the act of importation, they wernsformed by syncretism — by a
process in which new and old were synthesized amd idiom [i.e. cultural form]
more consonant with indigenous culture” (ibid.). féaver, it was found that “the
transformation went beyond a mere marriage of idio@ommunities might import
structural forms across their boundaries but, lpdane so, they often infuse them
with their own meanings and use them to serve their symbolic purposes” (ibid.).
Nevertheless, as far as sociolinguistics is coremkrme would agree with Pennycook
(2006: 61) who points out that in this field of easch too little work on language in
the global context has adequately engaged witrcdingplex changing economic and
political condition in the postmodern world: “Ong&tbe principal challenges from this
perspective is to combine sophisticated analysegylobalisation with complex
understandings of how new flows of language anerdidy relate to new flow of

capital, media, technology, people, and culture”.

Other approaches to language issues in the glabdkxt have addressed ways to
neutralize or minimize the negative effects of #pread of the globally dominant
languages on minority langua§ésSkutnabb-Kangas and Phillipson (1994) have
developed an approach, which underlies the righavefy individual to use and learn
his/her native language, and which argues thatrigig has to be defined as a basic
human right. As for the minorities, they argue thkatguage is one of their most
important cultural assets. Therefore, if their kaage use is restricted, the survival of

the entire group comes under thP&at

Another important argumentation, supportive of fhlaralist position on citizens’
language rights, comes from political theorist Kigké (1989). He is arguing that the
individual self is the proper moral foundation fmy just political community. Thus,
the key to political justice is the well-being tietindividual, and this well-being must
be defined by the individual him/herself. Furthéimlycka (ibid.) argues that

87 Crystal (1997: 2-3) defines a global language danguage that achieved a special role that is
recognized in every country, being that by makimgf tanguage the official language of a countryhyr
making it a priority in a country’s foreign-languadgeaching. The author underlines the basic link
between language dominance and cultural power: HoVit a strong power-base, whether political,
military or economic, no language can make progessan international medium of communication”
(ibid., p. 5).

% Cf. also Bourdieu (1991: 57): “One cannot saveleie of a competence [a threatened linguistic
capital] unless one saves the market, in other sydtee whole set of political and social conditiarfis
production of the producers/consumers” (italicsriiginal).

83



individual choices about him/herself are necesgamade within a cultural context,
since the individual cannot be defined outsidecthieure that he/she has inherited from
the family and from the society. The community’dtaxal structure (which includes
also language) provides for the individual the ‘teom for choice” which is thus

important (and necessary) to preserve.

Reactions on the influence of English as linguadeado not come only from small
and minority languages. For example: for Swedidhoga 8.8 million of speakers),
there exists a fear of “expansion of English lamgudomains” (Winsa 2005: 321).
Apart form being the most widely studied secondgleage, English is rapidly
advancing in universiti€3 in major Swedish companies, which often adoptliEhgs
their internal working language, and in advertisibgsiness. In this context an
interesting observation is made about possibldéurtevelopments of the process of

“Anglification” in school, academic and professibeavironment:

Teachers and students will acquire an analyticainbti a fully adequate English.
Researchers and professionals will, on the othedhaeemingly not acquire
proficient Swedish in their professional field aimtomplete English in other
fields, i.e. they will not acquire full literacy iBwedish in every domain of their
occupations. The discrepancy betweeooatext-reducednglish and aontext-
bound Swedish may widen the gap between analytic ratisaasoning and
emotions and empathy [...]. (Winsa 2005: 321, our leasjs)

The fact that in the world there are around 6,@0@lages and only about 200 states
means that most states are multilingual. It is Wwomientioning here again the
arguments concerning the costs of language polengaging in diversity preserving.
As it was already mentioned in the context of laagps in the EU, these costs are
usually overestimated. For example, Grin (2006)w&hthat where evaluations have
been made, the moving from a monolingual to a glal education system entails the
increase of 3-4% of the costs. And what is impdrteere is to consider these costs in
the “counterfactual optics” (ibid.). As it is pos& to conclude from the above
described negative effects of globalisation on leug loss, the costs nbt engaging

in diversity-preserving policy measures can praveé much higher than expected. In

% Winsa reports about the already visible diglosstain faculties of medicine and technical sciences
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this perspective, the attractiveness of all langugl@nning activities that enhance the
use of endangered, small and less worldwide spigegliages should result higher.
We will attempt to demonstrate (see below, chapBr that boosting language

learning of the neighbouring language(s) in closder communities can occupy an

important role in this frame.

It appears that the problem of maintenance of laggudiversity on a global level
could be viewed in two ways, from the perspectife¢he single states and from the
perspective of communication on a global level.faot, in spite of an enormous
language diversity on a global level and a premginultilingual situation in the single
states, it is the case that

in most (but not all) states there is usually amg ‘national’ language (official or
not); this means that, by definition, those who nwnd the national language(s)
will tend to enjoy greater recognition and socioemuic status than those who do
not speak or write that language. If individualsgooups are barred access to the
national language, and especially the standardtiges written variety of it, they
are expected to assimilate into the dominant lagguend abandon their mother
tongue (and cultural identities) without a reatiséxpectation of access to the
political economy and the benefits it provides,réhes the potential for conflict.
(Ricento 2006: 230)

An important point that concerns both the protectmf minority rights and the
maintenance of linguistic diversity is underlineg Tollefson (1991): when aiming to
prevent linguistic inequality, the society will nbe able to reach this goal solely by
assuring respect for diversity; the respect itselmportant but ultimately inadequate
as a solution to linguistic inequality:

This is because it tends to locate the problemsmeforities within their

personalities, families, and cultures rather thahiw social structure. In addition
to respect for diversity, a commitment structural equalityis necessary [...].
Structural equality differs from equality of oppamity, which is a mechanism for
sustaining inequality by placing the responsibilior minorities’ problems on
their lack of motivation or effort [...]. Instead,rgttural equality refers to a
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system for making decisions in which individualsonéire affected by policies
have a major role in making policies. g1, italics in original)

Shifting to the global perspective it is interegtito observe how history is full of
examples on how people tried to alleviate the aifties with the existence of so many
languages in international communication (cf. E@93): the solutions vary from
translations, interpreting, tentatives of estalpfisht of different international auxiliary
languages (such as Esperanto), use of an existimggage for international use (such
as the case of Latin in Western Europe throughbat middle ages, French as a
language of international diplomacy from thé"1d the 28' centuries and, recently,
the actual case of English as a world lingua francdiatives to foster the growth of
multilingualism in individuals and societies (thghuthe promotion of teaching foreign
languages and mobility, as it is nowadays the cdsbe EU language policy). The
rapid growth of international contacts due to thailability of modern communication
technologies and transportation systems, espedralty the 1950s onwards, puts urge
on the need of a global language(s) and the avidyatf people and technologies that
would help to overcome language divides by offeriranslation and interpretation
services. We would agree with Crystal (1997) tlnat future situation of the world
language system(s) should be thought and plannet@kayg into consideration two
linguistic principles that from the first sight dduappear contradictory, i.e. the value
of multilingualism and the value of a common langgeia“The first principle fosters
historical identity and promotes a climate of muttespect. The second principle
fosters cultural opportunity and promotes a climafeinternational intelligibility”
(ibid., p. XI).

In order to understand the linguistic changes darge scale, and more precisely to
devise schemes for the comparative study of larguhsgtribution in diverse social

systems several studies have been made in soaidiitg. As one of the first attempts
in this direction Gumperz and Hymes (1972) menkernguson’s and Stewart’s (1962)
studies. Already with the introduction of the copicef diglossiain 1959 Ferguson

offered the possibility to compare different miitguistic situations on the basis of
one common criteria: the presence of the so cdaligll prestige language/variety, and
another low prestige language/variety. Furthermarg1966) developed a system of
description of different plurilinguistic situatior(societies), which offered, by being
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formed of formulas, a rather simple way to compard classify these situations. For
example: in a situation x there may be x languagesl among them x may be
majoritarian (standardised or vernacular), x mayi@oritarian (again standardised or
vernacular) and there can also be specialisticuages (e. g. classical, religious): x L
= x Lmaj (St, Vr) + x min (St, Vr) + x Lspé Considering the communicative
function of language Ferguson classifies languaggegrivate or in-group media;

languages of wider communication used as sciendiiiens; trade languages, etc.

Karl Deutsch’sNationalism and Social Communicati¢h953) can be considered as a
pioneer work in global and systemic vision of conmication networks. One of the
major steps in the study of the contemporary wdaddguage system (from the
sociolinguistic point of view) was made, accordiogour point of view, by de Swaan
(2001) and Calvet (see especially 1995, 1999 ari®)?0D De Swaan’s intent is to
demonstrate how the present globalizing procesaleraiso the global integration of
language system. In the astonishing global mutiigli of languages, it is
multilingualism that has always permitted to diffiet groups to communicate and it
has thus kept the entire human species connectaxbrding to de Swaan (2001) the
multilingual connections between language groupsiatooccur haphazardly. On the
contrary, they constitute a strong and efficierttiwoek, where the hierarchical pattern
of the connections “closely corresponds to othareatisions of the word system, such
as global economy and the worldwide constellatiostates” (ibid., p. 176).

In this hierarchical structure de Swaan distingessliour “groups” of languages.
According to him, the vast majority (some 98 %}lwé today’'s world languages could
be denominated geeripheral languagesThese languages are used by less than 10 %
of humankind and are mostly used for oral convasgthey are usually not written).

The second group is formed by the so catledtral languagesThese languages are

® The formula could obviously “describe” only thoseciolinguistic situations where categories of
languages (majoritarian, minoritarian, vernaculaa apecialistic) are defined in a more or lessrage
way.

> Both authors developed very similar concepts andeis of analysis of the world language system
and the primacy of one or another in developingehteoretical frames is not clear. De Swaan (2001:
195) however is noting about the Calvet's studfédter an initial reference and a faithful, at time
almost verbatim summary of my ‘galactic’ model, rebaptizes it a ‘gravitation model™. De Swaan is
referring here to Calvet 1999, where in fact ththauis presenting the “modeéle galaxique”, which is
very similar, if not identical, to the de Swaan’sael. Calvet (ibid.) is adequately quoting somehef

de Swaan’s contributions to the subject but iteiering to them only as a starting point, claimthg
originality of the entire developed model.
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used by approximately 95 % of humankind; they appearint, in elementary and
usually also secondary education and frequentlyg aistelevision. In general this
group is formed by national languages and theseftar also the official languages of
the states. The third level is occupied by shpercentral languagesvhich serve the
purposes of long-distance and international compatimin. De Swaan names the
following supercentral languages: Arabic, ChingSeglish, French, German, Hindi,
Japanese, Malay, Portuguese, Russian, SpanishveatdliSThey are spoken (except
Swahili) by more than one hundred million of speakand they serve to connect the
speakers of different central languages. At theadtoiis hierarchy there is a “pivot of
the world language system. Thifiypercentral’ languagethat holds the entire
constellation together is, of course, English”dibp. 6, our emphasis).

De Swaan shows how the present language consielatire determined by political
events of the eighteenh, nineteenth and twentietitucies, and also how they often
survive long after their political base has disappd? He also points to the fact that
English as the hypercentral language is a veryntegleenomenon, since it acquired
primacy only after 1945. He proposes also a verthamatical system of “calculating”
the position of a single language in the overaiglsage global constellation, i.e. its
communication potential. According to him this ambble expressed as tevalueof a
language, and it is “the product of its prevaleand its centrality”. Th@revalenceof
language is defined by the author as the propodfdhe speakers of that language in
the overall language constellation, whdentrality means the way this language is

connected through multilingual speakers to otheguage groups in the constellation:

The prevalence of a language is an indicator obfhortunities it has to offer for
direct communicationvith other persons in the constellation. The adityr of that
language provides an indication on its connecteslt@®other languages, and, as
the case may be, of the chancesifidirect communicatiorit provides. (ibid., our

emphasis)

2 Here the author mentions an interesting phenomeidtinguistic inertia”: since it takes a major
effort to acquire a new foreign language and theglage once learned is not easily forgotten or
abandoned, the language constellations tend tbdhmmd when the political constellations change.
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Translated in a mathematical formula, the commuiunapotential of a language is
expressed as: Q= p - G, where pmeans prevalence of language andheans its
centrality.

With his approach de Swaan further elaborates therddeu’s concept of language
market (see above, chapter 11.1). It is importéuat the author points to the fact that
the Q-value is an approximate quantity, since nveys the speakers’ considerations
about the spread of language and their notionsofannectedness to other languages
in the constellation; these considerations are dasge impressions, intuitions and
estimation&’. Calvet (2002) is pointing out how the values lué fanguages do not
have “de partié fixe”: in fact they can, in the samay as currencies do, loose or

acquire value.

As for the future situation regarding the worldisguistic future, due to the situation
without historical precedents in a sense of intgnsf language contacts on a global
level, a careful approach of language planning seeetessary in order to maintain

languages of identity and to guarantee the acoad®tglobal lingua franca:

Governments who wish to play their part in influeigcthe world’'s linguistic
future should therefore ponder carefully, as thegkenpolitical decisions and
allocate resources for language planning. Now, rtftae at any time in linguistic
history, they need to adopt long-term views, anglem ahead — whether their
interests are to promote English or to developuse of other languages in their
community (or, of course, both). If they miss thiguistic boat, there may be no
other. (Crystal 1997)

[11.6 Conclusions

We illustrated how during the processes of nattatesormation the ideologies of the
proto-national elites made use of languages fotitipall projects, i.e. “politicizing”

vernacular languages through their standardizadiwh by linking languages and the

3 Bourdieu (1991: 77) similarly points out how “tlmenstraint exercised by the market via the
anticipation of possible profit naturally takes them of an anticipatedensorship (italics in original).
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language communities formed through corpus andustgianning to concrete

territories.

In the process of defining the borders of the laugs (through standardisation
processes) and assigning territories to languatiesu@gh nation state formation) it
happened, for many different reasons, that langbag#ers and nation state borders in
most cases do not coincide, producing thus a vamptex mosaic of idioms with very
different sociolinguistic ranges. The situatiomn@wadays made even more complex
by the process of globalisation, which introducesvrdynamics in the local, regional

and national language markets (Orioles 2000).

The heritage of the organising principles of nadiam is still widely conditioning the

statuses of languages in national and trans-natiseiings, e.g. in the EU. For
example, minority rights still depend on a fact,etfter the minority was present on
the territory in time of constitution of the natimtate and it is thus qualified as
“autochthonous” or not. And the EU, to give anothgample, recognises as official
languages only those that were “able” to acquiee status of national language in

their own home state.

Bourdieu (especially Bourdieu 1991) and the socgulists that followed his approach
clearly demonstrated how language is not only anm@h communication but also an
instrument of powef. With this theoretical instrumentary it became measier for
sociolinguistics to explain many intricate processeéhere language tended to be
viewed as a “natural”’ entity, but it afterwards apped very clear how much it was
linked to different ideologies. In fact, the “capgt of language to function as a
carrier of symbolical contents made it susceptitemany manipulations and in
studying these processes it soon became clearose tstudying language planning
how little language planning is directed to obtanguistic goals and how strongly it
is, as a matter of fact, put in effect for othelgn#inguistic reasons, where

establishing, maintaining or changing power refaic at forefront.

4 Cf. for example Tollefson (1991: 202) on the neeeg research focus for language policy studies:
“Because language policy is embedded in the risthefstate, research must evaluate policies with
relevance to their role in the exercise of stategroand their effect upon the lives of individudls.]

The effort should be made to understand relatiguzssbétween language policy, social organisatiod, an
political power.”
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Although having developed considerable theorefigahe, language planning studies
have to face difficult tasks when approaching wiateontext in the today’s society,
right because of complexity of the modern phenomeeathe intricate interplay of
language and non-language factors in any sociabtigusituation. The very recent
tendency of the field is thus to stress the netye&si deeper involvement of political
analysts when approaching language planning isséss.Schmidt (2006: 97)
underlines, the utility of political theory for lgnage policy analysts consists in
enabling them “to better understand just what istate when political conflicts erupt
over issues of language policy”. What lies “at ttge of the politics of language”,
according to him, is “a form aflentity politics in which language policy partisans
compete to shape public perceptions about the fthwat constitutes the relevant
political community, and to embody their aims ire tthtnguage policy of the state”

(italics in original).

European cross-border communities, as specific d@ma communication, framed
and still in the course of further framing throughahe process of European
integration, are “installed” right at the crossismt of the spaces, so painfully
moulded during the era of nation-state formatiorery often the process of
“territorialisation” produced experiences that as®ll conserved by the present
generations as collective memories where the “athef is seen as an antagonist, not
to say an enemy. The EU, oriented toward integnatith the goal of obtaining more
welfare for all the integrated people, overcomingagonisms and securing to its
societies a competitive advantage in the globalinentld, has to dedicate more
attention to cross-border areas as precious “wisdofopportunity” in obtaining the
desired goals. However, inherited mental schemesar easy to overcome and this
holds especially true when the parties, incapsdlaie “non-comprehension
conditions”, do not understand what is at stakernwthebates are not constructive. In
language related issues miscomprehensions are a@&syiave shown how power
relations and symbolic representations stuck tguage interfere with neutral, purely
communicative problems. In our further analysis wik try to unveil at least some
elements that are involved when language planrsngpproached in a cross-border
area with troubled history and contact of languates were hardly charged, during

this history, with symbolic values.
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PART TWO

IV. Language practices, ideologies and planning in the studied

area — historical overview

In sociolinguistics, many authors insist on thetf#tat a description of a given
language situation would not be complete withouwtingy also the diachronic
dimension of the factors that are influencing thespnt state of affairs (see e.g. Skiljan
1988; Baker 1992; Tollefson 2006; Williams 1988;ako Table 3 in chapter 11.5). In
fact, it is from the seminal work on language pplio the 1960s onwards that
language policy research insists on placing itestigation within a broad social,
political, and historical framework. The historigtuctural approach for example,
elaborated in the frame of critical language polstydies (see above, chapter 11.2),
emphasizes the necessity of understanding of thiecpbnature of language policy
processes, the need for the explicit analysis eflittks between language policy and
such socio-economical processes as, for examplgratiun, state formation, and
political conflict (Tollefson 2006: 49). Neverthek as Baker (1992: 98) notes, in
analysing language policies “the description oftdrisal attitude change, and the
analytical evaluation and interpretation of causeshange, are rarely examined by
social psychological theorists nor sociolinguisiBiie same founding about the lack of
a systematic (and thus also socio-historical) aggvdo the sociolinguistics themes in
the researched area was noted by the historiansrawgpthe critical period of shaping

of national awareness in the GoriSka/Goriziano &ea, for example, Fabi 1991).

In previous chapter we tackled with language witthie processes of nation state
formation, European integration and globalisatimonider to illustrate the close link of
language (and language policy) and the processesail change on a large scale.
According to our point of view, these topics argaortant in the analysis of the chosen
area too, since it is quite impossible to find deap any local situation conducting
their daily practices in an isolated vacuum, withgartaking in the larger socio-
historical processes. Even more, as it will be shawe chosen area was (and still is)

strongly marked by various implications of thesegassses. It is for this reason that we
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have chosen to structure our historical descriptibtne studied area along the lines of

description of the three processes.

In our historical overview we mostly tried to focas the period that we consider
critical in moulding the attitudes of the studieabplation, i.e., the period from the
1850s onwards. Though the studied area occupies, in a geograpsense, only
the towns of Nova Gorica and Gorizia, a completaclionic overview has to
include a larger area, i.e. the GoriSka/Goriziaae it has been shaped in different
historical periods. The delimitations of this a& to be found in the respective
administrative organisations, and consequenthheretwork of socio-economical

linkages of the population.

IV.1 Language(s) and the process of nation state fo  rmation

The roots of the ethnical and linguistic heterogignef the studied area could be
found in its geographical position. It is the regmwhere for ages Slavonic, Latin and
German ethnic groups have been in contact, and afs® in opposition. The ethnic
border in the area began to shape in theéhtury, when the ancestors of the Slovenes
penetrated up to the Lombardic line of defencedén

Gorizia was first mentioned in the written docunseim the year 1101. Its name
derives from a topographical feature of the plawamely the castle hill (in Slovene
language “gorica” means “a small mountain”). Frodl7 the castle was for four
centuries the residence of the Counts of Gorizggwerful family of German origins.
In the region, the German population was the maesherous in the 4 and 1%
century, which were the last centuries of the datmam of the Counts of Gorizia.
Nevertheless, also in that period, the German etemepresented only the minor part
of all the residents; the majority of the local abitants were the Slovenes and the

Friulians.

> Part of this subchapter is based on research garied out in Vodopivec 2005.
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The Romanic population has been more and morermrssee the 183 century, when

aristocrats, bankers and craftsmen from Friuli,ni2aand Tuscany immigrated to the
area. From this period onwards many documents tezgseveral family names of
Romanic origin that played important roles in thevelopment of the region (e.g.

Rabatta, Attems, and Orzone).

The Slovenes were settled mainly as peasants ihitberland of Gorizia but since the
beginning of the 14 century some Slovene family names are mentionsd ial the
documents regarding the inhabitants of the towg. (Budigoj, Sinigoj, Vodopivec,

Zlatolasec).

In the 1500, when the last member of the Count§ofizia died, Gorizia and its
surroundings came into possession of the Habsbormarohy and it remained under
its administration until the end of the First WoNdar, when, in the 1920, it was

annexed to the Italian state according to the YrebRapallo.

In the centuries of their domination, the Count&ofizia used to give German names
to the villages populated by the Slovenes and thdi&ns and they germanised names
and family names of the local inhabitants. In thgtdrical sources from the f2and
13" century it is noted that the Counts were ablepwak only their own German-
Tyrolese dialect and that they made use of tram&dor the communication with their
subjects. Still in the fand 18 century the administrative affairs were carried ou
exclusively in the German language, although thenfaa population was, as
mentioned above, only the minority of the whole gagion (c.f. Czoernig 1891, Fabi
1991, Gruden, 1992). For the™ 6entury, some information about language practices
in the area can be deduced form the “Descrizionka &atria Friuli fatta nel secolo
XVI”, written in 1567 by the count Hieronim Porcihe author noticed that the habits
of people living in Gorizia are German when consitg eating, drinking, and
dressing, and that in most cases they use thrgedges: German, Slovene, and Italian
(Porcia 1897: 87). Similarly, in his description Gfrizia in 1571, Hugo Blotius
observed that local people were speaking in Slgviéglean and German (“loquitur hic
illyrice Italice et Germanice”), while the sermongre given only in Italian and in
Slovene (cited from MaruSR2001: 16).
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In 1606 the Patriarch of Aquileia officially recdged the necessity to teach religion in
the language(s) of the people. Priests were themmmended to use local languages
and summaries of the catechism in local languaf#secsingle parishes were hanged
on the churches’ doors (Gruden 1992: 8i4For the everyday use, in 1660 the
Friulian historian Giovanni Francesco Palladio obed that beside Italian and
Friulian in Gorizia there are present also the Gernand the Slovene language
(Marusk 2001). In fact, it is from the beginning of the™@entury onwards that the
local élites gradually began to replace the previ@erman cultural models with the
Italian ones, and that holds true also for the laggs. Italian began to be largely used
even in bureaucratic procedures and its growthmportance continued until the
middle of the 18 century, when the enlightened imperators decideintroduce an

exclusive use of German in public life.

Until 17707, higher education was organised by Jesuits, préséborizia from 1615
to 1773; in their colleges lectures were given i Lower education was not
completely neglected: in Gorizia and its surrougdinthere were some private
“German schools”, meant for those who intendeddwotioue the studies at a higher
level. Peasants got the possibility to educater thiildren only after the State’s
takeover of schooling. Yet, in all three types df@ols that were established (schools
in big centres, medium centres and in the counitiy)only language of instruction was
German, the State using in this way the school as Instrument for de-

nationalisation” (Brancati 1978: 65).

Some useful information about the language sitnaitiothe second half of the 18
century can be found in the school inspectors’ msp@lated to the assessment of the
successfulness of the introduction of compulsorycaton in the area. In fact, the
process did not proceed according to the goverrahpians, and as it can be deduced
form the reports, the delays were not due only it@ricial and organisational
problems, but with all probability also to the lalage problems. For example: In 1777

the count Emmanuel Torres complained when visiGagizia in the role of a school

%1t is linked to these changes of language useligious practices the activity of the priest Atasia
Sommaripa, who in 1607 published the first Italislovene dictionary\(ocabolario italiano e schiayo
with the purpose to alleviate the work of priegtgaking Italian, working in the areas with Slovene
population.

" From this year onwards the organisation of edanatiertained exclusively to the State.
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inspector that German has disappeared in this aneithat it is partly used only by the
aristocracy, by the province government and by athatpeople. Moreover, he noticed
that the majority of pupils were completely unatieread and write in German, and
that some of them did not even understand thaukgeg (Gruden 1992). The reported
facts clearly show the divide between the offisi@hool programmes and the effective
language practices of the population. To amelicttaesituation, special “preparatory”
courses were organised in order to prepare youalprt Slovene and Friulian
speaking pupils for the German schools. Later lo@ necessity to use local languages
in primary education was recognised also by theegawent and some basic textbooks

were translated in Italian, Slovene and Friulian.

During the period of Napoleonic occupation, Gorisvas included (form 1809 to
1813) in the frame of lllyrian Provinces. The Sloge on the whole Provincial
territory largely benefited from the new rights aggd (economic and cultural
initiatives, creation of schools with Slovene laaga of instruction) and so was for the
Slovene part of the population of Gorizia that brega strengthen its national
consciousness (Valussi 1974). Italian too, wasthiced to schools and even to the

offices.

After the Congress of Vienna (1815), when Gorizesweassigned to the Habsbourg
Empire and during the centralised rule of Franoseph the exclusive use of German
was reintroduced again, but with very limited résudbr what concerns the effective

language practices in multilinguistic border arebthe Empire.

To illustrate the linguistic situation in the retdmstory of the town of Gorizia also
some statistical data about the ethnolinguistiaigsoare available from the end of the
19" century onwardg. In 1880 on the whole population of 19,133 inhai$ there
were 71% of the ltalians, 18% of the Slovenes, Bifb of the Germans. In 1890 the
percentage of the Slovenes slightly decreased %, End it rose again to 18% in

1900. According to the last Austro-Hungarian censuade in 1910, the Slovene

8 All the cited data are from Bufon 1995 (25, 799l &ufon 2000 (114-118). In the data referring te th
Romance population in most cases it is not posdiblaistinguish the percentage of Italians and
Friulians.
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population in the town of Gorizia augmented consilly as it reached 30% of the

whole population.

The only Italian census that took into consideratioe nationality of the inhabitants
was made in 1921, but it did not register the déifees between the urban area and its
immediate surroundings, since the data relate éowthole Municipality of Gorizia.
According to this census, the Slovenes represe2fiétl of the total populatidi For

the period after the Second World War only somenegions exist (still for the whole
municipality). According to the governmental estiioa, in 1952 there were 19% of
Slovenes, and according to the estimation of tseareh group Alpina in 1974 there
were 77% of the Italians, 14% of the Slovenes atdd the Friulians. In the last
governmental estimation which was made in 1983 ptesence of the Slovenes is
judged to be 11%.

Turning back to the situation in the area during ldist decade of governance of the
Habsbourg Empire, we can observe that the Europedionalistic movements,
originating in Germany during the late™8entury, reached the area of our interest
only in the second half of the @entury. As far as the role of the Italian langriag

a marker of identity in general, Ruzza (2000: 168gs it as “a relatively weak
indication of identity, despite the substantialnmdence of linguistic, national, and
state boundaries”. He explains this situation wlith characteristics of the emergence
of the Iltalian language, i.e. with the difficult gation and late development of the
standard language, which would reduce the podyiddr it to function as a strong
marker of national identity. It nevertheless appdeom the history of Italian language
that the process of Italian unification was acconiga@ by intensive language planning
(especially corpus planning) activities to providewritten standard as a common
national language. But Ruzza (ibid.) argues th&bnalism in Italy was, more than in
other countries, a concern of a small elite and ttlie majority of Italians was never
particularly interested in the process of natiounaification, or in the creation of a

national language”. Additional factor that contried to the creation of this situation

9 According to De Marchi et al. (1991) the data frisre census of 1921 are the most contested ones.
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was a very low literacy rate among the Italian gapon (at least until the 1930s) that

denied access to the standard Italian to all ruethe®.

While this can hold true for the Italian situationgeneral, we would argue that the
situation in Gorizia was different, in respect bé tfact that Gorizia was part of the
Austro-Hungarian Empire, where a compulsory scimgplvas introduced far earlier

than in the Italian state. Moreover, what decisiwdistinguishes the analysed area is
the situation of inter-ethnic (and linguistic) caat, which produced a specific process
of rising of national consciousness among bothltéléan and the Slovene speaking
communities. According to its characteristics thrscess could be labelled as a so-
called “ethno-linguistic variety of nationalism”.sAit was already explained (see
chapter 111.3), in this branch of nationalism laage and national identity are believed

to be indissolubly linked.

Speaking about the Slovene population in th8 déntury in general, it appears that
during the processes of acquiring self-awarenesdstlam movements of unification,
Slovenes perceived themselves to possess a comuttoreand language; ‘blood’ and
culture (and in its frame language in the firstcglawere thus the fundamental criteria

for association. Namely,

[tlhe two basic elements that define Slovene thinowg its entire history, i.e., lack
of statehood (in terms of complete functionalityjtiu1991 and, at least in the
European terms, its small number of speakers, leat lsounter-balanced with a
strong sense of linguistic and general cultural mitment of its speakers to their
national entity**

The same situation appeared in the Gorizia arefachy all the activities organised by
the Slovene proto-elites of the area to awake #tiemal consciousness had a common
characteristic: language constituted the distimcélementFabi 1991; Marugi 19852

8 All these argumentations of the author regardimg situation in Italy in general can be largely
underpinned by the findings of De Mauro (1963).

8L A. Vidovi¢ Muha, ‘Razvojne prvine normativnosti slovenskeggzkega jezika’, in A. Vidowi Muha
(ed.),Jezik incas. Razprave Filozofske fakultetgubljana: Filozofska fakulteta, 1996, pp. 15-4@re
cited from Neak Luk 2003: 13.

82 For example, already in 1848 a special kind obaissions, called¢italnice’ (reading clubs) were
created to spread ideas that would further stremgthe awareness of the appurtenance to the common
national group.
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As we already mentioned, it is from the second bhthe 19 century that in the area
processes took place, which later on strongly erfeed inter-ethnic attitudes and thus
indirectly also all the elements of language politys therefore worth trying here to
reconstruct, with the help of available historidalta, language practices, ideologies
and planning in the area from the 1950s to thecénlde Habsbourg Empire, since it is
acknowledged that these elements were at the ceftthe “national question®
between the Italians and the Slovenes in the &aai 991).

To a certain extent language practices of Gorimiahie examined period can be
deduced from the description of Austro-Hungariaatistician Czoernig (1891). He

noticed that in the time of his writing all intgléntsia used Italian, and mostly also
German, both languages having also the statusfiofabflanguages. In the everyday
practices, he observed, the use of Friulian wad tacgely spread in the centre of the
town, whereas in the surrounding area the use @ieBk prevailed. The author is
concluding by noticing that there were certainly feowns where educated middle
classes were able to use two, three or even fagukge?’.

For what regards the conflicts between the Slovemed the Italians (and the
governmental structures) in the period of rise afianalisms, far more illustrative as
the above presented (rather idyllic) descriptionthe situation regarding several
changes in the school system of Gorizia in the shisi@rical period, as they well
reflect the rivalries between the two ethno-lingaisgroups, the Italian and the
Slovene one. The ltalian language as a medium stfuction was introduced in
Gorizia after 1848 but only to elementary schodl#h the State provision of 1852 the

use of local languages as languages of instructiaa allowed also in secondary

8 |t is important to note that through generatiommyah of “old multilingual generations” developet i
the area (Carli et al. 2003; the authors note thist phenomenon occurs in more than one western
community). According to this myth the members lofeo generations, by living in particular histotica
conditions, had the opportunity to learn and spmake than one language beginning in their yout&: th
mother tongue, the language of the “other”, and dffecial one. “They lived in a sort of Eden,
characterised by tolerance, respect and peaceédistence” (ibid.). The authors point out that the
linguistic reality of the Austro-Hungarian Empir@es not legitimate the myth and argue that the
descriptions of mythical periods of this kind “skabibe read as a sort of strategy for justifying the
present ‘ignorance’. In this way, the ignorancela# language of the other would appear as a result
the historical and environmental factors createdindu recent times, which have destroyed the
conditions that allowed reciprocal knowledge. As tuthors underlined, this is a useful mechanism to
cancel the individual responsibility.
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schools. Moreover, in 1867 the law about genegitsi of citizens guaranteed to all
the nationalities of the empire inviolable rightuse and cultivate their language and
nationality (Claricini 1873). There were no probketo accomplish legal provisions in
case of elementary schools since the governmenteaksgstruction on this level both
in Italian and in Slovene. As for secondary schatble implementation lagged behind
and the government offered as a pretext finang@ablpms, arguing that the situation
of the County would require three different secagpdaehools: the German, the Italian,
and the Slovene one. Therefore the government fo@dnaintenance of the (only)
German gymnasium as the most suitable solutiomast only in 1910, after continuous
pressures of the Italian population that the fsstondary schools with the Italian as
language of instruction were established. “Aushréadly tolerated the fact that the
Italians were defending their own nationality witteasures that the Constitution and
the law allowed” (Brancati 1978: 171). At the satiree, “the ltalians [...] were
unwilling to accept the creation of sections in 8levene language. They wanted the
Slovenes to attend Italian schools in order tonaisie them, continuing in this way
the same policy that Austria performed with regeodtheir requests and that they
decidedly rejected” (ibid., p. 176). The Slovenegroame the period of hard
opposition by establishing private schools, andaljnin 1913 their community

benefited from the creation of the state gymnadiuthe Slovene languaffe

Soon after the First World War multiethnic cohatiita in the area begun to be
strongly opposed and later on completely cancdiethe Fascist regime. In the first
years of the Italian occupation, according to thealy of Rapallo (1920), the
declarations of the lItalian representatives towattts Slovene population were
positive. The king Vittorio Emanuele Il declaretdat “the territory, which was
annexed to ltaly is placing us in front of new desbs. Our liberal tradition will show
us the solutions that tend towards preservatioausdbnomous institutions and local
traditions”, and the military governor Petitti dioRto in November 1918 issued a
proclamation designed for the Slovene people: “Sh@g! Italy, the great country of

freedom, will give you the same rights as to thbeotcitizens, schools in your

8 In the above-sketched ‘rivalries’ between Slovene Italian we did not include Friulian since the
aspirations to assert this language as a mediurnltfre and school education emerged only from the
beginning of the 2B century onwards.
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language, your religion [...]" (Perusko 1968: 50, H)ein (1986: 69 is explaining
this initial “liberal” attitude as a consequence tife world’s public opinion
immediately after the Italian annexation, which Vebhe perceived as discussible. In
spite of this kind of declarations Italy was cangyiout, from the beginning of its

government in 1918, the policy of assimilation tosgathe Slovenes and the Friulians.

From the Fascists’ assumption of power in 1922 odsvéhe situation changed for the
worse. No bounds were set to the official politcdsoppression, since Italy has not
committed itself to respect national minoritiesy moth any peace treaty neither with
the Rapallo treaty. During the period of Fascismv retention to the language
emerged in the Italian state, “one that requirest the language should reflect the
revolutionary zeal of the Fascists” (Ruzza 200@t)1The ultra-nationalist agenda also
led to suppression of minority languages in genérké actions against the Slovene
community were basically oriented towards the lagguas an element of national
distinctiveness. Calvet (1995) is mentioning foonstant elements of the language
policies of the Fascist regimes, individualizedbyBochmari® 1) xenophobic purism
on the level of the national language; 2) antiatitdl oriented centralism; 3)
nationalistic centralism aimed against national aniires; 4) colonialism or linguistic
expansionism out of the state's border. In cagbefSlovene-speaking community in
the Gorizia area, the third characteristic was tdelgus since Slovene was forbidden
in the public sphere as well in the private onewdts even enforced to replace the
Slovene names and surnames with the Italian omxésnaing this procedure as far as
the alteration of inscriptions on tombstones. Theuwesive use of Italian was enforced
in schools and public offices from 1923 onwardse(dj 1983). Until 1925 it was
possible to teach Slovene as supplementary suligget,on also this possibility was
denied”. In 1927 all bilingual public inscriptions were obibited (Klein 1986).

Besides these elements, in case of the Sloversesstfpolicies were also “aimed at the

8 The work of Klein (1986) is considered as the naystematic analysis of the attempts of the Fascist
government to find “solutions” to language relapedblems (Foresti 2003).

8 Bochman is analysing the language policy of thecka states in his study ‘Pour une étude comparée
de la glottopolitique des fascisms’, Riobémes de glottopolitigu&uanski univerzitet, 1985, pp. 119-
129; here cited from Calvet 1995.

87 The “de-nationalisation” processes were underginmith several laws: the law about the revision of
toponomastics (1923), the law about the obligatmy of Italian in all civil and legal practices 2B,

the law about the “reaffirmation of the Italian rigt of family names in the annexed territories (1926
see Clein 1986, Foresti 2003 and Salvi 1975 faaittet
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elimination of the minority language via the fragmaion of the originally spatially

and functionally close-knit minority community” (it 1991: 58).

It was found that very often linguistic oppressioay carry as much mobilizing power
as a victory dod& It is thus not surprising that populations stiffgr from the
described state’s intervention very soon manifeatésmpts to safeguard their cultural
and linguistic heritage, usually by organizing pt& classes and through the
clandestine activities of the clergy (Kalc-Hafneak 1995, Verginella 2008).

In the period of Italian occupation during the SetdNorld War the anti-Slovene
repression continued and it became more and matalbthe violence was expressed
by various additional prohibitions, sentences tatlkedeportations to concentration
camps, confiscation, destruction of property, @tee long period of Fascist repression
did not run out without long lasting consequenaesifhat regards the attitudes of the
repressed population. “The most lasting effecthef tascist policy was that it has
instilled the idea into the minds of the Slovertest ttaly stands for Fascism and [...]
made them reject almost everything that seemedetdtdtian” (Kacin Wohinz and
Troha 2001:136).

At the end of the Second World War Friuli Venezial@ experienced several events

which strongly marked the future relationships Ewthe Slovenes and the Italihs

[T]he expulsion of Germans from Friuli Venezia Gaulwas mostly to the credit
of the large Yugoslav military units, and partig@lof the Allies. [...] Slovenes
experienced double liberation: from the German pation and from the Italian
state. At the same time, the population of Fritdinézia Giulia in favour of Italy
experienced Yugoslav occupation as the darkest mbmets history due to the
fact that in the areas of Trieste, Gorizia and Kppevas accompanied by a wave

8see, for example, Giles, Bourhis and Taylor 1977.a@o Williams (1991: 2): “Language is often
both the symbol and the substance of group resistamassimilation or annihilation and thus becomes
inherently politicised as a group marker, suggestifva far wider socio-cultural reality.”

8 Because of the sensitiveness and disputable dbarat many issues in the recent history of the
Slovene-ltalian relations, we refer to Kacin Woharad Troha 2003 for all the historical data related
the post war period. This report is a result of theearch conducted by the Slovene-ltalian Hisdbric
and Cultural Commission, a group of experts fronthb8lovenia and Italy, which on Governments
proposal worked from 1993 to 2000 in order to reaconsensus on the debatable interpretationsof th
recent historical events.
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of violence, manifested in the arrests of sevdralsands, mostly Italians, and
also the Slovenes who opposed the Yugoslav cominpaigical plan. Some of

the arrested were released at intervals; the elamas further manifested in
hundred of summary executions — victims were mosithpwn into the Karst

chasms (foibe) — and in the deportation of a graanber of soldiers and
civilians, who either wasted away or were killedidg the deportation; in prisons
and in the prisoner-of-war camps in various pairtgéugoslavia [...].

[After the 1947], the return of the Italian authiestto the area of Gorizia was
accompanied by a wave of violence against the 8kseand individuals

favourably disposed to Yugoslavia. The Italian adtres treated Slovenes with
general mistrust; although they respected theividdal rights, they, nevertheless,
did not support their national development, andsome cases even tried to
assimilate them (Kacin Wohinz and Troha 2001: 188}1

Since the 1950s, a very relevant role of oppositawards the Slovenes in Italy has
been played by a sizeable community of “Istria exti] i.e. Italian-speaking people
who left the coastal-regions of Yugoslavia afteccel World Wat’. For a series of

complex reasons they became the champions of ditedis” of the bordering area,

aggravating with their point of view the positiohtbe Slovene minority.

Until the establishment of the border with the P®alfireaty in the 1947 the
GoriSka/Gorizia area functioned as a unified adstiative area with its centre in
Gorizia. After the war, when the border in the dnad to be established, the Yugoslav
and the Italian part presented each their own aegisn The Yugoslav part advocated
the necessity of preserving the integrity of theured, cultural and gravitational areas,
where in the areas with condensed monoethnicallptpu the political border should
be based upon an ethnical one, whereas in theofagtnically mixed urban centres
the centre should belong to the area with ethrjicalgjoritarian population (Bufon
2004: 221). Opposite to this concept was the hadiae, which argued for defining the
border according to “the geostrategical natural nolawies and the primacy of

% “Among the reasons for emigration, one should aball mention the oppression by the regime,
which with its totalitarian nature made it impodsilfor people to freely express their national iitgn
oppose the redistribution of the leading natiormal aocial roles in Istria, and refuse major chariges
the economy” (Kacin Wohinz and Troha 2001: 160): Fore details on emigration in Istria see also
Donato 2001, that somehow continues the work ofiiKs¢ohinz and Troha 2001 by treating sensitive
issues of the recent history involving specialfstsn both sides of the border.
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ethnically majoritarian urban centres in relatian their hinterland” (ibid.). It is
possible to say that none of these concepts peglyasince according to the treaty the
area was divided in a very uneven way: Italy wasgaed 8% of the whole disputed
territory and 74% of the population of the arealuding the consistent Slovene
minority. The centre of the region, Gorizia, beledgo Italy and it was thus cut off

from its hinterland".

The barbed wire placed on the frontier in 1947dme cases divided family members
and completely changed the way of life and the tpofimeferences of the people living
in the area. This situation changed consideratigr 4049, when the agreement which
enabled the opening of the first local border drags for the owners of the land on

both sides of the border was signed.

Nova Gorica was planned and built only after 198Be birth of the town of Nova
Gorica is peculiar; not because it meant the caostn of a twin town along the
border, since such phenomena are relatively fragueBurope and in the world, but
rather because it had to grew virtually overnigittd precise (political) purpose: that
of joining the two villages of Solkan and Sempétgo a larger and more attractive

urban centre which would have to overshadow the”Glorizia’>.

After the annexation of Trieste to Italy the bordegime was further liberalized and
the direct consequence of these processes wasathdhfat the local cross-border
exchanges between the years 1955 and 1960 incréasalbdout 900% (Bufon 2004).
Cross-border cooperation further improved after @smo Agreement in 1975 and,

from 1994 onwards in the frame of the Europeargnatiéon processes.

The Paris Treaty did not contain any provisionsustibe protection of minorities and
it was until the mid-1950s that the Slovene comryuim Gorizia experienced several

attacks that remained unpunished (Bufon 1995). Ewethe normative sense the

Lt is interesting to add here the information mépa in Valussi (2000): During the years from 1945
1954 there were fourteen attempts to define thedyan the studied area and seven of them were put
into effect. The author also points out that theislee factor in determining the border line in dase

of Gorizia in 1947 was the course of the TransagRailway, becoming the eastern limit of the urban
area (Valussi 2000: 155-158).

% The integration of Solkan and Sempeter did notcsed, since those villages still keep their
independent character; they are still perceivedisigict entities by their inhabitants.
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situation did not change a lot: the prohibition give Slovene names to newborn
children remained in force until 1966, and therokifor bilingualism in official acts
and public inscriptions were all rejected (Komac89P Later on the situation
gradually improved, although several problems reediunsolved (see below, chapter
V.1.1).

IV.2 Language(s) and the processes of European inte  gration

While ltaly is one of the founding members of thé&,ESlovenia applied for
membership in 1996, and entered the EU on 1 May®0Blevertheless, the borders
between the two states were definitely removed oatgntly (on 21 December 2007)

when Slovenia joint the Schengen area.

The situation of finding themselves (politicallycamomically and culturally) in a
multi-national setting is not new for the Slovereople. If we look only to the recent
historical period, until 1918 they shared the fogsi and misfortunes with other
peoples in the frame of the Austro-Hungarian Empater that date they were
included in the Kingdom of Serbs, Croats and Sles¥rand after the Second World
War the Slovene Republic formed part of the Fedd?abple’s Republic of
Yugoslavid®. The period of “real” independence for Sloveniaswaus really short,
from 1991 to 2004, and its community had thereftoeface two different and
opposing processes in an accelerated manner: osid@eghe acquisition of national
sovereignty, on the other its dissolution. It igportant to point to this aspect of the
Slovenian integration in the EU to understand somaaifestations of concern related
to preservation of key national attributes, and agnihem especially the language. By
leaking the power from the state to the supra-naticommunity of the EU, Slovenia
as a small country with two million of inhabitargsmetimes expresses a fear (that is
shared also by other less numerous communitiesrandrities) to be threatened by

numerically superior nations with greater econonugltural and political power.

% Slovenian people manifested a very high suppotii¢oentrance of their state in the EU. Namely, on
the referendum that was held on 23 March 2003,189.6f the voters were in favour of this decision.

% Renamed in Kingdom of Yugoslavia in 1929.

% Renamed in Socialist Federal Republic of Yugoslani1963.

105



Nevertheless, these processes should be considarethe frame of general
characteristics of communication, work and colla@bon in the post-modern era of
integration and globalisation where beside positispects people face also questions
about their “identity, representation and civillig in a context which is no longer
completely dominated by a single sovereign staiskeélinen et al. 1999: 3) and are
therefore thinking not only about integration amdlaboration but also about defence
mechanisms. As we already argued elsewhere (seepiait 2005) it appears that in
many cases concerns and fears (and consequerglycgeinechanisms) appear without
the actors having a clear idea of the threatenleagents and the elements that are
menaced. As we will see, some similar mechanismstso be observed in the case of

language related questions in the studied boraer. ar

The GoriSka/Gorizia border area (on both sideshef $lovenian-Italian border) was
dedicated thought studies in the context of thegggahy border studies in Slovenia
(Bufon 2004: 222). Special attention was given tie effects of the new political
delimitation on the traditionally unitarian regidnanvironment and the gradual
development of the forms of cross-border excharayes collaboration (ibid.). The
analyses that were made so far pointed out thespcesof different elements that
constitute a fruitful grounding for the developmeoit more integrated forms of
coexistence. On a more general ground the Sloveogrgphers exploring border
areas directed attention to the “apparently parmdbXact that the areas having most
possibilities for the development in the [“succe$$fcross-border areas are those that
in the near past experienced most problems at tmeent of the splitting of the before
unified administrative, cultural and functional spés” (ibid., p 224). As it is evident
from the above presented historical overview, fedusn the process of nation state
formation, the GoriSka/Gorizia border area couldcbesidered as an exemplary case
in this sense: the most stable element in the dvosser contacts are considered to be
the “socio-cultural bindings, originating from tmeed of people living next to the
border to preserve the cultural spaces of theigimti(ibid., p 2365°. It was also

emphasized, in the context of these studies, figatriucial element in maintenance and

% Also the results of some other researches (e.gsiu973, Delli Zotti 1979) showed that official
cross-border contacts developed and consolidatetheibasis of cultural exchanges between people
living along the border.

106



consolidation of the cross-border linkages is thacfion of the minority. The
functional cross-border movements (shopping, wdrke time) are much more

instable, since they depend on the momentary ecergtuation.

It was already pointed out how the contacts betwikerSlovene and the Italian part of
the GoriSka/Gorizia area were becoming more andenotense form the 1950s
onwards. By constantly continuing in the traditmfrthe so called most opened eastern
border this collaboration somehow “naturally” spdl into the cross-border
cooperation in the frame of the processes of iatemgr of Slovenia in the EU. A few
years before the Slovene independence, in 1987heaiad agreement was made
between the Municipalities of Nova Gorica and Gariabout collaboration in
environmental, economic, territorial-planning amatis-cultural field. This agreement
then constituted the basis for the so-called Agexenof coexistence stipulated in
1991, and the later Cross-border Territorial Agreeinsigned in 1998, that was later
on, after the official recognition of the Italiamd Slovene government, renamed in
Protocol of cooperation (VrSaj 2002). Cross-borctdlaboration intensified especially
from the 1994 onwards due to the EU policies, paldrly with regard to
Interreg/Phare CBC programme, which was a very mapb means of developing the
cooperation between the Autonomous Region Friuheézga Giulia and the Republic
of Slovenia (Cosattini 2003, Gasparini 2001a). #d time being, six working groups
are active in the framework of the Protocol: fdbamism and traffic, for environment,
for tourism and agriculture, for health care, foformation science, and for culture,
youth politics, education and sport. Working grougo® meeting periodically to
discuss the development of cooperation in respesectors.

It is especially in the last decade and a half thattwo municipalities of Nova Gorica
and Gorizia were particularly active in strengtimgnthe integration processes, and
many studies were made to underpin the cross-bonitaatives (e.g. Bufon 1995,
Bufon 2002, Delli Zotti 199%, Gasparini 1998, Gasparini 2001a, Gasparini 2001b,

9 See for example Bufon 1992 and Klesignand Piry 1982, who emphasize also the fact that th
minority represents the population that can spesk languages, and it is important also in thisardg
for the successful development of cross-border eadjpn and regional integration.

% |n the study of Delli Zotti there are some inteires findings regarding the inter-group relations
between the majority and the two minorities in Giari Using the data obtained in an Isig survey on
“The weight of ethnic groups in the planning ofeigtation in the New Europe” the author exposed the
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Jan 1997, Zago 2000). From one of these studiego(2800) it emerged that the
inhabitants of Nova Gorica and Gorizia appear fampurably disposed towards the
processes of integration. The majority of the papah sees the enlargement of the
EU as an opportunity for the future developmenthef area, and they see their future
identity as composed of local, national and EurapemmponentS. Another
sociological study (Zago 2001) found out that amtirggobstacles for the cross-border
cooperation in the economical and socio-culturaldfi language barriers figure at the
top of the list of impediment®. In affirming that the interviewed persons indthec
confirmed that the knowledge of the language of“tther” represents “the first and
the most basic element of cultural integrationt lsato say the very condition for
cultural exchange between the two neighbouring droodmmunities” (Bufon 1995:
329). Nevertheless, as it will be possible to se¢he continuation of this chapter,

language issues continue to be “left out of thesimorder policy agenda.

In order to check in detail how much the languagees are tackled by different actors
included in cross-border contacts during the legt years, we made a survey in which
we analysed the articles that appeared in two 8waily newspapers, i.e. the local
newspaper of Primorske novice and the national paper Deld™, between April
2002 and February 2009, where language practickEsylagies or planning are
mentioned in the context of possible transfrontailieplications, being that for the
present or for the future situation. We excludeel dticles referring to the situation

only in one area (only on the Slovene or ltaliant)paf the language issue was not

following findings: a) the degree of rejection betm the groups was comparatively low; b) the ethnic
groups revealed internally divergent attitudes talsaquestions of interethnic relations, depending o
variables of gender, age, occupation, educationpatitical ideology. From the survey it emergedttha
the ltalians rejected the Friulians (11.1%) moranttihe Friulians rejected the Italians (0.7%); the
Slovenes rejected the Italians (3.8%) far less ttien Italians rejected the Slovenes (17.8%); the
Slovenes rejected the Friulians (11.1%) much less the Friulians rejected the Slovenes (20.7%).

% From the same study it nevertheless emergesht@atupport for the mentioned processes is higher on
the Slovenian part and that to some extent thedmvomunities still see each other as rivals for some
resources (e.g. working places).

190 Other obstacles listed (in a decrescent ordempbitance) were: fiscal and duty problems; différen
levels and/or rhythms of economical developmerdrtiens to the proposals of non-existent or very
weak socio-cultural cooperation; existence of niggahational and/or regional stereotypes; different
levels of technological development; reactionshie proposals of non-existent or very weak economic
cooperation; protection of the labour market; estice due to increasing competition.

Cf. also Strukelj (1994: 45) who also affirms thabhguage diversity represents the most important
hindering factor in intercultural communication iadpthe borders (and elsewhere).

191 primorske novice is a local daily paper, editeKoper (Slovenia), which is largely read in Nova
Gorica and its surroundings. Delo is a Sloveneonati daily newspaper with one page assigned to the
local issues in the Slovene municipalities.
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explicitly linked to the process of cross-bordeltadmoration (for example issues linked
to the processes of implementation of the law argation of the Slovene minority).
The list below is summarizing the language relatédrmation found in the articles

that were reviewed in this sur/8%

Title: PROUD OF LIVING NEAR THE BORDER

Newspaper and date of publicati@elo, 23-4-2002

Summary of the language related issO& the round table “GoriSka/Gorizia area — do |
know you?” organized in Nova Gorica, one of theggsiethe researcher M. Zago from the
institute ISIG of Gorizia, exposed some findingattamerged of the researches carried out
along the border area; it appeared that the papaolaf Gorizia, and especially the young
generation, is positively inclined towards bilingsan in their own town and towards the
processes of cross-border collaboration.

Title: MINISTER OVERTHRONED BY NATIONALISTS

Newspaper and date of publicati@elo, 9-11-2002

Summary of the language related issG®@mmenting the oppositions of the right wing
parties to the implementation of the law about phetection of the Slovene minority in

Italy, the author of the article mentions a readeetser to the daily newspaper of Trieste,
where three readers point out to the historicadgmee of multilingualism in Gorizia before
the advent of Fascism and the value that the reweiviis situation could have with regard
to the integration processes.

Title: NEARLY PROVOCATIVE INITIATIVES OF THE YOUNG PEOPE FOR THE
CROSS-BORDER COLLABORATION

Newspaper and date of publicati@elo, 19-9-2003

Summary of the language related isdbaring the international summer seminar about the
cross-border collaboration in the GoriSka/Gorizi@aa organized by the Club of the
students of Nova Gorica and the European houseowh NGorica, the declaration was
adopted that among other issues considers thegigcetimplementation of the Slovene-
Italian bilingualism in the whole cross-border asgd it points to the necessity of language
courses in both languages available to all popmriati

Title: THE MISSING VIEW “ACROSS”

Newspaper and date of publicatidrimorske novice20-4-2004

Summary of the language related iss@m the cross-border meeting of the journalists
working in the border area, the director of thealodaily newspaper, B. Brezigar,
underlined the importance for the journalists towrthe local history and the language of
the people on both parts of the border.

Title: LINE, CROSS, LINE, CHURCHILL, ROOSVELT, STALIN. THE
FRONTAGE

Newspaper and date of publicati@elo (Saturday’s supplemen80-4-2004

Summary of the language related issOa the eve of the entrance of Slovenia in the EU
the author carries out several interviews with sdwee figures in the political and socio-
economical life of the GoriSka/Gorizia region, lalgo with some common people having
experienced the event of the border in 1947. Thwersations relate to the perception of

192 The articles are cited in chronological order. Bmalysis included both reports of different events
and journalists’' commentaries, and it took in cdestion also the articles from the area that can b
considered as a gravitational area of Nova Gomch@orizia.
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the border and the expectancies about its abolishm@ne of the interviewees, M.

Maringi¢, the responsible for the cross-border cooperadiothe Province of Gorizia, is

pointing out to the importance of reciprocal langgiknowledge in the area. The actual
situation is strongly disbalanced, and accordinghitm the Italians do not speak the
language of the neighbour because of the schotgmydgorejudgments, politics, and also
because after the First World War all German buresny was replaced by Italians from
the inland, who were not interested in Sloveniaigtnguage.

Title: DISREGARD OF THE MOTHER TONGUE

Newspaper and date of publicatidelo,4-5-2004

Summary of the language related isskediscussing the imminent disappearance of the
border between Slovenia and ltaly, the journatishentioning the frequent practices of the
Slovenes to disregard their mother tongue when asmeation with the neighbours. He
also mentions the initiative of the former mayorTofeste Cecovini to introduce, on the
whole area of the Region of Friuli Venezia Giutiae compulsory teaching of Slovene, and
the consecutive reaction of the education autlsrith Trieste, commenting that learning
Slovene would be unproductive since Slovene isapdiy less than two million of people.

Title: PORTRAITS AND IDEAS OF THE NEIGHBOURS

Newspaper and date of publicatidelo,19-1-2005

Summary of the language related issu®n the presentation of the book
Goriziani&Novogortani, which collected perceptions about the vangslon the border
and the integration process, one of the authorsenindd the cultural and linguistic
diversity of the area as its significant resource.

Title: THE LANGUAGE IS OPENING THE DOORS

Newspaper and date of publicatidtrimorske novicel 2-2-2005

Summary of the language related issdéer the conclusion of the free Italian language
courses, organized in the frame of the programnterrieg in Bovec (Slovenia), the

organizers and the participants acknowledge thelitapce of language knowledge when
learning about the culture of the other one andnmbstablishing friendship. The local

authorities on both sides of the border declareat ttney are seriously taking in

consideration the inclusion of the neighbouringglaages in the regular programs of the
primary schools on their territory.

Title: THE MYTHS ABOUT EUROREGION

Newspaper and date of publicatidelo,19-1-2005

Summary of the language related issu@ommenting the discussion about the
establishment of the euroregion in the GorisSka/Gararea, the journalist is observing that
in cross-border communication a clear disparitypissent, since the Slovene side is
addressing the ltalian side in Italian, while ttadidns do not take initiatives in this sense.

Title: ON THE COMMON WAY WITH MORE KNOWLEDGE

Newspaper and date of publicatid®rimorske novicel0-12-2005

Summary of the language related isddering the conference about the possible direstio
in development of the border regions along the &tevitalian border, organized by the
association G4 in collaboration with the Office fRuropean affairs and cross-border
collaboration at the Province of Gorizia, Office teuropean affairs of the Municipality of
Trieste and the Region of Friuli Venezia Giuliag tlirector of the institute ISIG pointed
out to the fact that collaboration will necessaréguire also to overcame language barriers,
and mentioned the use of English as one of thalgesolutions.

Title: ON THE WAY OF ITALIAN SCHOOLS IN ISTRIA
Newspaper and date of publicatidgtrimorske novice3-11-2006
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Summary of the language related isslie/o representatives of the Slovene minority in
Italy discussed increased interest of the ltalifwing in mix territories to enroll their
children to the Slovene schools. The presideni@iehe cultural and economical union, L.
SemolE, underlined the importance of the Slovene minosithools as becoming, with
their politics of openness, the main protagonisthef integrational dynamics. He sees the
increased interest in learning Slovene not onhamsmportant step forward in increased
inter-cultural exchange between majority and miyofdut also in the function of serving
the needs of the developing cross-border integratio

Title: THERE IS NO REAL EU WITHOUT COHABITAION AND CREAIVE
COLLABORATION

Newspaper and date of publicatidtrimorske novice30-11-2006

Summary of the language related issDairing the project “Majorities learning about
minorities” carried on in the frame of InterregAlBSlovenia-Italy, students on both side of
the border are learning about the multilingualismd anulticulturalism of the areas where
minorities live and learn to consider these chardstics as a positive value and a
prerequisite for a successful integration.

Title: THE MINORITY NETWORK

Newspaper and date of publicatidtrimorske novice8-12-2006

Summary of the language related issd@ority organizations of the Slovenes in Italyda
the Italians in Slovenia pointed out, in the fraofighe project of collaboration SAPEVA,
the importance of language and cultural diversftthe border regions and the importance
of minorities in the transmission of these elemeasthighly positive values.

Title: THEY WILL LEARN THE NEIGHBOURS’ LANGUAGES

Newspaper and date of publicatidtrimorske novicel 2-3-2007

Summary of the language related isstiee municipality of Bovec (Slovenia) and some
neighbouring border municipalities in Italy and Aies are planning to promote, in the
frame of their common project of collaboration Beamicitiae, language courses of the
neighbouring languages in their primary and secgndahools and even on a preschool
level.

Title: SLOVENE ALSO FOR THE ITALIANS

Newspaper and date of publicatid®rimorske novice5-9-2007

Summary of the language related issTiee Youth centre of Nova Gorica is organizingfre
courses of Slovene for children and teenagers thariormer republics of Yugoslavia and
it is planning, in the future, to offer the samadibf courses also to the young people from
across the border.

Title: STUDENTS CAN CHOOSE

Newspaper and date of publicatidtrimorske novicel 9-12-2007

Summary of the language related issDae of the town councillors in Nova Gorica raised
the question about learning of lItalian in primargdasecondary schools since the
recommendation of the EU would be to introduce mieigiring languages in the curriculum
very early. According to the opinion of the coulwsilthe grammar school of Nova Gorica
is neglecting the ltalian language by offering thessibility to study it only as a third
language in the second year. The headmaster’'s nespdenied these affirmations and
stressed the freedom of the students to choose gammamy languages offered in the
programme.

Title: LANGUAGE KNOWLEDGE
Newspaper and date of publicatidgtrimorske novice29-5-2008
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Summary of the language related issliee mayor of Nova Gorica is drawing attention to
the fact that the Slovene Ministry of education,dmmanging some disposition for framing

the schools’ curricula, indirectly reduces the falges for the students in the secondary
schools to learn Italian. This language is, acewydd the mayor, very important in the

border area of Nova Gorica. The ministry explaimat the changes are directed towards
larger possibility of choice of non obligatory sedis directly by the schools and that the
possibilities to choose Italian after the amendmerill remain the sam&?

It is indicative that among the many articles psidid in the examined period of
almost seven years about the cross-border collaboraonly 17 dedicated some
attention to language issues and that none of thas entirely dedicated to the
importance of language in cross-border collabonatimd the process of European
integratiot®”. According to the last article appeared in thelowwspaper dedicated
to the planned cross-border projects for the nataré (Primorske novice, 20-1-2009),
none of these projects is meant to consider largyissyes in any regard. Additional
observations about the published articles can bdermabout the actors exposing
language in the frame of cross-border relations gimshg some opinion about it: in
one case it is the journalist himself as a comntentan seven cases these are different
nongovernmental organizations, and in seven césse tare different representatives
of the local authorities. Nevertheless, the languague was never raised in the frame

of formal cross-border meetings between the loealsion makers.

In the analysed period we found also four newsapeticles about commuting in the
ared®, but none of them was mentioning language relptetllems. This shows both
that commuting until now did not get much attentiorgeneral and that the language

issues in this frame have been completely neglected

193 There were two other articles published on the esaubject some days later in the analysed
newspapers, trying to give a more detailed inforomatbout the position of both, the mayor and the
Ministry. At the end the schools' representativeplaned that in practice it is possible that the
introduced system could result in a certain levakstriction of learning Italian in professionah®ols

of Nova Gorica, but that reductions are neitheomatic nor significant.

194 Distributed by years the articles mentioned lagguissues with the following frequency: two
articles in 2002, one in 2003, three in 2004, fiouR005, three 2006, three in 2007, and one foren th
beginning of 2008 until the end of February 20@8cdmparison to other examined years, more articles
appeared in the year of entrance of Slovenia iretig2004) and the year immediately after.

Other articles on cross-border collaboration in ékamined period were mentioning different kind of
activities or projects where cross-border partneese involved (sports, health care (supplementary
health care services in the hospitals), infrastmec{railway, bike tracks), urbanistic planningyriem,
artisans' collaboration, ecology (common purificatiplant), culture (sharing information about the
cultural offer on both sides - concerts, thedibearies, exhibitions), cross-border office, etc.)

195 primorske novice, 3-5-2004: No obstacles for wsl@ossing the border; Primorske novice, 27-10-
2004: Neighbours would like our bricklayers; Priska novice, 11-4-2007, There is enough work along
the border area; Thousands of workers daily adt@sborder, Delo, 21-8-2007.
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Another interesting aspect in the frame of crossio collaboration is the use of
languages in the formal contacts of the local mpalgies and in the ways that these
institutions present themselves on their officiatbwsites. The web page of the
Municipality of Nova Gorica is functioning only i8lovene, that of the Municipality
of Gorizia only in Italian, the web pages of th@W#nce of Gorizia and the Region of
Friuli Venezia Gulia are partially trilingual, i.¢hey offer full texts in Italian and a
good part of information also in Slovene and irukan. The common web page of the
three border administrations of the municipalities Nova Gorica, Gorizia and
Sempeter-Vrtojba offers information in Slovene #adian, but there is not a complete
parallelism in covering the contexts in all theetatanguage’. For the formal cross-
border meetings and the related documentation dbal lauthorities make use of
translation and interpretation from Slovene toidialand vice versa. No initiatives or
formal documents were proposed, until now, to i@ tules related to language policy

in these kinds of activities.

IV.3 Language(s) and the process of globalisation

In this chapter internationalisation and globaimatin relation to language issues in
the examined area will be addressed especiallyderao examine, how the role of
English in business, education, media and scieasebkcome more accentuated and

how the local (and national) structures eventuahcted to these proces$és

Cross-border area of Nova Gorica and Gorizia is very strong in a sense of
economic development, due to its specific perighgoaitioning (Bufon 1992). Even
in the latest years this marginalisation has nenb&/ercome, and a considerable role
in this regard can be attributed to weak infragtiec connections with central, more

developed parts of the relative nation statess lthus understandable that the area,

196 See for the Municipality of Nova Goridstp://www.nova-gorica.siffor the Municipality of Gorizia
http://www.comune.gorizia.it for the Province of Goriziehttp://www.provincia.gorizia.jt for the
Region of Friuli Venezia Giulidttp://www.regione.fvg.it and for the common web page of the tree
bordering administrationsttp://www.nolimesgo.net

197 Many authors in language policy studies have shthan globalisation has shifted the focus in the
analysis of language policy issues: though presgrits central importance, nation state has toeshar
influence with other institutions, such as, for mde the EU, and the multinational corporations.
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after becoming more and more opened from the 1989wards, functioned
predominantly as a transitional zdffe With the difference of Italian more developed
centres, Gorizia did not have to approach very hmaghs of immigrants and school
problems with the official language illiteracy ofiinigrants’ childrei’. It can be said
the same for the Slovenian part of the area, wimenertheless the considerable
number of immigrants from the ex Yugoslav repubhese to be taken into account,
although their presence did not have any impacthenlocal language policies (see
below, chapter V.1).

In the new globalised situation, it is especiallpv@ne, as one of less widely used
languages (with approximately 2 million of speakans thus a very low Q-value) that
has begun to be discussed. Slovene society hasrtempdasks to attend to in the
future if it wishes to maintain and develop its owanguage in all domains of
society'®. A core area in that respect is the area of séietife. Even though the
tradition of using Slovene is still strong in sdiéo writing, young researchers in
science and technology often write their reports anticles only in English, no longer
using Sloven¥. Nevertheless, Italian in science is facing simiieoblems, although
having a considerably higher communication poté&ntiee loss of scientific registers
of languages other than English is nowadays coreidas a general problem (Carli
and Calaresu 2007).

In the studied area the consequences of enforceaielBhglish as a global lingua
franca are visible especially in the school progrees where English as the first
foreign language has been largely introduced idakethree decade$. Considerable

1% pue to the weak physical barriers and relativegakvborder control the area represented the door
between Slovenia and Italy for many illegal crogsiof immigrants from Asia, the Middle East and the
Balkans. After the joining of Slovenia to the Scen area the focus in this sense is now more on the
new external border of the EU, i.e. the SloveneaGam border.

199 For situation in big Italian centres for what redgthe problem of immigrant languages cf. Vedavell
2004.

110 Some authors pointed to considerable delays iguage planning activities on the national level,
directed to approach the new situation (e.g. Styale98).

11 The situation is comparable, to a certain extenthe Swedish situation described in chapter .ll1.5
Researchers in humanities and social sciencesathetlieir first language and English and this could
perhaps be a good model for all academic fieldeénfuture not to risk situations of diglossia.

121t was already pointed out that the effects ofoglsation on language issues have a very strong
impact also on the language issues in the EU: ‘iEhdias de facto become the connecting language of
the European Union, and at the present trendsafigg secondary school enrolment and increasing
instruction in English will only reinforce its prechinance within the EU” (de Swaan 2001: 161).
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is also the raise of its importance in working eonments where for example in cross

border contacts English supplanted previously mgesl German and Serbo-Croatian.

Before the split of Yugoslavia, Serbo-Croatian wasially chosen from the Italian
business partners in contacts with the Sloveneteguart because of the much wider
communicative potential. In fact, this was the laage which foreign partners could
use on the whole territory of Yugoslavia (with apar22.4 million of inhabitants in
1985) and that the Slovenes had no problems conuatimg in. Like in many other
similar situations of predominance of one languager another, also in this case it
was argued that Serbo-Croatian was easier to kbam Slovene. It is obvious that
structural factors did not matter at all and thwd teasons were of purely economic
nature, i.e. the higher value of Serbo-Croatiathenlinguistic market. German on the
other side was used to a certain extent since tndides of the border it was present
in the school curricula. Nevertheless, most fretjyethe Italian and the Slovene
partners communicated in Italian, since this lagguaas always well known by the
Slovenes.

For what regards the media, during the past dedmtiegsion in Slovenia has given
extensive input in a number of foreign languagesalbforeign programmes shown on
the national TV channels were (and still are) dldati and not dubbed. Foreign
language programmes on the Italian TV are regulddlgbed, but it is important to
point to the fact that new telecommunication tedbgies (both in Slovenia and in
Italy) offer now the transmission of a wide rang@woginal programmes from all over
the world, offering thus the possibility of a ditdmguistic contact. Nevertheless,
English tends to predominate also in these seftimgiseven mentioning the Internet,
where the predominance of English is an acknowlgdget from its very beginning.
The consequences of these phenomena for the odgsopelation in the cross border
area are visible especially in lower spread ofidtalknowledge among the young
generation on the Slovene part, where in the dechei®re the large spread of English
on TV and the wide use of “English speaking” Inegramong the young generation
the Italian language was mostly acquired through gidgrammes (Bufon 1995,
Vodopivec 2005).
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Many of the examined aspects in this chapter caabserved also in the analysis of
our empirical data regarding the use and the etialuaf importance of English and
other languages in business and in educationakepses (see below, chapters V.3.4
and V.4).
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V. Language practices, ideologies and planning int  he studied

area — present situation

In previous chapter about the historical overvidwhe studied area we pointed to the
fact that for the complete understanding of diffeereistorical periods, different socio-

geographical areas have to be considered, sinceottie-economical networks of the
population are closely linked to different histali@dministrative organizations. For
the continuation of our work it is nevertheless essary to find an appropriate
definition of the cross-border area, and the foilmyvseems to suit the needs of
analysis of our issue aréd Cross-border area is a relatively complex borderi

region characterised by the high level of mutuainaxtions, complementarities and
integration. It cannot be defined merely as a negammprising a border” or as a “sum
of two delimited regions”, since also all the dimems of the cross-border linkages

have to be taken into consideration.

Underlining the importance of cultural elements time identification of local
communities and therefore formulating a “culturafigraphical interpretation of the

space and territoriality”, cross-border area cduftther be defined as

a ‘region’, constituted according to the principlefunctionality, originated from
the existing disproportions and from the conforora®f the border population to
this disproportions in the frame of a certain dief tension’. At the same time
this region is shaped also by the principle of hgemeity, as both parts often
share an appurtenance to the same cultural lanels@@yfon 1995: 168§*

Next step requires verifying whether our cross-bordrea could be defined as a

speech community and then the description of itsaitteristics.

3 The definition is based on Bufon (1995: 16).
14 Interaction is a fundamental factor also in Cokeview of the boundary: “The consciousness of
community is, then, encapsulated in perception tef houndaries which are themselves largely
constituted by people in interaction” (1985: 13).
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V.1 Studied area as a community of communication

In the theoretical part of our work (see above,ptéall.3) we already presented the
concepts of speech community and that of linguikfbitus. It is useful to briefly
revise the two definitions. According to Bourdiei®91) a linguistic habitus is a sub-
set of dispositions of the habitus to which it teta where this sub-set is governing
language practices and perceptions of their valwme tlee (linguistic) market.
Dispositions which constitute the habitus, arguesrBieu, are acquired in particular
contexts, e.g. the family, the peer group, the skhetc.; they “are inculcated,
structured, durable, generative and transposallel’ (p. 12). The speech community,
on the other side, if we choose the above repateduhition of Spolsky (2004), is a
group, characterised by sharing a set of languagetipes and beliefs. Language
practices are the result of a common, habituakbpatbf selection among the varieties,
available in its linguistic repertoire, the samadiof selection procedure could hold
true also for language beliefs. It is thus possiblsay that the patterns of selection,
which are adopted by a speech community, are dgondd by a certain linguistic
habitus.

Applied to our specific case, it would not be pbksto say that the studied area could
be defined as a single speech community. It cleaplyeared, through the historical
analysis (see above, chapter 1V), that more lirtguisabiti were produced in the
sociohistorical processes. Nevertheless, what séems very important in the present
situation of the analysed cross-border area is'titgh level of mutual connections”,
the very criteria that is defining the area as @ssiborder setting. This makes us
believe that it is possible and necessary to ttb& area as aommunity of
communicationcomposed by more than one linguistic habitus @wsequently more
speech communities). Identification of the numbigpassible habiti is not intended as
a goal of our research work; we would rather preaterfocus on discovering the
complexity of the setting, and showing how this pdewity is conditioning the

language related issues in the cross-border cantact

In the continuation we present some data thattitites the area of Nova Gorica and

Gorizia according to the taxonomy of Giles, Bourhisd Taylor (1977, see above,
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chapter 11.3). Many useful information in this redacan be found also above, in the
historical description of the area (see chapterdsl,IW.2 and 1V.3). As for the
minorities we give attention to the role of thetsten facing and securing their rights.
As Tollefson (1991: 202) points out, “the strugtileadopt minority languages within
dominant institutions such as education, the lamd government, as well as the
struggle over language rights, constitute effostéegitimize the minority group itself
and to alter its relationship to the state”.

V.1.1 Situation in Gorizia

In the year 2003 in the municipality of Gorizia thevere about 37,000 inhabitants,
from which the majority was Italian, with the Fimms and the Slovenes as minority
groups™. The total number of the Slovenes in Italy is ab0,000, while that of the
Friulians is estimated to be 794,0@xtHnologue cf. also Orioles 2003). There are no
statistical data about the number of the SlovertkFaiulian minority members in the

single provinces.

As far the definition of minority is concernedjstinteresting to ascertain that so many
difficulties exist in trying to find a general defiion, capable to encompass all the
variegated situations. Differences are presentistafrom the very denomination,
which is most frequently the result of historicalipcal development in the concrete
area (Jesih 2007). In Italy, for example, the téamguage minority is used in the
constitutio®, while in Slovenia the two autochthonous minosititalian and
Hungarian) are addressed as national commuflitieBefinitions in the scientific
literature and political texts vary too. Comparsmgne definitions used in the context
of the EU institutions, Council of Europe and Udit&ations it seems that all

15 Source: The official website of the Municipality Gorizia (vww.comune.qgoriziajt There are no
data available about the percentage of the inhatsifaelonging to the two minorities. Problems edat
to numerical assessment of minority groups areudsed in Strassoldo 1977, where the author paints t
the fact that statistics related to minorities’adasually risks to be (ab)used in political coritam and
conditioned by the needs of State’s interests. Khahdani (1997: 155) individuates two dominant
patterns in the censuses where governments tryflicence language returns: a) maximisation of the
apparent proportion attributed to the dominant lege; b) corresponding minimisation of the size of
linguistic minorities.

HeArt. 6 of The Constitution of the Italian Republicf. also The legislation on the Protection of the
Slovene minority.

17See Art. 64 offhe Constitution of the Republic of Slovenia.
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definitions relate to the minorities’ charactenstof being statistically small-sized, and
differing in language, culture and other featureg.( ethnicity, religion, history) from
the majority population; some definitions includecathe criteria of being the minority
members citizens of the appointed state; of esfaiblj longstanding and strong
relations to this state; of being numerically rey@rgative enough in relation to the rest
of the population; of expressing the intention tegerve their own collective identity;
of being generally in the subordinate position étation to the majority population.
For the Slovene and the Friulian minority in Gaaizll the listed characteristics and

distinctions can hold true, apart from religion, ig¥h they share with the majority

group.

Since the end of the Second World War, the Romapeaking community in Gorizia
has been characterised by the following speechrt@pe Venetian—Julian dialect
(similar to that used in Trieste) as the low varistandard Italian as the high variety,
and Friulian. As for the Slovene speaking commumtgorizia the speech repertoire
can be divided as follows: Collio/brisko- or CaisaSko-dialects as the low variety,

standard Slovene as the high variety.

In Gorizia, Italian is the official language, but & certain degree also Friulian and
Slovene are acknowledged some rights as minonitguages (see below for detailed
information about their statUs§. For Italian as an official language on the whole
territory of Italy we find no specifications abois official status in the text of the
ltalian Constitution or special laws regarding itse in specific domaifs. It is a
mother tongue of about 55 million people in Italydaof about 6.5 million people in

other countries.
In case of minorities, it is recognised that acdéspecial rights” is needed in order to

overcome the marginal position of minorities ancestablish a democratic dialog

between majority and minority, to obviate the dmsebetween minority and

18 Members of the Slovene minority in Italy live inrée provinces of Friuli Venezia Giulia — in the
provinces of Trieste, Gorizia and Udine (for theéadled distribution of the Slovene speaking popalat
in Italy see Orioles 2003: 90-93).

119 As we will see later in the case of Slovene a®ffieial language of Slovenia is different.
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majority, and to accomplish the actual equalitynifiority’s members with the rest
of the citizens of the state. (Jesih 2007: 35%36)

The legal status of the Slovene minority is definadthe Constitution, general
regulations, special laws, and international tesHtt. According to the ltalian
Constitution, the Republic has not only to treatital nationals as equal but also to
eliminate any obstacles, which might prevent edquehtment of its nationals in
practice. Under Article 6, language minorities gmtected by special laws. A
selection of thegeneral regulationgjoverning minorities in ltaly is given as follows:
a) Law 935 of 3/1/1966: the right to give childrésreign names; b) Article of
Presidential Decree 634 of 2/6/1972 Regulation egfistry tax: the right to make
entries in legal documents in the foreign langu&ecial basic lawslso relate to
specific minorities in Italy. In case of Sloveneniity, this mainly involves the
Statute of the Autonomous Region of Friuli Vene@Gialia, which gives equal status
to all nationals living in the Region (“In the Regi all citizens shall receive equal
treatment, irrespective of the language group t@hvthey belong, and therefore their

ethnic and cultural characteristics shall be prasir)

As for international treaties, the basic text inspect of minorities was the
Memorandum of Understanding between the ItaliantddnStates, United Kingdom
and former Yugoslav governments, signed in Lonaoa954. Since the Treaty does
not set out any territorial provisions, the geotiegl distribution of the minorities
was the subject of vigorous debate in the decanlésnving the Treaty. In the Osimo
Treaty (1975), a sub-section of the Preamble to rtime Articles of the Treaty
stipulates the greatest possible loyalty towards rthnorities in the two countries,
based on the principles of the United Nations Gnathe Universal Declaration of

120 The author (ibid., pp. 35-49) is considering thesecial rights as being composed obasic special
rights (e.g. the right to recognition, the right to beja the chosen community, the right to collective
protection); b)special basic (compensative) riglfesg. the right to use one’s own language, togres
and cultivate one’s own culture, to free developimeh contacts, to education, to information, to
employment in public service, to the use of persoames and toponomastics in one’s own language,
to preservation of homeland, to use of one’s ovthriie] symbols); and cprocedural rights(e.g. the
possibility to carry into effect the appurtenarghtis by being assured different forms and levéls o
autonomy and participation).

121 The legal status of the Slovene minority will bet discussed here in details; we will try to gite t
basic information about the subject.
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Human Rights, the International Convention on thmigation of All Forms of Racial

Discrimination and the International Covenants amitdn Rights.

The Law 482/1999 is intended for the protection alif the historically present
minorities in Italy (in Friuli Venezia Giulia in th regards, apart from Slovene, also for
the Friulian and German minority). For the Slovemeority also the specific Law N.
38 was issued on 23-2-2004drme a tutela della minoranza linguistica slovelela
regione Friuli-Venzia Giulig which should ensure to the Slovenes high lewaéls
protection in all provinces of the Autonomous Regod Friuli Venezia Giulia, also to
the Slovenes in the Province of Udine where thages were not recognized before.
Recently an Advisory Committee was establishedraento define details that are
needed to implement the law. Unfortunately the enpntation process is very much
linked to the temporary political conditions andthus happens very often that the
procedures are hindered by some members of thanltaght wing parties, which still
perceive language issues as a convenient batiteviteere to build their own carriers
on inter-ethnic confrontatidf?.

The Slovene minority has developed a network ofitiigons and associations that
take care of linguistic, cultural and economic depment of the community. One
daily newspaper is published (Primorski dnevnik)l aeveral periodicaldNpvo delo
Novi glas, Galepetc.). The only bilingual (Slovene/ltalian) petical is Sa‘a-Isonzo

In the frame of RAI (Radio Televisione ltaliana)eoBlovene broadcasting station is
active, and recently also a TV programme in thev&le language is active. For radio
broadcasting there exists the Slovene departmetiteofegional studio of the public
broadcasting corporation RAI, Radio Trst A, which producing transmissions
exclusively in Slovene. Still inside the RAI Corption, from 1995 on there exists a
TV broadcasting in the Slovene language (insidesithwalled “terza rete-bis”), but
only with a half an hour of programme daff{ The possibility to acquire information
through media in their mother tongue is crucial ttee members of the minorities in

order to preserve their identity and language;his tegard it is also important that

122 cf. also Slovenci v Italiji — z&#a 2001 and Brezigar 2001..
123 For detailed overview of the cultural and politicaganization of the Slovene minority see De
Marchi et al. 1991.
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information is given from different (combined) soes, e.g. radio, TV programmes,

newspapers etc. (Munda Hirnok 2000).

In the provinces of Trieste and Gorizia childrewénghe possibility to be schooled in
the Slovene language; there exist kindergartenisapy and secondary schotis In

minority schools the programme (learned subjeatgldot differ from the programme
of the Italian schools, with the exception of thediéional subject, the Slovene
language and literature, and some specific contenggography and histol¥?. The

programmes are organized by the minority commuitsgif. Pupils of these schools
come from families with both Slovene parents, fasilof mixed marriages (Slovene
and Italian), and also from families with paren&domging to other nationalities (e.qg.
both Italian parents). Nowadays, pupils from mix@ non-Slovene families form
about 50% of the school population of Slovene mipachools (Mikolt et al. 2006,

cf. also below, chapter V.3.3).

It is not possible to study in Slovene at the ursitg level; nevertheless one can study
the Slovene language and literature at the Unityeddi Trieste (at the Faculty of arts
and at the High school of modern languages forpnéters and translators) and in the
frame of the University of Udine (at the Faculty foireign languages and in the
dislocated unit at Gorizia in the programme foeipteters and translatots)

As far as the right of public language use is comee, it appears to be satisfactory
secured only in some small municipalities of thevprces of Trieste and Gorizia
(Mikoli ¢ et al. 2006). Recently, the Municipality of Goazntroduced the possibility
to use Slovene (and Friulian) in official practicesough special offices - Ufficio per
la minoranza slovena (and Ufficio per la minorafradana). In July 2005 an inquiry
office was opened in order to give information abeervices in the administration on

the municipal, provincial and regional level in ti@lian, Slovene and Friulian

12411 the province of Udine there is only the biliagkindergarten and primary school in Speter (San
Pietro del Natisone); not long ago also the secgnbiéingual school was established in the samentow

125 In sociolinguistic literature this kind of programs is categorized as language maintenance or
language shelter programmes (Skutnabb-Kangas 1898)important to keep in mind that the domain
of school is of utmost importance in influencing tmaintenance of the minority languages (Novak
Lukanovic 1998 and 2003a). As it was ascertained in the &tBélies, “the minority language policy of

a country is manifested most clearly in its edus@l policy” (Kaplan and Baldauf 2005a: 177).

126 The study of the Slovene language and literaturi¢aly is possible also at the universities in Rom
Padova and Napoli.
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language. Juridical authorities have to guaranielaw that the investigations and the
proceedings of members of a minority may take plad&eir mother tongue and that
records of proceedings may be drafted in theiragg. In practice, Slovene is used

only optionally if a witness is a Slovene speakéngrwise Italian predominates.

As De Marchi et al. (1991: 23) found out, from tbgal point of view,

[II'incontro con litaliano, o detto in termini pigoncreti, il fatto che la comunita
slovena sia una minoranza a fronte di una maggzaréaliana, non trasforma lo
sloveno in lingua L [low], ma piuttosto restringeamini dello sloveno lingua H
[high]. La diglossia cio€, € diretta conseguenzardbilinguismo limitato al solo

gruppo di minoranza.

Also, another fact was pointed out that is negéatiugluencing the cultivation of the
Slovene language by the Slovene minority in Itdlyere are very little concrete
speaking situations, where it would be possiblage the Slovene language on a high
technical and intellectual level, since there itaek of “organised forms of higher
social life” (Toporist 1991: 54). Besides this, the Slovenes are mostlgl@yed in
Italian working environments, with the exception tbibse who work in minority
institutions and associations. The possibilitieage and develop Slovene are thus very
restricted: minority language is limited to the uisside family, Slovene associations,
schools, Slovene enterprises and institutions (Miket al. 2006, cf. also below, the

results of our analysis in chapter V.4%)

All the members of the Slovene minority in Italy ster both Slovene and Italian, and
can be thus considered as bilinguals or plurilingifawe take into consideration also
the low varieties of the two languages. As Bourdig291: 82) points out, “the sense
of the value of one’s own linguistic products ifuadamental dimension of the sense
of knowing the place which one occupies in the aospace”. In this regard, the
present situation can be evaluated as more pogitoampared with that described in

Kawi¢ BaSa (1993: 53), where Slovene as minority languggpears as officially not

127 Cf. the opinion of Rupel (2000), who is considgriBlovene as being politically, economically and
socially weak, but strong from the cultural poifiv@ew.
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recognized at all and therefore with very limitetess to public us® Kawi¢ Basa
(ibid.) is ascertaining that in the analysed peigdvene was perceived “not only by
majority but also by minority members themselvas an inferior code, not legitimate
for public communication”; this situation would regenerated among the Slovenes
“a sense of linguistic and consequently ethnicrioféy”. It is our opinion that the
recent processes of Slovene independence, itsssiatategration in the EU, and fast
economic growth have strongly influenced the pefoep of the Slovenes in general
and consequently also the members of the Slovenerityi in Italy. Another clear
example of how linguistic issues are strongly lithkke wider socio-cultural, economic

and political aspects of the community’s life.

In the literature concerning linguistic minoritiege found, in White (1991: 44), an
interesting approach to the analysis of the follgvguestion: “Why certain minority
language groups have raised issues that havelubsttine political equilibrium of the
states concerned whilst others have had very bftleo such effect®®. Since from the
above described situation of the Slovene minomstyevident that the cohabitation
between the minority and majority was not alwaysperturbed”, we followed the
authors attempt to answer the posed question, whash especially interesting since
the practical example he used to test his methgdm@bapproach included the Italian

minorities, and the Slovene one, too.

The author elaborated a typology of minorities, mhéhe following geographical
characteristics (spatial location and connectiofshinorities are considered:
a) “Absolute minority” (where the minority languagenst in a majority position
in any state) vs. “local minority” (that is a majgrelsewhere);
b) “External” geographical relationship that can bat tbf contiguity (i.e. location
against the border of other community speakingstimae language — being that
minoritarian or majoritarian language group), ornoi-contiguity(i.e. of no

direct contact of similar speakers in another tate

128 The described situation refers to Trieste buttfe same period the situation in Gorizia can be
evaluated as being very similar.

129 The reported description is completing in an in@otr way the description of the variables, that
Giles, Bourish and Taylor (1977) consider importardffecting ethnolinguistic vitality (see above,
chapter I1.3).
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c) Internal spatial structure (distribution) of the nmiity community, where
difference is identified between “close-knit” intat structures and “diffuse”
structures.

Combining these variables the author develops ypast of minority situations (see
below, Table 6).

Table 6: A typology of minority language situations

Type | Minority type External structure  Internal structure

No.

1 Absolute, unique to one state / Close-knit

2 Absolute, unique to one state / Diffuse

3 Absolute, minority tongue Contiguous Close-knit
elsewhere

4 Absolute, minority tongue Contiguous Diffuse
elsewhere

5 Absolute, minority tongue Non-contiguous Close-knit
elsewhere

6 Absolute, minority tongue Non-contiguous Diffuse
elsewhere

7 Local Contiguous Close-knit

8 Local Contiguous Diffuse

9 Local Non-contiguous Close-knit

10 Local Non-contiguous Diffuse

Source: White 1991

According to him, the Slovene minority in Italy wduappertain to the Type 7, where
the minority is local, close-knit and contiguous tttee majority state. This type,
according to the author, “might be the most sigatfit in generating political protest
and in guaranteeing their own futures”, especidilythe minority situation was

originally created by a sudden change in front{@l., p. 57}°°. By proposing the

typology, the author is not pretending to give ghaaistive explanation of the different
minority situation; in fact, he is considering tlamalysis of the sociolinguistic
circumstances of language use as a necessaryepdoalhe complete study of the
examined situations. Yet, what it is important fom (and for us, too) is that the
geographical factors can help explaining differesnisetween the levels of vitality and
of political salience of minorities of different ggs. According to us, interesting

130 The author is also considering this type of mitiesias “potentially the strongest and most viaible
modern democratic states” (ibid., p. 63).
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analytical results could be achieved by includingilar space-related considerations
in the frame of the language-identity relationst@gearch, with special attention on the
function of the border, with its function of “embpdg the sense of discrimination”

(see also above, chapter 1l1.2).

To complete the sociolinguistic description of tbhday’s Gorizia, some words should
be spent also about the Friulian speaking commumitwther linguistic minority
present in the researched area. Friulian is poyuleferred to as eastern Ladin and is
a member of the Romance subgroup of the Indo-Earofemily of languagéd’. The
Friulian-speaking area covers the Provinces of &dPordenone and Gorizia in the
Region of Friuli Venezia Giulia, and it is also &pa in the Province of Trieste.
According to Euromosaic sources (1996) Friuliarspeken more frequently in rural
areas, while its use in the major cities is ondkeline. Orioles (2003) points to the
fact that from all the population estimated to bgldo the Friulian minority, only 57%

of that population effectively actively uses Franliin their daily life.

According to the Italian Constitution, Friulian comnity should be, as a language
minority, protected by special laws. Nevertheless,Cisilino (2004) points out, no
provisions in this regard were adopted until th& @ecade. The first important step
was the Regional Law 15/88, which for the first time established the terridgbr
delimitation of the Friulian minority, defined tHefficial graphisation”, and defined
the rules of use of Friulian in toponomastics amside the school®’. The National
Law 482/99 finally gave official recognition to the&iulian minority. Possibility of
radio and TV broadcasting in Friulian was foresesnwell as the use of Friulian in
the juridical procedures and in the public admraisbn. The Autonomous Region of
Friuli Venezia Giulia was given the competence e brganisation of instruction
(Legal Decree of 12 September 2002, No. 223): fnulcould take part of the
curricula both as a language of instruction or aslgect.

131 Cf. Roseano 1999 (pp. 145-159 about two diffetkabries of criteria of differentiation of Friulian
from other Romance languages.

132 Before that, Friulian was only mentioned inside ttormative texts in the Law 547/77 establishing
the University of Udine, and in the 1980s in theysions establishing the courses of the Friulian
language and literature inside the UniversitieSidste and Udine.

1331t was not possible to use Friulian as a langusfgimstruction or to teach it as a subject; the law
foresees only the possibility to use it as a supplgary language in the school activities (Cisilino
2004).
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In the present situation Friulian is an optiondljeat in a few nursery schools and in a
very few schools at the primary le¥¥| At the secondary level, Friulian is also taught
in a few schools but never as a compulsory sul§jec8% of the secondary schools
there is about one hour a week of Friulian). As ttee higher education, Friulian
Language and Literature is taught at the Univesitf Udine and Trieste. The already
mentioned inquiry office gives the possibility teeuFriulian in public administration.
The situation regarding the juridical use is simitathe situation described above for
the Slovene language. There are no daily papepeodicals published entirely in
Friulian, but there are some which use this langyaaytly, e.gVoce IsontinaFriuli

nel Mondg Ce fasty Sot la Napeetc.

It is Cisilino’s (2004) opinion that the initiatigeof the Council of Europe (the already
mentioned Framework Convention for the ProtectibiNational Minorities of 1995,
and the European Charter for Regional and Minolaygguages of 1998) have
decisively contributed to the development of thgaleprovisions regulating the
position of the Friulian language in Italy. Thougle is also recognising that the
implementation of these provisions is lagging bdhiand that there are also sectors

where legislation is still insufficiently defined.@. in the school sector).

V.1.2 Situation in Nova Gorica

According to the last census of 2082in Nova Gorica 88.5% of the inhabitants
declare Slovene as their mother tongue, 0.3% #tabab% Albanian, 1.1% Bosnian,
1.5% Croatian, 0.4% Macedonian, 2.1% Serbian, 23&#ho-Croatian, and 3.4%
other languages or they do not declare themselMass, the languages of the former
Yugoslavia represent at least 7.2%.

Article 11 of the Constitution of the Republic db®enia (1991) specifies that Slovene
is the official language of Slovenia. However, e tareas where Italian or Hungarian
communities reside (in the so-called ethnically exdixareas), the official language is

134 See Euromosaic drttp://www.uoc.edu/euromosaic/

135 Source: Statistical Office of the Republic of S#aia, Census of Population, Households and
Housing 2002. The same census gives a number of 32, gditants for the whole municipality of
Nova Gorica.
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also Italian or Hungarian. Additional regulatiors the use of Slovene as official
language (and Italian and Hungarian where estaddigly the constitution) are defined
in theLaw about public use of Slovéne

People who in the last census declared the languafyéhe ex-Yugoslavia as their
mother tongues do not have any particular rightdh wegards to the use of their
mother tongues, although on the whole Sloveniarmtdey they represent at least 8%
of the whole population (Italian is declared as meottongue by 0.2% of the whole
Slovene population, and Hungarian by 0.4%). In fbener Yugoslavia, Serbo-
Croatiart®” was seen as a prestigious language, and it abamang the Slovene-
speaking community the status of a fall-back laggli it was also present in the
school curriculum with two hours per week in tH& yar of the elementary school.
Following the break-up of Yugoslavia, the languadeveloped highly negative
connotations in Slovenia, and, as a result, wabdsatwvn from the primary school
syllabus (PoZgaj Had?i and BalaZic Bulc 206%)At the same time the language
separated into different variants or languagesh siscBosnian, Croatian and Serbian,
and more recently Montenegrin has slowly been tpkshape. Today, all these
languages in Slovenia are seen as foreign languagtdee one hand, and, on the other,
there comes increasingly to the fore the issud®fuse of these languages (or at least
of Bosnian, Croatian and Serbian) as a first laggaan the schools, i.e. as a medium

of instruction.

V.1.3 English and neighbouring language learning in the studied area

In Italy, a foreign language (in most cases Enylisas been introduced as a
compulsory subject from the first year of primadueation onwards with the reform
in the school year 2003/04 (Eurydice 2005), bugady since 1992/93 this practice has
been gradually introduced for all pupils aged 7r{idice 2000). The opportunity to be

136 Official gazette RS 86/2004 from 5- 8- 2004.

3" The term Serbo-Croatian is used to designatehallanguage standards that in the 1990s split into
separate languages, i.e. Bosnian, Croatian, Serdahrecently also Montenegrin.

138 Above (chapter 1V.3) we mentioned that the useSefbo-Croatian prevailed in business contacts
among Italian and Slovene partners, when the addateguage was not Italian.

139 This is another case demonstrating the close doterectedness of socio-political and language
policy issues.
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taught two foreign languages during full-time conspuy education occurs solely
within a flexible curriculum devised by each schoplpils have the possibility to
choose between German, Spanish and French. Alsauthber of compulsory foreign
languages at the secondary level can be freelydeecby schools. Where schools
decide to do this, all pupils thus either havedarh this further language, or may
select it as a core curriculum. These languagesadd#tional to those covered by
centrally specified requirement§

In Gorizia the Slovene language never figured m phogrammes of Italian primary
schools (i.e. the schools with Italian as a mediafminstruction), neither as a
compulsory subject nor as an optional one, andainge applies for the curricula of the
Italian secondary schools. Even though already9871the agreement between the
Municipalities of Nova Gorica and Gorizia foresale tpossibility to introduce the
neighbouring language in the curriculum of the s¢vion both sides of the border

(Bufon 1995), this possibility was realised onlyNonva Gorica.

In Nova Gorica in the period from 1945 to 1990 tkaching of the neighbouring
ltalian language was ignoréd As it was already mentioned Italian was acquirgd
the local population mostly through direct contagith Italian speaking population of
Gorizia and through the media (radio and TV progreas). From the 1990s onwards
Nova Gorica began to introduce Italian languagéherschool curricula in a more or
less organized way. Until 1991, when Slovenia phaftem Yugoslavia, the schools of
Nova Gorica followed the same curriculum in foreignguage teaching as the schools
in the rest of the Federative Republic of Sloveregardless of their particular border
position. The primary-school curriculum includedifosears of one foreign language

as a compulsory subject (from the age of 10/11 ods)4> On the whole Slovene

140 This room for manoeuvre exists both in Slovenid imitaly at all levels of education, particulagy

the secondary level, and it is especially markelaiy.

1411t is interesting to note that elsewhere in Sldéadtalian as a foreign language was taught before
1990. If we consider only the schools outside ety mixed area of the Slovene Istria, the numbers
are the following: 362 pupils learnt Italian in tlsehool year 1988/89 and 1586 in the school year
1998/99 in the primary school; for the secondaihost the numbers are: 4714 pupils in the schoof yea
1978/79, 5017 in 1988/89, and 11485 in 1998/9%@Kéd Uik 2003).

142 A special situation occurred in the ethnically etxerritories of Slovene Istria and Prekmurje, rehe
respectively Italian and Hungarian were also laggsaof instruction in some schools. In these areas
Slovene was taught as the second language (igudge of environment) in the schools with the dali

or Hungarian language of instruction. The choicéoodign languages in mixed areas was the same as i
the schools in the rest of Slovenia, but along witis, Italian and Hungarian here were compulsory
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territory, mostly English and to a lesser degreen@a were the most widely spread as
foreign languages. On the secondary level anotbesign language was included
along with the first one; pupils could choose bewdnglish, German, French and
Russian. Russian and French were losing grounémrgthickly, and soon English and

German were figuring as the only two languages astrschools.

Italian was present in secondary (grammar) schobdldva Gorica for the first time in
the school years 1980/81 and 1981/82n the second half of the school year 1983/84
the status of Italian was reduced, in the samedqgbrogramme, to the third foreign
language and just as one of the optional subjéatsaintained this status for another
two years, and it was abolished after this periddth Slovenia becoming an
independent state, Italian was reintroduced in @&y (grammar) school
programmes but it never figured as the first fandenguage; this role was, and is still
reserved to English. Nevertheless, the interest Ifalian in the 1990s grew
considerably, and several pupils are now studyingsia second or a third foreign
language, some of them taking it even as a compuisatura(baccalaureate) subject
that requires 210 hours of teaching in the prograrofrthe fourth year (i.e. six lessons
per week). According to some data, 29% of studehthe secondary school in Nova

Gorica choosed lItalian as a third language in ¢heal year 2007/206&".

Before the school reform of 1996, in Nova Gorica fkalian language was never
taught in primary schools. According to the schidbrm of 1996, in Slovenia one
foreign language is a compulsory subject in thenpry school curriculum from the
age of 9 onwards (two years earlier as with the aldiculum). A second foreign
language can be introduced in the primary educa®an optional subject at the age
of 12. Foreign languages that can be offered iktiime compulsory education are

German, English, Spanish, French, Croatian, Itadiach Latin.

subjects of curriculum as second languages oreadll$ of the educational system in the schools with
the Slovene language of instruction. The situaito@thnically mixed territories did not change aftee
independency of Slovenia, it was also not alterféer dhe last Slovenian school reform introduced in
1996.

143 Exactly in the third and the fourth year of ‘pedéka gimnazija’ (pedagogical grammar school). All
the data regarding the teaching of Italian in sdeaoy (grammar) schools of Nova Gorica are from
Perko 1997.

144 See Primorske novice, 19-12-2007.
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In the primary schools of Nova Gorica approxima@d@o of pupils choose Italian as a
second languad®. This percentage covers almost all those pupisdecide to learn

one additional language, and there are very fewlgtipat choose other languages
(mostly French). In accordance with the EU reconulaéions, some amendments of
the primary school curricula are currently discdsse Slovenia, which would

introduce obligatory teaching of two foreign langaa for all pupils in the last three
years of the primary school (between the age adrid 13). In case of implementation
of this reform Italian language will most probaldlgure as the second obligatory

language in the border area.

V.2 The two case studies - methodological considera  tions

V.2.1 Some general problems and guidelines

Before moving to the case specific methodologicaisiderations we would like to
draw some attention to the general difficulty ircistinguistics to build a common
theoretical ground (see above, chapter 1l.1) ardinfiplications that this fact could
have for the methodological issues that we are exorec with.

According to Coulmas (1997: 6) the lack of “a senglll-embracing sociolinguistic
theory” can be interpreted as a result of “the gmdigersity of phenomena that
sociolinguists investigate” and cannot be linked “the empirical inclination of
sociolinguistics and its emphasis on descriptivediss”. Nevertheless, in our case,
dealing prevalently with data from case studiess, tbmpirical inclination” had some
direct consequences. As it was already pointed (se¢ above, chapter 1.2), case
studies are mostly carried out in order to invedgn details the object of analysis
and later on use the findings not to generalizentteethe wider contexts but to interact
with the existing theoretical framework by produgsome new theory. Consequently,

the lack of an established theoretical frameworarding the role of language in

1451t must be mentioned that pupils have to chooseetbptional subjects in each of the three finarye
of the primary school. All optional subjects, excdégnguages, require one lecture per week; when
choosing foreign languages pupils have to inclutke additional hour per week in their programme.
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cross-border inter-group interactions intensifiee difficulties in building an adequate

research instrumentary.

Methodological difficulties in observing languagelipy in a cross-border area may be
linked also to other ascertained problems of laggupolicy studies. Namely, “the
concepts of language policy are fuzzy and obsetependent. [...] Social categories
with which sociolinguists generally work, such ander, age, class and ethnic group
[...] are not ‘brute facts’ but categorisations degmm absolutely on the user”
(Spolsky 2004: 41). Moreover, “not just the elensebut also the interactions between
them, are likely to be fuzzy. Causal direction W# slippery and difficult to ascertain”
(ibid.). Thus, for example, when we find that wencassociate certain language
behaviour with a certain social category, it ididiflt to decide which causes which.

As a consequence, a methodological advice couttd#ollowing:

While the interaction between factors and policgesften expressed causally, it
is wiser to think of it as a probable associatioanstructive interaction. Rather
than saying that a given factor causes a speaificyp it is better to think of it as
the probability relation of the form: ‘if the situation S is true, then tprage
policy P is more likely to occur’. These situatipnensidered better as conditions
[...] are co-occurring and interactive, producingstrer or weaker probabilities
as they interact constructively. At the most gehkeneel, in language policy the
conditions are conditions for choice of a languafggnent or variety. (Spolsky
2004: 41, our emphasis)

By examining various attempts to explain social stitation of linguistic features,

Cameron (1997: 59 ff.) points out the “correlatibfadlacy”. She observes that it is a
commonplace in sociolinguistic analysis to take Htatistical correlation between
linguistic and non-linguistic variables as a teratipoint of account. She further
concludes that this procedure rests on the assamtiiat “language reflects society”,
and that “it does not in fact explain anything”. [.Rather, one is obliged to ask in
virtue of what the correlation might hold” (on tlwerrelation between social and
linguistic categories see also above, chapter. IBihilar are the observations of Kaplan
and Baldauf (2005b). The authors ascertain thaexamining various aspects of

language planning and policy a wide variety of mdtilogical perspectives have been
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used, though evaluative work continues to be radbti rare, since the descriptive
approach remains a prevailing tendency, languagieypand planning authors “often
forgetting the basic tenet of science that assoaia not causation” (ibid., p. 6f.

Cooper (1989) is not so pessimistic. He identifiesr tasks of language planning
scholars: 1) to describe, 2) to predict, 3) to akxplanguage planning processes and
outcomes in particular instances, and 4) to deviakd generalizations about these
processes and outcomes (ibid., p. 46). As for ¥ptaeatory task, he defines it as the
“ability to ‘account for’ a particular outcome”, drthe aspiration to “identify the causal
or determining factors and their relative imporeame the case at hand” (ibid., p. 50).
He further distinguishes three levels of explamgtioe. correlative (when trying to
determine cause and effect through statistical wttong, by relating independent
variables to the outcomes of interest)servationalwhen trying to reach the same goal
by careful observation of ongoing behaviour); agberimental(when attempting to
reach an explanation by conducting a quasi-expetinéle seems confident in the
results of adequately conducted enquiries, thouginiwg, he too, that “correlation, of

course, is not causation” (ibid., p. 32}

V.2.2 Research design and some case specific problems

In the introductory chapter we already presentedesdata about the two case studies
that consist the database for our empirical anglys. the leader, the collaborators,
and the responsible and participating institutidnsorder to simplify the references in
quoting and interpreting the data we will hereiaaihdicate the two studies with the
abbreviations CS1 (for thé'tase study) and CS2 (for th¥ 2ase study).

146 As a consequence of this kind of approach, thaaasteven report that “there has been a global
tendency to view LPP as on fad (or one ‘innovali@iter another, each with a typical life spanieéf

to ten years [...]. It is rare that anyone criticalamines the evidence that validates one or anotwe
practice. This soft approach to LPP research hdstderedundancy and has inspired cynism and
existential fatigue among policy makers, journaligtnd the public. In the process, LPP research has
become a low-status undertaking, increasingly ojenritique, although unfortunately much of the
critique has focused on the way the disciplinesisnsto operate through its ‘involvement’ in issliks
‘linguistic imperialism’ or ‘minority language righ’, rather than on developing research basedesudi
that appropriately address and try to understa@dsgues involved”.

147 Nevertheless, Cooper (ibid. p. 56) preserves scritieism in relation to language policy theories.
He asserts, for example, that the difficulties #tedmining the relevant variables to be included in
descriptive, predictive and explanatory studiesral@ted to the deficiencies in this field of s@rship.
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As far as the choice of appropriate methods foaréiqular research topic is concerned,
general directions would recommend consideringha)goals of the research; b) the
existence and availability of various types of data informants; c) financial, human
and technological resources available (Ricento 2Q@8l). In our case we would

consider as an important factor also the posséddéions between the two studies.

The main goals in both case studies were to cleahnei following questions:

» How important is considered the knowledge of thgmegouring language on
both sides of the border;

* Which is the subjective evaluation of the neighloogitanguage on both sides
of the border;

* Which are the relations between the Italian andSlevene language and the
other languages (especially English as a globgubnfranca);

» To which extent does the socially and historicaligermined position towards
the languages determine the relations betweendhencinities (are there any
problems of a symbolic kind with an impedimentahdtion towards the
solution of practical problems of communicationviietn the communities);

» Are there any generational differences in the eatan of the importance of
the knowledge of foreign languages;

« Which is the “index of expansiveness” (Calvet 1985)f the Italian and the
Slovene language respectively in the studied doosder area;

* Which kinds of social interaction promote multilireg communication;

» Are there any differences between the Italian &erdIlovene community in the
way of communicating; if yes, which are the deterimyg factors of these
differences;

* Which is the orientation of the Slovene minority ithe present

communicational situation.

18 |ndex of expansiveness expresses the ratio bettheewhole number of speakers of a language and
the number of speakers to whom that language isthentongue. To ascertaining this value was the
goal during CS1, while during CS2 the interesttshlifto the Q-value of the languages present in the
area (see above, chapter IlI.5, and de Swaan 2001).
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Moreover it was planned that the two researchesldhpyovide data for the evaluation
of the situation before and after the joining od\&nia to the EU, offering in that way
the possibility for comparative analysis.

Our research aimed specifically at drawing conolesiabout two target populations
(population strata) in the cross-border area of dN@®orica-Gorizia. The first target
group were 12-14 year-old pupils, i.e. the younguypation that is finishing primary
school and is therefore not yet divided into digf@r categories of pupils attending
different types of secondary schools. Our secorgktagroup were the pupils’ parents,
i.e. the adult population of the age between al3@uand 55. Without avoiding the
above-mentioned selection the sample of parentsldvbave been much more
characterised by variables like e.g. curriculungrde of culture, social position and
living standard, and that would considerably lirtie possibility to generalise the
results to the target populations on the whole. ddyaining, in this way, larger
possibilities of generalisations, the sample ofepts was meant to be used as
“purposive sample”, where the chosen cases areeglttgbe typical of the population
in which the researchers are interested, assuntiag drrors of judgment in the

selection will tend to counterbalance one anothedd et al.1991).

The investigation was carried out in the schooldlova Gorica and Gorizia, in thd'7
class of primary school on the Slovene side artiénd® class of the lower secondary
school on the Italian side (which is the correspogdevel of education to the Slovene
parallel). The questioning was realised in threleosts selected by chance: on the
Slovenian side in one of the schools in Nova Gof@snovna Sola Milojke Strukel)),
on the Italian side in one school with Italian asduage of instruction (Scuola media
statale Vittorio Locchi) and in one school with @oe as language of instruction
(Nizja srednja Sola Ivan Trinko). There were twassles of pupils involved in the
research in each school.

At the same time the questionnaires were delivated to the parents of the selected

pupils. For the sake of the definition of eventsak differences both of the parents,
mother and father, were asked to participate.
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Table 7 sums up relevant information about the ggsaf data collection in the two

case studies, the sample and the response rates.

Table 7: Data collection in the two case studies:gpiods, samples and response rates

149

case researched cross - period of data sample response rate

study  border area collection

CS1 Nova Gorica (Sl):  October 2003 44 pupils 43 pupils (97.7%)
Strukelj School 88 parents 65 parents (73.9%)
Gorizia (IT): Locchi November 2003 38 pupils 38 pupils (100%)
School 76 parents 48 parents (63.2%)
Gorizia (IT): Trinko November 2003 41 pupils 41 pupils (100%)
School 82 parents 39 parents (47.6%)

CS2 Nova Gorica (Sl):  March 2005 40 pupils 40 pupils (100%)
Strukelj School 80 parents 36 parents (45%)
Gorizia (IT): Locchi March 2005 39 pupils 37 pupils (94.9%)
School 78 parents 49 parents (62.8%)
Gorizia (IT): Trinko March 2005 40 pupils 40 pupils (100%)
School 80 parents 36 parents (45%)

Source: Fieldwork 2003 (CS1) and 2005 (CS2)

The distribution of respondents according to geridethe case of the parents was
rather equilibrated, with the (expected) predomaeaof female responders in all three

schools.

The total number of delivered questionnaires toilpugnd parents in both studies was
726, while the total number of the returned questires was 512. The high response
rate in the case of pupils that approaches 1008%pBcable by the fact that the desired
population in this case was “captive”, since thettem questionnaires were mass
administered to the whole group of pupils in adeethall. As for parents there was a
considerable difference in the response rate ofpiwents in the Strukelj School
between CS1 and CS2; unfortunately we do not hanyeedements to explain the
decline.

In both CS1 and CS2 empirical data was collectedsddfradministered structured
guestionnaires in the case of parents and by aatidé interview in class in the case
of pupils. The questionnaires for the Strukelj Stheere in the Slovene language,

1499 The data about the response rate include onlymeduvalid questionnaires. The percentage of
invalid questionnaires in case of pupils was ival#, in case of parents it ranged among 2 to Semer
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those for the Locchi School in the Italian languagkereas the questionnaires for the

Trinko School were bilingual (Slovene-Italian).

The questionnaires for pupils and those for parerdse composed of 35 and 37
guestions respectively; counting the sub-questtmmgained in many of the questions,
the total amount of individual responses variesnflapproximately 124 to 129 for the
pupils and from 134 to 139 for the paréntsin this way, the requirement to use a
relatively short questionnaire in the case of aelfainistered written questionnaires
was maintained at the extreme level and we maylsgyincreasing the length would,
with all probability, decrease the response rateldJet al. 1991). The questionnaire
was mainly composed of close-ended questions, satine open-ended questions,
mainly used to help researchers in the formulabrmew hypotheses in further

research. Topically related questions were kepettay, e.g. questions related to
different network domains (family, work, educatioand neighbourhood). The

guestionnaire concludes with a set of questionautabite respondents’ social and
demographic background (e.g. age, education, wgrlgtace). The time for the

completition of the whole questionnaire was abdub8nutes.

As it is shown in Table 7 the response rates inrésearched areas vary from 45 to
100%, and these values of response percentagescarsedered sufficient to give
weighted information for the researched populatidhsr example, the population
between the age from 30 to 55 in the town of Nowai¢a according to the census in
2002 numbered 5457 people, and 65 adult responde@S1 represent 1.2% of this
population. The situation in CS2 is less favouraklace 36 respondents represent
only 0.7% of the target population. That is whysmme cases we decided to present
the data of the two studies in aggregate formpresenting the average value for both
studie$®’. Nevertheless, comparing the two studies, theorese rates in the case of
the other two schools did not differ a lot.

150 The number is varying because the questionn&irgsupils and parents from the Trinko school
included some more (exactly 5) questions, relateti¢ specific situation of the Slovene minority.

51 This procedure was used only in cases where #pnses between the two case studies didn’t differ
considerably.
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The examination of data related to the educatiothefparents gives us a structure
visible in Table 8. The parents of the Trinko Sdhesult to be far more educated,
since 79.5% of them finished a secondary schobbge a university degree. They are
followed by the parents of the Strukelj School {86.in the mentioned categoty}

whereas in the Locchi School this level of educaisoreached by 56.2%.

Table 8: Parents’ education by school§percent)

Strukelj Locchi Trinko
Cs1 Cs1 Cs1
Compulsory school 10.8 37.5 7.7
Professional school (2-3 years) 18.5 6.3 12.8
Secondary school 29.2 354 38.5
University degree 36.9 20.8 41.0
Other / non declared 4.6 - -

Source: Fieldwork 2003

It is interesting to compare these data with tHose the census’ data from 1961 and
1971 reported in De Marchi et al. (1991), wherev8h@ minority population results to
be less instructed. Another research that givabeipossibility to compare our results
about the educational structure of the parenth@nminority school is described in
Bogatec 2004, i.e. the research about the evatuafighe public Slovene schools in
the provinces of Gorizia and Trieste. The samplBagatec 2004 was quite important
(5,093 parents) and the response rate was considei#.3%). In the comparable
group of parents of pupils aged 13 who attend piyrsahool (or, as it is denominated
in the study, lower secondary school), only 15%pafents declared to have a
university degre®>. We could thereby conclude that in our survey, hwin

approximately 47% response rate for the Locchi 8khbe results can be interpreted,

at least to a certain degree, as conditioned bgladegree of education.

To complete the demographic picture of our adutpomdents, we present also the
data regarding the sphere of their employment {sde 9 for CS1,; the data of CS2

are very similar).

132 The data comprising the category of universityrdegfor the Strukelj School are not completely
comparable with the same category in the otherdstmols. In analysing the data in an aggregate form
(jointly for the secondary school and the univgrdiégree) we tried to avoid this limited compariail

153 On the other hand our data are in congruence thighfindings in Bufon 1992, where the author
registered a continued raise in level of instrutmong the Slovene population in Gorizia.
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Table 9: Parents’ sphere of employment by schoo(gercent)

Strukelj Locchi Trinko
Public administration 154 27.1 7.7
Industry, craftsmanship 27.6 18.7 17.9
Commerce 7.7 18.7 17.9
Bank, insurance - 2.1 7.7
Agriculture - - 5.1
School, culture 13.8 8.3 20.5
Tourism 10.8 - -
Health 12.3 4.2 17.9
House wife / house husband 15 18.8 2.6
Unemployed 3.1 - -
Pensioner 3.1 2.1 2.6
Not declared 3.1 - -

Source: Fieldwork 2003

V.2.3 Innovative aspects and limitations

The realisation of the two case studies was impbitathe sense that it was realized
in an environment where many of the treated coscequt be labelled as sensitive, due
to the events in the recent history (see aboveptehdV.1). The sensitiveness can be
attributed to the fact that language in the exathiagea, beside its communicative
function can also be considered as a carrier ofbgjim contents (see above, chapter
V.1). As far as the author of the thesis knows,dhly similar attempt in analysis of
the attitudes in the cross-border regions in thevidd carried out between the years
1998 and 2002 in the frame of the project named ‘Bdsder Identities. Border
Discourse: Changing Identities, Changing Nationbar@ing Stories in European
Communities”. The project was carried out withinetiEU Fifth Framework
Programme in six geographically contiguous comnesmion the border between the
EU of that time and some of its eastern and sontmmighbours. Among these
communities there were also included the Italia@agmg and the Slovene-speaking
communities of Gorizia, and the (Slovene-speakitmhmunity of Nova Gorica”

The data was gathered in semi-structured interviextk participants from three

154 Other areas included in the project were situaledg the borders between Germany and Poland;
Germany and the Czech Republic; Austria and Hungangtria and Slovenia; and along the previous
border between East and West Germany. Detailed rniafion is available on the
http://www.euborder.soton.ac.uk/
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different generations, using symbolically chargethges as triggers. The findings
regarding the “linguistic universe” of the commumst included in this research are
reported in Carli et al. (2003f. In general we could observe that sociolinguistic
studies of languages in border areas are more owdevith how social structure

influences the language than with what societiewitto their languages.

The major innovative aspect of the two analyse@ sasdies should be considered the
inclusion, in the questionnaire, of a broad setqakstions related to language
ideologies. If the measurement of language praxtinegeneral would appear as a
relatively unproblematic from the methodologicalmmf view, the attitudes appear
as a much more evasive field of research. Pladiagdsearch in a setting where two
or more cultures came into contact, aggravates ewane the situation, especially if
we pose the attitude towards the language of thieetdin the function of revealing

the attitude towards the “other group”.

Since with the two studies the researchers werengd@ pioneering work in
“measuring” language ideologies and practices engpecific context of cross-border
area, it was not possible, in this first phasejntude more indicators about non-
language variables. This is precisely the aspeadtithour opinion should be further
developed and included in the research design ¥entaal repetitions of similar
enquires. In fact, for a complete analysis of ad#s to language and language
choices, researchers should combine qualitativegaadtitative research methods and
develop an adequate instrumentary to asses alslangumage related attitudes, beliefs,
stereotypes, allegiances and antipathies (Bake8)2de research methods should
thus be broad enough to give access to cognitiveegses as well as to the facts of
language use (ibidY. In our case, especially the concept of perceptibrthe

neighbouring community should be elaborated furhea way to define its basic

135 The samples of the following persons have beagetad: the young generation, i.e. the 14-19 years
old; the middle generation, i.e. the 35-65 yeads ahd the older generation, i.e. the 70 + ageaang

The photographs used in the research representéallgaecognisable events or locations in the
changing socio-political realities of the investieghcommunities (processes of division, unificatom
cooperation at regional, national and European)eve
9 continuation of our work we will refer to thigusly in order to compare some results for our
analysis.
57 In similar (multilingual) settings, some reseachalready tested introduced the instrumentary for
observing such variables as ethnic awarenesgjdstitowards the secondary culture and intercultural
values (e.g. Mikoli 2004).
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components and to identify the possible indicatofsbelow for the proposed model

of further research, chapter VI:3j

The tendency in the two case studies was to thetigai@ve approach, but as it
appeared after the final analyses, the quantitatdia® would be useful both for
accessing the above described aspects, and fovidodting new, unforeseen
dimensions. If fact, many authors (e.g. Gumperzbolva Barth) underline the
importance of the qualitative approach in analysheginteraction of the communities
in contact zonés®. Nevertheless, by “enlarging” the questionnaireghiis way, it
would be also necessary to “economize” the queshatteries, since our list of
guestions was, as explained, at the very extreraeadptable length.

Additionally, what appeared as a limiting charaster of the selected instrumentary
for the uses of our own research was the factttieaposed questions did not offer, in
all the cases, to compare language practices aguidge ideologies. Just to make a
few examples, the ideal grid of questions wouldvte the answers along the

following parallels (see below, Table 10):

Table 10: Required “parallelism” when examining vaiables related to language practices and

language ideologies - examples

PRACTICES IDEOLOGIES

=4

Use of neighbouring language in contactvaluation of importance of neighbouripg
with people of the neighbouring community language in contact with people of the
neighbouring community

Use of neighbouring language in busing&aluation of importance of neighbouring
contacts with people of the neighbourintainguage in business contacts with peoplg¢ of
community the neighbouring community

=4

Use of English in contacts with people of thEvaluation of importance of English |n
neighbouring community contacts with people of the neighbouring
community

138 The analysis of non-language variables is esdeat@scertain how people perceive the other'sgrou
and that “clothe these perceptions within linguistitributes” (Le Page and Tabouret-Keller 1985: 2)

159 Furthermore, very often the frequency of intemusi does not represent a decisive factor; the
determination of the situation by the actors thioagitudes can result as a much more importardcsp
in determining language choices (Novak Lukad@®@03a: 4).
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PRACTICES

IDEOLOGIES

Use of English in business contacts witBvaluation of importance of English

people of the neighbouring community

business contacts with people of
neighbouring community

n
the

V.3 Analysis of language practices

Before proceeding with the data analysis, somentaite should be dedicated to the

terminology used in the research.

In sociolingessimany “concepts of language

policy are fuzzy and observer dependent” (Spol€k§42 4), and it was thus proposed

that concepts should not be treated as “brute "fdmis that categorizations should

depend on the user. For our purposes the beloedlsttegories should be interpreted

as follows:

*  Own communitfOC): the community to which the interviewee begsni.e.

Nova Gorizia is the OC for its inhabitants, and i@aris the OC for the

Italian,, Friulian and Slovene speaking inhabitaft§orizia,;

* Neighbouring communityNC): the community “on the other side of the

border”, i.e. Nova Gorica is the NC for the inhabis of Gorizia and vice

Versa,

* Own languagdOL): the official language of the State where toenmunity is

situated, i.e. Slovene is the OL for the commupitjNova Gorica, and Italian

is the OL for the ltalian, Friulian, and Sloven@aking inhabitants of Gorizia;

* Neighbouring languagéNL): the official language of the neighbouringatt,

i.e. Italian is the NL for the inhabitants of No@G®rica, and Slovene is the NL

for the Italian, Friulian, and Slovene speakingaibitants of Gorizia.

The research addressed both private and public corneation, being though

primarily interested in the latest (for the diffeces cf. above, chapter 1.2 and Skljan

1999).
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V.3.1 Mother tongues

In our samples of the two case studies mother emgeere distributed as follows (see
below, Table 11):

Table 11: Mother tongues - parents and pupils by $ools (percent)

Strukelj Locchi Trinko
Parents Pupils Parents Pupils Parents Pupils
CS1 CS2 CS1 CS2 CS1 (CS2 (CS1 (CS2 (CS1 (CS2 CS1 cCs2

Slovene 76.9 806 837 90 83 122 52 189 615 77.8 758.3
ltalian 3.1 - - - 100 89.8 97.4 89.2 384 407 585 617
Friulian - - - - 146 143 237 108 51 13 48 12
Croatian/ 18.4 25 21 175 - 12.2 - 54 76 56 - 4.3
Serbian/
Bosnian
German - - - - - 2 26 54 26 - - -

Source: Fieldwork 2003 (CS1) and 2005 (CS2)

The data show a considerable variety of motherueagspecially on the Italian side
of the border. Confronting the data between the tase studies it is particularly
interesting to observe the rise of percentage mdrga and pupils in the Locchi school
declaring Slovene as their mother tongue, the dsarg of percentage of pupils in the
Locchi school declaring Friulian as their mothengoe and, vice versa, the rise of

percentage for the same language both for paredtp@pils of the Trinko school.

It is also important to note the much higher petage of pupils and parents declaring
one of the ex-YU languages as a mother tonguedrStrukelj School if we compare

these data with the data from the last census degamMNova Gorica (see above,

chapter V.1.2: in Nova Gorica as a whole, 7.2%nbBbitants declared one of the ex-
YU languages as their mother tongue).

In Figures 3, 4 and 5 we present data concerningpmadi- or trilingual individuals in
CS2. It clearly appears that there exists muchtgrdeguistic variety on the Italian
side of the border, while mono-lingual situation® @redominant in the Strukel]
School, most evidently in the case of pupils. Thigeences between generations
deserve some attention, too. They are most evidetite case of the Trinko School

and could probably be explained with a high pemmgatof mixed marriages: a
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considerable part of children having Slovene aralialh parents acquires mixed

identity, declaring as mother tongues both Slowar Italiari®.

As we will see in the continuation of our analydise generational difference in
declaring mother languages can be linked to diffees in language practices inside

family and in the wider social environment (seeobglchapter V.3.3).

T —
7,5%
90%
80%
70%
- Slovene anc
60% Serk_/Cro_ /Bos.
(LF

50% maonly
A0% Serbian/Croatian/Bosnian
30% m anly Slovena
20%
10%

0%

Strukelj-parents Strukelj-pupils

Figure 3: Mother tongues (mono- and plurilingual irdividuals): Strukelj School (percent)
Source: Fieldwork 2005 (CS2)

In interpreting the generational differences regayanother tongues it is important to
keep in mind the fact that while in the case ofijsuihe response rate was very high,
that of parents is resulting relatively low. Thiacf is considerably limiting the

possibility of formulating conclusions about theafismission” of mother tongues

from parents to children.

10 For some more comments about mixed marriages atidemtongues see also below.
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Figure 4: Mother tongues (mono- and plurilingual irdividuals): Locchi School (percent)
Source: Fieldwork 2005 (CS2)
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Trinko-parents Trinko-pupils

Figure 5: Mother tongues (mono- and plurilingual irdividuals): Trinko school (percent)
Source: Fieldwork 2005 (CS2)

Some useful data to comment the situation of paramd children in the Trinko
School see above, Figure 5) can be found in Si@83.1We already mentioned that
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generational differences in this case can probhabéljinked with a high percentage of
mixed marriages. From the data gathered in thel fiesearch in 1989 among the
members of the Slovene minority in Italy, Sussidippp. 41-42) found out that in the
Italian-Slovene mixed marriages there exists aatnebly equilibrated understanding
of the two languages” and that there is a “reldyiw®nsistent tendency to attribute to
the children a ‘combination’ of the two identitieQur data would clearly confirm
these findings.

V.3.2 Language knowledge

Our decision to range language knowledge amongukagey practices could appear
guestionable. But it is our opinion that these dattald give us valuable information

not only about the (possible) effective practicasdlso about future trends. As it was
ascertained in sociolinguistic studies, the datauabtanguage skills of young people
can anticipate the distribution of foreign-languagempetence (and thus potential
language practices) in the general population by tw three decades (de Swaan
2001).

In both case studies we collected data about peocepf proficiency and not those
about the objective mastery of a certain langu@be.interviewees were not submitted
to language tests but were asked to self-evaldae tanguage knowledge (oral
comprehension, reading comprehension, writing, spehking) on a pre-defined scale
(I understand/read/write/speak the language natlatery bad/ bad/neither well nor
bad/well/ very well}®~. Despite this strong element of subjectivenesavideg from

the auto-evaluation we consider these data infammanough to indicate the spread of
familiarity with different languages, and, as irated above, also about the trends of

interest in language learning.

Our respondents were asked to evaluate their gaasi active knowledge of a list of

given languages; the answers are evident in Tdl@esd 13. The high percentages in

181 For what regards generational differences, it ttade kept in mind that pupils’ perception of
proficiency relates to the requirements of the stlearriculum. Thus, the real mastery of a pupill @
parent, both declaring to possess an active kn@eled some language, could differ considerably.

147



case of German knowledge by the pupils of the Triakd especially the Locchi
School are explicable with the school curriculatiese schools: pupils have the

possibility to choose two foreign languages andyrarthem opt for German. Spanish
also gained a lot among the young generation (&dhet the case of the Strukelj
School) and this can be probably attributed topthyeular soap operas in this language,
which are regularly followed by a high percentagadvlescents.

Table 12: Passive knowledge of languages ('l undéasid the following languages') - parents and
pupils by schoolgpercent)

| understand...

Strukelj Locchi Trinko
Parents Pupils Parents Pupils Parents Pupils
Slovene 100 100 29.2 13.2 74.3 100
Italian 84.6 83.7 100 100 97.4 100
Friulian 13.8 - 66.7 44.7 58.9 56.1
English 63.1 95.3 50.0 97.4 61.5 95.1
German 20.0 16.3 22.0 65.8 28.2 43.9
French 4.6 11.6 14.6 18.4 2.5 2.4
Spanish 6.2 34.9 18.8 44.7 7.7 19.5
Croatian 90.8 83.7 6.3 2.6 46.1 29.2
Serbian 76.9 46.5 2.1 - 33.3 12.2
Source: Fieldwork 2003
Table 13: Active knowledge of languages ('l speaké following languages') - parents and pupils
by schools(percent)
| speak... Strukel; Locchi Trinko
Parents Pupils Parents Pupils Parents Pupils
Slovene 98.5 100 14.6 10.5 71.8 100
Italian 63.1 44.2 100 100 97.4 100
Friulian 1.5 - 27.1 18.4 23.1 17.1
English 46.2 88.4 35.4 89.5 35.9 78.0
German 6.2 9.3 14.6 63.2 17.9 34.1
French 4.6 7.0 10.4 5.3 2.6 -
Spanish 1.5 11.6 10.4 7.9 - 2.4
Croatian 78.5 46.5 2.1 - 30.8 12.2
Serbian 67.7 27.9 2.1 - 25.6 -

Source: Fieldwork 2003

If we compare the results concerning active knoggetbr those languages, that we

are mostly interested in, i.e. Slovene and ItaiarNL, English as a lingua franca and
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Friulian, as a language of the second minority grami Gorizia, we obtain the

following picture (see below, Figure 6):

100
90
80
70
60
50
40
30
20
10

m oL

W NL
Friulian

m tnglish

Strukel Locchi

Figure 6: Active knowledge of own language, neighlbwing language, Friulian and English by
schools — pupils and parents (percent)

Source: Fieldwork 2003

Knowledge of the observed languages is very ungvetstributed; there are
considerable differences both between the schoots lzetween the generations.
Similarly as it appeared with the declared motbegtes, the knowledge of Friulian is
losing ground on the ltalian side since young gath@ns master it to a very low
degree. On the Slovene side just few parents kihowhile it is completely unknown
by the pupils. As for English knowledge, there isamsiderable difference between
parents and pupils: the latest declare to actinegter it to a much higher degree than
their parents do. Here the explanation is cleasetdifferences can be attributed to the
school programs which in the last two decades asingly introduced English as the
first foreign language. Satellite TV programmespuydar culture (e.g. songs) and the
Internet only completed the picture. The knowleddehe NL is analysed in more
detail in the continuation, but here we would likepoint to the differences between
the two generations in the Strukelj School: whildhie case of parents the knowledge
of the NL is outranking that of English, the redatiin the case of pupils appears
inverted. Although being strongly grounded in thmguiistic repertoire of parents, the

NL is losing terrain in that of their children.
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Further on, we are especially interested to compaassive knowledge (mere
understanding) and active mastery (ability to spedikthe neighbouring language in
the three schools. Considering the Trinko scho@ apecial case for what regards the
presence of mother tongues (see above, Figureesjoeus on the analysis of results
for the Strukelj and the Locchi School. The asymmnét very accentuated both for
passive and active knowledge: while a very higlcgatage of the respondents of the
Strukelj school masters the ltalian language, tmewtedge of Slovene by the
respondents of the Locchi school is very scarce fssow, Figure 7§2 Our data
confirm also the findings of De Marchi et al. 1991 12): “[in the Provinces of Trieste
and Gorizia] Slovene it is scarcely known by thgangy members, both on the level
of linguistic production and on the level of the mnecomprehension”. Other
sociolinguistic studies report about the same sifggfairs (Carli et al. 2003, K&t
BaSa 1993, Rupel 2000).
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Figure 7: Active and passive knowledge of neighboing language — parents and pupils by schools
(percent)

Source: Fieldwork 2003 (CS1) and 2005 (C&2)

152 For more detailed data about language knowledgfeeitwo case studies see also Tables 25 and 26
in the Appendix.
183 The values here are given in averages betweevathe of the CS1 and CS2.
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With an adequate graphical representation we caarlgl point to the decisive
variables in knowledge of neighbouring language lamulvledge of English: while for
the NL the major distinction is by schools, in tese of English the differences are
linked to the generational factor (see below, Fegu8 and 9).

Knowledge of NL

rinko

] T
pupils _ Strukelj
parents Locchi

gener at i on School

Figure 8: Knowledge of neighbouring language by salols and generations (Friedman Test-Rank)
Source: Fieldwork 2005 (CS2)

Knowledge of English

_ Strukelj
hi

pupils Locc

parents Trinko

generati on school

Figure 9: Knowledge of English by schools and genations (Friedman Test-Rank)
Source: Fieldwork 2005 (CS2)
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There is some evidence that the interest for laegrithe Slovene language on the
ltalian side of the border among the Italian popotais increasinf”. There were
even expressed some opinions that if the Slovergubkge would be introduced as an

optional subject in Italian schools, this wouldaweepted with a general conseri8us

It is interesting to observe also the following pbmenon: It seems that in the recent
decade non Slovene parents in the Italian bordgiomeare expressing increased
interest for enrolling their children in the Sloeeschools (and nursery schools). This
would hold true for parents of mixed marriages &man interesting extent also for

families where both parents are Italian. The redeaf Bogatec (2004: 14) showed the
following ethnic structure of parents of pupilseaiting Slovene schools in border

area, divided by different types (levels) of sclsaglee below, Figure 10):

Higher secondary school h | 43|
Lower secondary school __ 42
Primary school __ 44
Mursery school _F a6
| | | | | |
0% 20% 40% €0% 80% 100%
H Slovene M [talian Slovene and Italian (or other)  ® Other

Figure 10: Ethnic structure of parents of pupils atending Slovene schools in border area (percent)

Source: Bogatec 2004

Our data is not completely comparable with that Bdgatec 2004, since our
respondents were not asked to express their edll@giance but to indicate their

mother tongues. If we would nevertheless considerdeclared mother tongues as a

164 See, for example, the newspaper articles in Pekaonovice, 7-2-2006 (Strangers here and there);
Primorske novice, 24-11-2006 (Queuing for learrBigvene); Primorske novice, 29-6-2007 (“l expect
a governmental approval”).

185 See the interview with B. Brezigar, the presidefithe Parity committee for the Slovene minority in
Italy, Primorske novice, 29-6-2007, and our datalysis of the opinions regarding the introductidn o
the NL in the school curricula (chapter V.4.3).
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possible indication of ethnic appurtenance, we ddind that the situation in Bogatec
for the lower secondary school (which would matice population observed in our
research) highly corresponds to our data (see albogere 5).

We do not possess any other data from longitudesgarch in order to see whether
the number of non Slovene children in Slovene sishisdncreasing, but we were able
to collect some testimonials of this phenomenomfreewspaper articles: there is
information about insufficient place because of itiereased interest both in schools
and nursery schodf§. Up to now, no structured approach has been peben
analyse these changes which appear to influendetbetfunction and the identity of
Slovene schools in Italy. Some newspaper artithest, tackled the argument, ascribe
the increased interest in attendance of Sloveneotelamong non Slovene population
to the recent changes of the status of Sloveni&rafere in the EU, competitive
economic growth, cultural vitality) and the attisenhess of the Eastern countries for
economic activities and investments. As the evérduavback of this situation the
commentaries mention especially the decrease déttet of knowledge of Slovene in

Slovene schools, due to the allegedly increasedlifi@alian in conversation among

pupils.

With our data we are able to test these suppositioma certain degree, since we asked
pupils to evaluate their knowledge of Slovene (&atlan) in a detailed way, i.e. to
evaluate their level of understanding, speakingdireg and writing. For the sake of
comparison we report the data of both Slovene i language knowledge for the
pupils of the minoritarian Trinko School (see beldwgure 11).

Considering the limited objectiveness of the datzaose of the self-assessment
method, we would nevertheless observe that ourrmmdtion shows a quite good level
of knowledge of both languages and a better knoydenf Slovene. These findings
would thus not underpin the supposed consideradtieridration of the knowledge of
Slovene in minority schools, but we would like &peat that caution is needed in

interpretation, since there can well be a gap betwehat pupils and their teachers

1%%see Delo, 5-4-2008 (The climate over the bordetlfrchanged); Primorske novice 3-11-2008 (On
the way of the Italian schools in Istria?).
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would consider as a good linguistic knowledge. elgast the fact that Italian in this

context is not the strongest language can be coaéir

100%
90%
80%
70%

60%

50% mvery well

40% mwell

W neither bad nor well

W bad

30%

20%
mvery bad

10%

0%

Slovene

UNDERSTANDING READING SPEAKING WRITING

Figure 11: Knowledge of Slovene and Italian at Triko School (self assessment) — pupils (percent)

Source: Fieldwork 2003 (CS1)

Rupel (2000) reports some information about theeased interest in the learning of
Slovene among the adult Italian population in Gariznainly through language
courses. He points out how passive knowledge o¥edle is perfectly meeting the
needs of successful integration. As an illustraixample he cites the case of Italian
parents who decide to enrol their children in Ske/echools. They are involved in the
school life, and if they possess passive knowleddglovene they are able to actively
participate for example in the parents’ meetingsctvhare held in the “official”
language of the school, i.e. Slovene: they undedsthe interventions in Slovene of
the other parents while they actively participatetite debate in Italian, which is

understood by the rest of the audience.
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V.3.3 Communication in own community

The data about communication inside families shtves language practices in this
context, both in case of parents and pupils docoatespond to a high degree to the
assertions about mother tongues. Figures 12, 131dndepresent the patterns of
communication of parents in all the three schoaly] the data about the declared
mother tongues are offered in parallel as a retereA detailed interpretation of the
clusters of data gathered in this way would regaireanalysis of the language-identity
links on the individual level. Our empirical data dot offer such a possibility, which
is understandable since the research focus wasiremted to this problematic. Our
intent with this kind of representations here idyoto illustrate a great variety of
patterns of language use and to point to the sagmif influence of the predominant
(majoritarian) language in the single environments.

mother tongues

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
H only Slovene M only Serbian/Croatian/Bosnian
Sloveneanc Serb./Cro./Bos. M other languages or combinations

Figure 12: Mother tongues and inter-generational coimunication (communication with children
and parents) — parents of the Strukelj school (peent)

Source: Fieldwork 2005 (CS2)

The data for the Strukelj School (see above, Fig@)eshow a considerable reduction
of exclusive use of the ex-YU languages in relatiorchildren; there is an evident
influence of the predominant official language, iSdovene (see also below for the
detailed analysis of the use of ex-YU languagedifierent domains, Figure 15).
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Similarly, we can observe a reduction in the usEraflian (alone or in combinations)
through generations in the case of the Locchi Slcfsme below, Figure 13; see also
the detailed analysis of the use of Friulian irfiediént domains, Figure 16).

comm. witk children

mother tongues

commm. with oarents

0% 209% 40% 60% 80% 100%
W anly Slovene W only Italian
m anly Friulian m Slovene and Italian
W Italiar and Friulian M Italian, =rivlian and Slovene

B only Serbian/Croatian/Bosniar  ® ather languages or combinations

Figure 13: Mother tongues and inter-generational communication (communication with children
and parents) — parents of the Locchi school (percén

Source: Fieldwork 2005 (CS2)

comm. with children

mother torgues

comm. w th parents

0% 20% 40% 6U% 80% 100%
m only 5lovene monly Italian
m only Friulian m Slovene and Italian
B ltalian and Friulian W Italian, Friulian and Slovene

© only Serbian/Croatian/Bosnian W other languages or combinat ons

Figure 14: Mother tongues and inter-generational coimunication (communication with children
and parents) — parents of the Trinko school (perceh

Source: Fieldwork 2005 (CS2)
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For the Trinko School we have the possibility tompare the results about the
communication inside the family with the resultstbé already mentioned research
described in Bogatec 2004. If we consider the comaation of parents with children,
the comparison gives us the results, presentea@lieTL4. While in Bogatec 2004 the
tendency is more towards the use of both Slovearah other languages (especially
Italian) simultaneously, in our research the comication appears as more polarised
(more frequently Slovene and Italian are used sepig).

Table 14: Comparison of communication between pards and children: SC2 and Bogatec 2004
(percent)

CS2 Bogatec 2004
Use of Slovene only 55 49
Use of Italian only 17 12
Use of Slovene in combination with other languages 19 37
Other languages 9 2

Source: Fieldwork 2005 and Bogatec 2004

We continue our analysis of communication insidmifi@s by giving attention to the
patterns of communication between the three geanagtparents, their children and
their grandparent®’. As Cooper (1989: 37) observes, the decisionsntsarmake
about what language to speak at home with theldm@n are important inasmuch as

individual “family policies” cumulate in languageamntenance of language shift.

To complete the picture about communication in @@mmunities we examined also
the frequencies about the communication in a wsderal environment (see Appendix,
Tables 29 and 30). Namely, with the use of languagé¢anguages) inside his or her
own community the individual is establishing a liggic network, which shows us
whether he or she is monolingual, bilingual or pilngual in language practice (Novak
Lukanovi et al. 2005). Our special interest in examining tivo border areas
separately was directed to the use of languagédigiume among those considered as
mother tongues, but are not official languagesh&f tommunity (e.g. the ex-YU
languages in Nova Gorica), or are considered asnityrlanguages and have restricted

access to public use (e.g. Slovene and FriuligBanizia). The reason for this special

157 Some caution has to be applied in interpretingehgata in a sense that only the answers of those
respondents who declared to have contacts in thestigated relation were considered. Since this
means an additional reduction of the samples, dissipilities of generalisation are further reduced.
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interest was in that these languages define tred language diversity. The data shows
that, in general, the more the domain of use lgelinto the family, and thus to a great
extent influenced by a personal choice (e.g. castath family friends), the more the
language practice resembles that inside the faauig,it has the characteristic of being
variegated. On the other side, the more the domsaiistant from the domestic circle,
and the more the situations are formal (e.g. shayddsljc offices), the minor number of
languages is used and the official language ofstate where the community resides
tends to prevail (i.e. Slovene in the case of N®aica and ltalian in the case of
Gorizia). Figures 15, 16 and 17 show the pattefrmmunication in the examined

languages.

Note: The percentages in Figures 15-17 are rourdechmunication in the examined
languages is registered both if happening onlyna of the examined language or in
combination with other languadé® The values about the communication of children
with parents represent the average value of the tatues related to the
communication with father and mother and the sarnequure was applied in the case
of their communication with grandparefisand in the case of communication of
parents with their own parents. The values slighiffer from those reported above
regarding communication of parents with childreee($igures 11, 12 and 13), since
they come out from two different case studies @heve data form CS2 and the below
reported data from CS1). The percentages werelastduonly for those who declared

to have contacts in the examined relation.

18 That means that the reported percentage sumseugngwers about the use of, for example, Friulian
alone, and the answers where the respondent hiseatkto use this language in combination with othe

languages.

19 |n this case the average is made from the valegarding communication with grandparents form

the mother's and from the father's side.
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Figure 15: Use of Serbian/Croatian/Bosnian (alone roin combinations) in inter-generational
communication inside family and in wider social enronment — Strukelj School, parents and

pupils
Source: Fieldwork 2003 (CS1)

The strongest domain of use of the ex-YU languatgerly appears to be the family,
but what is surprising here is that within this dam(and even in communication with
family friends) children exceeded their parentshi@ use of this language. Here again
our interpretations are limited by the relativedylresponse rate of the parents, but the

results at least open an interesting perspectiviifther enquiry.
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Figure 16: Use of Friulian (F) and Slovene (S) (ate or in combinations) in inter-generational
communication inside family and in wider social enironment — Locchi School, parents and pupils

Source: Fieldwork 2003 (CS1)

In the case of the Locchi School there appear ivelgt high rates of children’s
communication in Friulian with parents, grandpaseand with brothers and sisters.
Nevertheless, we would consider this data as noy weformative since the
communication in Friulian was here registered hbttealised in Friulian only or in
combination with other languages. In case of comeatbinse it is possible that Friulian
is being used to a very low degree. What is immorta observe, is the generally low
use of Friulian and the tendency of giving up g8 among the younger generation in a
wider social environment. For what regards the gmaission from an older to a
younger generation, the conclusions cannot be ssimpestic, if we complete the data
in Figure 16 (from CS1) with those form Figure I®ih CS2), where Friulian is not
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completely neglected in relations between parentschildren. It would thus appear
that while Friulian is being, although to a limitexktend, transmitted from one
generation to another, it is especially the exaraifiar environment that seems not to
stimulate the use of this language. The informagibout the use of Slovene in the case
of the Locchi School is not very illustrative fos,uvhile that information related to the
practices in Slovene in the case of the respondemtsthe Trinko School is of special

interest (see below, Figure 17).
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Figure 17: Use of Friulian (F) and Slovene (S) (ate or in combinations) in inter-generational
communication and outside family — Trinko School, prents and pupils

Source: Fieldwork 2003 (CS1)
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The data about the situation in the Trinko Sch8aloes not confirm that from Sussi
1993 (p. 42), where the author finds out that thera tendency towards a major
“weight” of the dominant language (Italian) not pmh relation to relatives of Italian
origin, but also “in communicative relations withehds and neighbours, with their
own parents of Slovenian origin and with brotherd aisters”. In our case, what gets
lost here (as in the case of the pupils of the hbcechool), is especially the

communication in Friulian (alone or in combinatipns

The main purpose in presenting the schemes isow Blow “local” language diversity
is getting lost. We used the term local in ordeditinguish language use of locally
present languages from the languages that areradcas foreign languages, to a lower
or higher degree, through schooling or work comstalkt fact, if we would observe the
knowledge of the languages in total, counting kb local and the foreign ones, it
would appear that the young generations are nairigglurilingual competences. The
important point, though, is that in young generadidnglish is gaining very much,
while the local languages seem to lose importan@sfective practices.

Spolsky (2004) distinguishes between multilinguad lurilingual societies, defining
the first ones as societies where more than orguége is being used, and the second
ones as societies where there exist differentiatiitls in several languages of
individual members. We already pointed to the that foreign-language competence
could mean also potential language practices atigtiefore seems to us necessary to
observe, in relation to maintenance of languagerdity, both multilingualism and
plurilingualism. Moreover, it clearly appears framr presentation of the influences of
globalisation on language issues, how today momguages in a sense of
plurilinguistic competence means very often justenénglish or some other language

with very high Q-values, while less widely spokanduages are neglected.

What also clearly appears form the reported datthésenormous importance of
organized cultural life of the Slovene minority litmly. Through schooling in own
language and also through the activities of cultaemtres ethnolinguistic vitality is
being significantly invigorated. Institutional sugp (and in its frame especially

1701t has nevertheless to be kept in mind that irufégl7 we are reporting the use of Slovene alam, a
in combinations, which does not offer the detaperure of the effective use of Slovene.
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education) as one of the variables, affecting dthgoistic vitality (Giles, Bourhis and
Taylor 1977, see also above, chapter 11.3) wousdilteas a determining factor in the
analysed situation. In our opinion this would htide both for Slovene, which from
this point is affected in a very positive way, dod Friulian, that would obviously
require more action in this sense, if the local oamity desires to cultivate it and

preserve as a precious element of cultural andiigtig diversity.

V.3.4 Communication in cross-border contacts

Before starting to analyse language practices imngonication in cross-border
contacts we would like to present some non langymgetices in the observed area,

i.e. the frequencies and the motives of visiting tieighbouring cross-border area.

The data from our case studies shows that parasiistiie NC in the following

percentages:

« Strukelj School: 95.4% in CS1 and 100% CS2;
e Locchi School: 89.6%, in CS1 and 68.7% in CS2;
e Trinko School: 100% in CS1 and 96.3% in CS2.

Still observing the results concerning the paretits, motives for visiting the NC
(among those that are visiting it) are evident fibafle 15 (it was possible to list more
than one motive). For every group of responderdgdwo highest values are marked in
bold. In CS1, shopping and tourism resulted to Hee most frequent motives in all
groups, while in CS2 visiting restaurants and pupsesent the second most frequent
motive both for the parents of the Locchi and tlmko School. From 2003 to 2005
shopping in ltaly seems to be less attractive whiepping in Slovenia gained in

importance.
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Table 15: Reasons for visiting the NC - parents bgchools(percent)

63.3

Strukelj Locchi Trinko

CS1 CS2 CSl1 CS2 CS1 CS2
Pay a visit to relatives 30.8 38.9 12.5 33.3 33.357.4
Pay a visit to friends or 35.4 38.9 18.8 39.6 41.0 64.8
acquaintances
Shopping 89.2 80.6 47.9 56.2 56.4 81.5
Restaurants, pubs 29.2 38.9 41.7 56.2 48.7 81.5
Bank, post, exchange 15.4 19.4 2.1 22.9 12.8
Tourism 41.5 47.2 50.0 45.8 56.4 64.8
Cultural events 33.8 36.1 4.2 10.4 30.8 38.9
Sport events 21.5 16.7 10.4 22.9 2.6 29.6
Public offices 6.2 16.7 2.1 17 51 37
Other 12.3 11 6.2 8 25.6 14

Source: Fieldwork 2003 (CS1) and 2005 (CS2)

Grouping the results in three categories, i.e. rtiwtives mostly related to personal

relationships (visit to relatives, friends or acui@nces), to economic relationships

(shopping, visit of restaurants, pubs, bank and aod tourism), and to inter-cultural

relationships (visit of cultural and sport eventsdavisit of public offices), the

comparison of the data from CS1 to CS2 shows timergé rise of exchange in all

three categories, most significantly from the ptsesf the Trinko and the Locchi

school (see below, Figure 18).
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Figure 18: Comparison of the motives to visit the B between CS1 and CS2 (percent)

Source: Fieldwork 2003 (CS1) and 2005 (CS2)
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In his analysis of the Slovene-Italian border aBadon (2004: 237) mentions the

following motives for visiting the neighbouring arésee below, Table 16):

Table 16: Motives for visiting the neighbouring are along the Slovene-Italian border (from Bufon
2004)

People from the Slovene side cross the People from the Italian side cross the
border mostly for: border mostly for :

- shopping of food, clothes and - buying fuel,
footwear; - buying some foodstuffs (especially

- visiting relatives and acquaintances meat)

- work (regular work of men in - visiting relatives and acquaintances
industry, seasonal men work in - visiting taverns and restaurants
vineyards and women'’s work as - trips
housemaids)

Source: Bufon 2004

Our results are not comparable with those from BuB®04 because of the non
comparable samples and categorisation of the nmtiWhat attracted our attention in
observing this and other analyses about the crosteb contacts was the idea of the
utility of some level of “standardisation” and @iloration in the cross-border studies.
If some basic variables would have been jointlyirdef and shared between the
scholars dealing with inter-related phenomena, tusld result very helpful for

longitudinal observations. Moreover, defining tHeey variables” maybe these could
be included in more research projects; e.g. a relsean commuting although not

directly dealing with language variables could ut# some “key language related
guestions” that sociolinguists are primarily insesl in, and obviously, the

sociolinguist should do the same “favour” to théeagues when conducting their own
research. It was our own experience after the t&se cstudies that some economy in
number of questions should be made after the relsexa were able to ascertain the
level of validity of the chosen indicators, whiclomd consent to include some other

guestions.

Turning back to our analysis of the frequenciesisiting the NC, we can observe that
these data in general shows the major discrepastyelen CS1 and CS2. This would
confirm the findings about the functional crossd®mrmovements (as shopping and

free time activities) as being the most instabileces depending on the monetary and
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economic situation (see above, chapter 1V.2). Aeothteresting observation in this
regard is also the considerable increase of persamdh inter-cultural cross-border
relationships in case of both parents, those frbenltocchi and the Trinko School.
Here again the modest sample is hindering us frakimg any generalisations and the
lack of other indicators does not offer us the fmkty to conclude anything about the
causes of the observed changes. We would nevesthelgue that the joining of
Slovenia to the EU had influenced the perceptidmaany Italians living in the border
area in an important way and that this fact couddlibked also to the observed

differences.

We continue our analysis by observing languagetioesc in cross-border contacts
with particular focus on the use of NLs and Englishbles 17 and 18 give detailed
information about the observed languages, whilaeifeidl9 sums up the findings for
the Strukelj and the Locchi School for languagecticas in shopping activities across
the border.

Table 17: Use of languages when visiting the NC faghopping - parents and pupils by schools

(percent)
Strukelj Locchi Trinko
Parents Pupils Parents Pupils Parents Pupils
Slovene 80.0 62.8 12.5 5.3 66.6 78.0
ltalian 69.2 53.5 58.3 42.1 25.6 9.7
English 4.6 14.0 10.4 18.4 5.9 -

Source: Fieldwork 2003 (CS1)

Table 18: Use of languages when visiting the NC faourism - parents and pupils by schools

(percent)
Strukelj Locchi Trinko
Parents Pupils Parents Pupils Parents Pupils
Slovene 354 30.2 12.5 2.6 66.6 65.8
Italian 47.7 27.9 50.0 26.3 23.0 19.5
English 9.2 14.0 14.6 5.3 23.5 2.4

Source: Fieldwork 2003 (CS1)
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Figure 19: Use of NL and English in cross-border awacts, parents and pupils by schools
(percent)

Source: Fieldwork 2003 (CS1)

If we recall the data about the NL active knowledipe observed patterns of use in
cross-border contacts should not surprise us. Congpahe data about active

knowledge from Table 13 (see above, chapter V.&i2) those from Table 17 in this

chapter, we can observe an interesting occurrendbe case of the respondents from
the Strukelj School the results regarding NL use lgher than those regarding NL
knowledge while the case of the respondents frariLttchi School shows the reverse
picture (see below, Figure 20). While the Slovezspondents demonstrate to fully use
their communicative potential in NL (even “transfong” some passive knowledge -

which, as we saw, is considerably higher that tiev&@ one — in language practice), in
case of the ltalian speakers this is not happerfihg.most plausible explanation here
could be the usual pattern of language accommatatithe observed border area: in
the encounter between the Slovene and ltalian spdak Slovene speaker usually
follows the pattern of convergence (i.e. a shifspeech/language toward that of the
interlocutor), the Italian speaker is usually dgieg in his/her language practice (i.e.
shifting away from the other's speech/langudde)if for the ltalian speaker we

consider also the passive knowledge of Sloveraedrly appears in our case that a lot

of linguistic potential in NL is being lost.

1 For language accommodation theory cf. above, ehdp8.
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Figure 20: Comparison between NL knowledge and usi@ cross-border contacts — Strukelj and
Locchi School (percent)

Source: Fieldwork 2003 (CS1)

When Giles, Bourhis and Taylor (1977) reportedt thaergence is receiving little

empirical attention in sociolingustic studies, thegticed that “this is an important
oversight since non-converging speech is an impbrigedium often used by ethnic
groups as a symbolic tactic for maintaining thdentity and cultural distinctiveness”
(p- 323). We would like to recall here the factttBaciolinguistic theory elaborated
some definitions on the role of language behavioweterminants of the dynamics of
intergroup relations (i.e. the Tajfel’'s conceptssotial categorisation, social identity,
social comparison, psychological distinctivenessd aperception of cognitive

alternatives; see above, chapter 11.4). In the exadhsetting it is interesting to analyse
the mechanism of divergence of the Italian speakiagprity member in relation to the

Slovene speaking minority member in this framework.

The theory points out that “an important determtnainthe dynamics of intergroup
relations is the extent to which members of a grpegceive cognitive alternatives to
the existing situation”, i.e. the possibility of entual change of the existing status
relationship (ibid., p. 331). For example, in auatton where a dominant and a
subordinate group are in contact, it may happen, tfoa different reasons, the
dominant group perceives the ethnolinguistic wyabf the subordinate group as a

threat. In this kind of situation, where the intengp situation is perceived as unstable,
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the speaker of the dominant group may use a dimesggeechanism to accentuate the
speech differences in interaction with a memberth&f competing outgroup. For
instance, “the more vitality the subordinate grasiperceived to possess (and hence
the more threat it holds for the dominant group® more likely it will be that the
dominant group will wish to differentiate linguisally from an outgroup speaker (ibid,
p. 334).

The refusal to converge to the Slovene speakertoi.ese his language, can of course
be linked to a number of individual and social ¢ast but we would like to point to the
fact that whenever in this specific situation laage is not used neutrally, as a
communicative code, we can observe the pursuitlerahan communicative goals.
On the one side, the members of the Slovene mynarg trying, through activities
meant to secure a full recognition of linguistightis in public sphere, to reach full
recognition and respect of their identity, the migjoltalian speaker on the other side
is trying, when intentionally declining the use 8fovene language, to secure his
privileged position, even more, to negate the exist of any other acceptable code
that would confirm the presence of diversity, pared as a threatening factor.
Through this process, the negation of plurilingsraliis meant as a negation of
pluriculturalism, and it is important to recogniaew the whole process is driven by
the power related struggle.

In returning to our Italian speaker and his divaggebehaviour in the accommodation
process in the cross-border contact with the Slewpeaker, we would like to advance
the hypothesis that in this contact there existpoasibility of transfer of the

relationship that the Italian speaker is practiagmgis/her own community towards the
speaker of the Slovene minority member. Over theldr the group with the same
distinctive linguistic code is encountered, andcsirthis group shares also other
distinctive factors with the minority in questiore.g. history and culture), the

transposition is easy to happen.
To complete the picture of our analysis of commatan in cross-border community

we also present the same relationship betweerettet ¢f the declared active language

knowledge and its use in cross-border contactEfglish (see below, Figure 21). The
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relations between use and knowledge in this cabewfdhe same pattern in both
schools, the declared knowledge being constantlyhigher than the effective use
(especially in the case of pupils). We already femirto the fact that the shift from NL
to English in cross-border contacts is most expiicthe young generations (especially
in the Locchi School). Considering the potentialEwiglish as a global lingua franca,
its strong presence in the school curricula andhigh evaluation of its considerable
importance in the daily life of our respondents @low, Figure 22 in chapter V.4.1),
we can affirm that the so far unexploited potertiaEnglish knowledge could well be
transformed, in the future years, in the augmemtadf English language practices in

the cross-border contacts, especially by the y@amgprations.

100

m English Knowledge

M English Use

parents

Strukelj Locchi

Figure 21: Comparison between NL use and knowledge Strukelj and Locchi School (percent)

Source: Fieldwork 2003 (CS1)

Our sample was too small to give us any meaningfigdrmation about the use of
languages in commuting. As we found out in chapter IV.2 the role of laaga in

this context has never been studied so it only nesnas a possibility to make some
hypotheses on the bases of our research resuiout opinion that the patterns of the
actual language practices in commuting are pretiylas to those observed in other
types of cross-border contacts. We would neversisedegue that it is especially in the

period of the last few years that in this contexny important changes are in the

172 There were very few cases where parents (fromSthekelj School) declared to visit the NC for
work.
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course. The very low rate of economic growth in i@arand its surroundings in
making Nova Gorica more attractive for the Ital@hzens and as far as the author
knows there are already several cases where peahldiigh technical qualifications
have searched and found work on the Slovene sidteoborder. For this special
category English is probably bridging the commumica gap due to the low
knowledge of Slovene by Italians. There nevertl®lesnains the problem of the
possibilities of integration of people not speakiogal languages in a wider local
social environment. But here we would like to tback to our observations about the
urgent need of considering language issues an tangoelement in the frame of

general labour mobility in the EU (see above, chiapt.4).

V.4 Analysis of language ideologies

A major proportion of the questionnaire was devadeabtaining information about
the respondents’ beliefs and attitudes and notdtfudl information. As beliefs and
attitudes are often complex and multidimensioniaé tesponses are dependent on
details of question wording, and question sequefdais, when composing the
guestionnaires, special attention was devoteddsetlaspects. Since attitudes also have
a dimension of intensity, which is an importantuadjt to the measurement of attitude
position (Judd et al. 1991), in many questions sleed the respondents to rate directly
the intensity of the attitude (e.g. by answering ¢fuestion: How strongly do you feel
about this issue) and giving a response set irkarLscale involving the dimension of
agreement (strongly agree, agree, neither agrealisagree, disagree, and strongly

disagree).

At the beginning of the questionnaire the reseascheecided to put two open

guestions about the characteristics of Nova Gaiwé Gorizia. The goal was to find

out whether the respondents spontaneously pertieévé&bordering character” or the

presence of cultural/linguistic diversity of theearas one of its main characteristics.
The answers to those questions could thus corestmgterials to illustrate ideologies

concerning non-language variables. Borderness aditural or linguistic diversity

of the area were perceived (in CS1):
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« in the Strukelj School: by 12% of pupils and 31%pafents;
* in the Locchi School: by 45% of pupils and 19% afgnts;
* inthe Trinko School: by 20% of pupils and 46%pafents.

Generally speaking it is possible to observe a driglevel of perception of the
observed elements in the culturally mixed environtmad Gorizia. The high value in
the case of parents from the Trinko School can thébated to their tendency to
evaluate cultural differences as a positive vahath in the case of mixed marriages
and in the case of Italian speaking parents whaddeto enrol children in Slovene
schools, this element lies at the very basis df thecision to educate their children in
both the majority and minority language. What ramédb us inexplicable without the
possibility to get other clarifying data, is theryéiigh percentage of pupils of the
Locchi School considering borderness and/or cultlikeersity as positive elements of

their home town.

Only by five (adult) respondents borderness wasgeed as a negative element (in
two cases due to allegedly higher rate of crimipddecause of its presence, and in the
remaining three cases due to the heritage of islorontrasts between the cultures)
while in all other cases both the location nearlibeder and the presence of many
cultures were assessed as positive aspects (esgibgity to learn more languages,

larger offer for the consumers, rich history, largeployment possibilities (in the case
of Slovene respondents), more possibilities forcatlan, multiculturality as a value

per se, etc.)

V.4.1 Importance of languages in own community

Our respondents were asked to evaluate the immeartaha set of languages in their
free time. For what concerns the evaluation ofldinguages of which we examined the
use in OC in more detail (ex-YU languages in Nowai€ and Slovene and Italian in
Gorizia), there is a considerable consistency betvibe evaluation of importance and
the declared language practices (see above, Fig6ré3 in chapter V.3.3 and Tables
34 and 35 in the Appendix). As we will see later tins is also the only case where

this kind of consistency appears.
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From those data, we compare, in Figure 22, the ednkalues attributed by the
interviewees in the Strukelj and the Locchi SchimoDL, NL and English. Focusing
the attention on English it is possible to obsethiai although it was not registered as
being important in the language practices (see @bdvapter V.3.3), it is very highly
rated for what concerns its importance. This waléhrly show how this language is
attributed high prestige for appearing in the rolehe global lingua franca. To our
opinion, more than its effective use here the umsvees evaluate its high

communication value.

9
2 7.5
7
o
5 |
q m oL
3 - mNL
2 ENG
1 .
O |
pupils parents pupils parents
Strukel] School LacchiSchoal

Figure 22: Importance of own language, neighbouringanguage and English in everyday life (free
time) — Strukelj and Locchi School (pupils and parats) — Friedman Test- Rank”

Source: Fieldwork 2005 (CS2)

The assertions about the prestige of English canvdrdied by presenting the
interviewees’ answers to the explicit question akibis dimension. For this purpose
we summed up the responses of those who fully de @qgreed about the statement
“Knowledge of English is important in my communitior social prestige”.
Representing the obtained values beside thosedelatthe evaluation of the NL from
the same perspective, an informative picture agpedthough having much greater
communicative value in the NC, the NL obtains irdewvalues for what regards its

social prestige (see below, Figure 23).

13 Higher value means higher level of agreement
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It is important also to compare the data regardimg prestige of the NL by the
respondents form the Strukelj and the Locchi Schbel values do not differ to a great
extent which could be interpreted as a positivkuali towards the NL. As we will see
in the continuation of this chapter this positititade constantly continues to emerge.
As in many other cases here too it is not possibimake generalisations, in this case
especially because of the fact that it is well gdesthat those parents who decided to
participate to the research were also those whanare positively oriented towards
cultural diversity in general. The answers to thgero questions analysed at the
beginning of this chapter would confirm this hypegls, since to a great extent they

registered this positive inclination.

B importanceof NL for
social prestige (in OC)

B importance of English for
social prestige (in OC)

Strukelj Locchi Trinko

Figure 23: Importance of NL and English for socialprestige (fully agree/quite agree) — pupils and
parents by schools (percent)

Source: Fieldwork 2005 (CS2)

One important aspect in analysing language ideetogn our specific case, where
Slovene is both NL and minority language in Goriz@ems to us to be the evaluation
of importance of Slovene as minority language fope®yment in Gorizia. The results
are interesting. As it appears from Figure 24,rest convinced that Slovene counts
in the working context in Gorizia are the paremtsf the Locchi School, and they are
closely followed by their children. These findingse important since it was
ascertained that the evaluation of importance ef linguage at work reflects the
motivation for learning and use of language (Notakanovi 2003a: 104). In this
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sense our information could maybe be linked tofithdings of Rupel (2000) about the
increased interest for the learning of Slovene amthe Italian population in the

border area.

3,83
H locch parants
We reed Slovene for employment in our 37 Locchi pupils
OC/Neighbours need Slovene for y
employment in their OC 3,08 B Strukel) parents

m Strukelj pupils

Figure 24: Evaluation of the importance of Slovendor employment in Gorizia — parents and
pupils from Strukelj and Locchi School (average vales)

Source: Fieldwork 2005 (CS2)

V.4.2 Importance of languages in cross-border contacts

In our survey we also asked pupils and parentgjoess their point of view about the
importance of the NLs in the cross-border contbhetsveen people of Nova Gorica and
Gorizia. The answers (on the Likert scale, frornlgase of complete disagreement, to
5, in case of complete agreement with the statenegarding the two NLs are visible
in Figures 25 and 26. In these figures we gathestidnations about the value of NLs
in three different contexts (employment in NC, emt$ with people from NC and
business contacts with NC) in order to give a comrfname for comparison between
the examined contexts, to observe the eventual rgeémeal differences and the
differences between the schools. Figure 25 relatéise evaluation of Slovene as NL,
while Figure 26 gathers the answers regardingahiadis NL (both report data from the
Strukelj and the Locchi Schodff.

For Slovene, the most evenly distributed are thenaesions about its importance in

business contacts. Pupils of the Strukelj Schoeltae most convinced that people

17 To make interpretations easier in these figures aweided the use of the abbreviation NC
(neighbouring community) and we replaced it with N Nova Gorica and GO for Gorizia. Every
statement regarding the examined language (Sloarddtalian) in the single contexts is given in two
forms, depending on the subject expressing hisperion.
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from Gorizia need Slovene for employment in NovaiGxn while their parents have a

considerably lower opinion about this necessity.

B Locchiparents Locchipupils  mStrukeljparents W Strukelj pupils

We need Slovene for employment in NG / Neighbours
reed Slovene for employmentin NG

We need Slovene for communication with people in
NG/ Neighbours need Slovene for communication
with peaple in NG

We need Slovene tar business contacts in NG /
Neighbours neec Slovere for business contacts in NG

Figure 25: Evaluation of the importance of Slovenas NL in cross-border contacts — parents and
pupils from Strukelj and Trinko School (average valies)

Source: Fieldwork 2005 (CS2)

Using these data some light could be thrown ondagg as a hinderance to cross
border commuting in the observed area (cf. abokapter I11.2). Since a relatively
high importance is attributed to knowledge of Slowefor employment in Nova
Gorica, it could be that the lack of this knowledgmong the Italian speaking
population of Gorizia is diminishing the interest fmployment accross the border.
What are the effective practices is not so munghoimant here since expectations are
usually the driving forces behind people’s actiddstil very recently commuting has
been almost entirely happening in the directionv&hia — Italy, but as we already
mentioned, the socio-political and economic changdbke last years may change this

picture to a certain extent.

The evaluations of the importance of Italian iess-border contacts are much less
evenly distributed through schools and through geiens. There is a considerable
disparity between parents and pupils form theKstjischool, since parents attirbute
much more importance to Italian in the Italian wogkenvironment. Pupils from the

Strukelj school are those who give the lowest \&hoditalian in all the contexts, and it
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is worth remembering that this was also the graugspondents with the tendency to

use English in cross-border contacts (see abogeréil9, chapter V.3.4).

W Locchiparents Locchipupils  m Strukeljparents  m Strukeljpupils

Neighboursneed 'talian for employment in GO/ We
need Italizn for employment in GO

Neighbours reed Italiar for communication with
people in GO/ We need Italian for communicaticn
with neaple in GO

Neighhours need Italian far business contactsin GO /
We need talian for business cortacts in GO

Figure 26: Evaluation of the importance of Italianas NL in cross-border contacts — parents and
pupils from Strukelj and Trinko School (average vales)

Source: Fieldwork 2005 (CS2)

Unfortunately we do not posses any data about f#geal English in cross-border
business contacts in order to compare practicesdaatbgies, but we can compare the
opinions of the interviewed groups in assessingiportance of English and that of
the NL in the business context. As Figure 27 shdwisjs attributed higher values as
English from all the respondents, and these firglimguld lead us to presume that
although English in general is perceived as a laggwith high communication value
and as being important in a sense of social mghdr prestige), it is not replacing

NLs in the cross-border business contacts.
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Figure 27: Evaluation of the importance of Englishand NL in business contacts with the NC —

parents and pupils by schools (average values)

Source: Fieldwork 2005 (CS2)

V.4.3 Importance of languages in language learning

In our study, we asked respondents to evaluaterthertance of knowledge of foreign
languages in the present-day situation on a soahe £ (not important at all) to 5 (very
important). The interviewees of all the schoolgevguite concordant in confirming
that the knowledge of foreign languages is impdranvery important (see below,
Table 19). It is also evident that the general éerng between CS1 and CS2 is the raise

of estimation of the importance of foreign language

Table 19: Importance of the knowledge of foreign laguages today - parents and pupils by
schools: grade 4 or 5 - important or very important(percent)

Strukel; Locchi Trinko

Parents Pupils Parents Pupils Parents Pupils

CS1| CS2] CS1] CS2 CS1 C$2 Cpbl1 @S2 (€S1 [CS2 |[CS1 | CSs2

923] 944| 86.1] 97.% 93 100 974 97.3 1200 96.22 9®@5.7

Source: Fieldwork 2003 (CS1) and 2005 (CS2)

In the debates about language learning designddwelop multilingual competences
there are no doubts about the first foreign languagbe thought in the non English

speaking countries: this primacy is almost unanishoassigned to English. As for
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the second and eventually the third language tahbaght, there were elaborated
several, sometimes very complicated proposals (Wrp00). Since third foreign
language is usually learned only in secondary dshowithin more demanding
programmes, the languages that figure in this aodeless likely to be mastered by a
large number of people. Thus, the “winning” langeidgesides English, is usually the
second language in the school curriculum. We wieeeefore interested to find out
what are the opinions of our respondents aboutptiesence of different foreign
languages in the school curriculum of their secopdahools, and we were especially
interested to see whether NLs would fall immediatafter English, given their

considerable communicative value in the examined.ar

The most frequent choices for th¥ the 29 and the % foreign language were the

following (see also Table 39 in the Appendix):

« As the f' foreign language: English for the pupils and taeepts of all three
schools;

« As the 29 foreign language: NL (ltalian) for the pupils atie parents of the
Strukelj School; German for the pupils and the pref the Locchi school;
German for the parents and English or German (agtmal percentage) for the
pupils of the Trinko School;

« As the & foreign language: NL (ltalian) or German (with atpercentage)
for the pupils and German for the parents of theketj School; Spanish for
the pupils and NL (Slovene) for the parents ofltbechi School; German for

the pupils and the parents of the Trinko school.
It clearly appears that languages with higher compation potential in a larger,
European context are given precedence betweene8pomdents from the Locchi

School.

Analysed in more detail, the choices regarding NL aalanguage in the school

curriculum are the following (see below, Figure.28)
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Figure 28: “In my OC, the NL should be included inthe school curriculum as...” — parents and
pupils by schoolgpercent)

Source: Fieldwork 2003 (CS1)

Not surprisingly, the most favourable towards thé&aduction of the NL in the
curriculum of their own community are the pupilsdathe parents of the Trinko
School. Their answers should be interpreted asecl®m the desired situation in the
Italian schools, since Slovene figures as the lagguof instruction in the minority
schools. Their opinions would also show the deséme institutional support in
promoting bilingualism among the majority membefBhe second group in
importance for high values in this aspect is regme=d by the parents and the pupils
of the Strukelj School. Especially the parents shigh support to Italian, placing it
to a large extent as a first or a second foreigguage. The lowest support is given to
the NL by the parents and the pupils of the Lo&thool, especially if we consider
only the choices for the first and the second laiggu

Our respondents were also asked whether NL shoeldntluded in the school
curriculum of their own community as a compulsoryas an optional subject, and it
was also possible to declare here one’s own oppodib inclusion of the NL in any
form. The responses are evident below, in FigureA2dt appears, the large majority
of the parents and the pupils from all three schéaigely support NL as an optional
subject. The most negative in this respect aretimis from the Strukelj School, the

most positive again the respondents form the Tria&oool.
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Figure 29: “The NL should be included in the schooprogrammes in my OC” — parent and pupils
by schools(percent)

Source: Fieldwork 2003 (CS1)

Turning the last presented question round, the\il@eees were also asked whether
the language of their own community should be idetliin the school curriculum of
the NC (see below, Figure 30). When we compareetdata with the data reported in
Figure 29, it appears that the most equilibratéhés position of the parents and the
pupils of the Trinko School (equally distributed ipns about the NL as a
compulsory subject on both sides of the border)jlenthere is a considerable
difference in the case of the other groups. Espedlee pupils of the Locchi School
are much less willing to see Slovene as a compukaanject in their own schools, as
they agree on the fact that Italian should be tawdigatorily in the neighbouring

community.
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Figure 30: ‘Language of my OC should be included irthe school programmes of the NC' —
parents and pupils by schoolgpercent)

Source: Fieldwork 2003 (CS1)

In analysing language ideologies we found out thahy of the expressed attitudes
could reflect motivations for learning and use eighbouring language. Language
learning and multilingual practices do not haveyoal pragmatic dimension of
enabling people to communicate. By communicatingppe also have the possibility
to collaborate in accomplishing common goals andridge cultural distances. It has
been observed, that this process is not autontdiiml(i ¢ 2004), but language learning
is nevertheless more and more considered as arrtempdactor in building contexts

of interculturality (see above, chapter 11.4).

V.4.4 Comparison between language ideologies and language practices

When in one of the preceding chapters we analyseghenomenon of divergence in
communicative act between the speaker of Italiajonty and the speaker of Slovene
minority, it clearly appeared, how strongly nonglinstic ideologies (e.g. the
perception of the other's group) are interwovenhwlanguage practices. The
dispositions of one (linguistic) habitus are deti@ing the practices of one speech
community in relations to the other, characterigisdlf by a set of determinants,
deriving from another habitus. As it appears, thexest, in these processes, some
causal relations between societal and linguistomanents. We underlined at the very
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beginning of our work, that language and societyehta be seen as having a dialectic
relationship, determining reciprocally each oth&fe could thus affirm that not only
are the dispositions of the habitus determininglege practices and ideologies of a

speech community, but that also the inverse relalip exists.

In course of our analysis we were faced with sondécations that perhaps changes in
the socioeconomic context (independence of Sloyetsgoining to the EU and its
accelerated economic growth) have had some infeiencpeople’s perceptions in the
examined area. Keeping in mind the already exposethodological limitations for
our two case studies, it is possible to observesdmparing the data from some other
researches, a more positive attitude towards Sé&s/eamong the Italian speaking
community in Gorizia (see above, chapters V.4.2\4dd3)'">. Nevertheless, as it was
already pointed out, we found a considerable g&wd®n the language ideologies and
language practices when examining our empiricala.ddthe most pronounced
difference was detected in the case of the respusadd the Locchi School. In Table
20 we summed up some data regarding language gaactnd ideologies for the three
schools and in Figure 31 we give a graphical repriegion of some differences
between the Locchi and the Strukelj School.

175 Brezigar (2004) points out how the prestige ofvBlee as a minority language in ltaly is closely
linked to the perceived prestige of Slovenia asuntry.

183



Table 20: NL in language practices and language hefs —parents and pupils by schoolfercent)

Strukelj Locchi Trinko
Parents| Pupils) Parents Puplls Pardnts Pupils
LANGUAGE IDEOLOGIES

NL should be present in the curriculum of | 82.4 76.8 62.6 34.3 93.8 68.2
my OC as the®], the 2% or the &'f.

Language

NL should be present in curriculum of my [ 92.3 74.0 87.5 86.9 100 95

OC as compulsory or optional subject

Knowledge of the NL is necessary to 87.7 44 .2 77.0 57.9 89.8 61.0
communicate with people of the NC

NL is important in my everyday life 67.7 65.2 27.1 21.1 61.5 78.0
NL is important in my professional 69.2 0 41.6 0 66.6 0

environment

Knowledge of the NL is necessary for people 37.0 37.2 29.2 29.0 25.6 39.0
of my OC for social prestige

LANGUAGE PRACTICES
| use the NL when shopping in the NC 69.2 53.5 12.5 5.3 66.6 78.I

| use the NL when visiting the NC as a 47.7 27.9 12.5 2.6 66.6 65.
tourist

| understand the NL 84.6 83.7 29.2 13.2 74.3 10(
| speak the NL 63.1 44.2 14.6 10.5 71.8 10(

Source: Fieldwork 2003 (CS1)

In trying to find some explanation for the existiggp we can again make use of the
accommodation theory. The theory distinguishes re¢v@imensions, one of them
being also the subjective (or perceptual) accomtnmuathat is related to the
perceptions of listeners in an interaction (Shepardl. 2001). It is emphasized that
this dimension does not necessarily correspond withective behaviours; for
example, in the case when subjective accommodasopositive, this does not
necessarily produce convergence in a speech aatid&Basa (1997), for example,
showed how communicative competence, as a decspstulate for code choice,
determines the minority/majority language choiceolir case we would argue that, in
the case of communication between the Italian dode®e speaker, the Italian speaker

does not converge in communication, even with thieanged subjective
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accommodation, because of the lack of communicatorapetence in the Slovene

languagé”®.

We are well aware of having very much simplified #ituation by proposing this kind
of explanation of the gap between the (positivejuistic ideology on the one side and
the (non converging) language practice at the otRather as naming it as an
“explanation of the causes” we would prefer to laibeas one possible model of

interplay of the elements involved in the commutiNeaact.
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Figure 31: Differences between language ideologiead language practices — parents and pupils
form the Locchi and the Strukelj School

Source: Fieldwork 2003 (CS1)

Another possible explanation of the higher valueeenistering indicators of language

ideologies and lower values when assessing langpeayices may be found if we

1 Similar were the findings in Novak Lukanévi2003a, where the author analysed language
accommodation in ethnically mixed regions of Sldgersome patterns of communication showed a
positive psychological dimension (intentions of &lgers) of accommodation and language divergence.
In all cases of this type it appears that the latlkanguage knowledge of the interlocutor (or tbe |
subjective evaluation of that knowledge) was thelaxation of the effective non-accommodation
result.

185



explore the Q-values of the languages in the doosder area. Ideologies might be

reflecting a perceived Q-value of a language.

It was explained, that th@-value (or communication potentiabf a language is the

product of its prevalence and its centrality, thevplence being defined as the
proportion of the speakers of that language inaverall language constellation (i.e.
number of the speakers of that language dividedhbynumber of all speakers in a
chosen constellation), while centrality would mela@ way this language is connected
through multilingual speakers to other languageaigsan the constellation (humber of
multilingual speakers who are also competent in fdr@guage divided by the number
of all multilingual speakers in a chosen const@igt (cf. also above, chapterlll.5). In

other words, this value tells us how useful a lagguis in a chosen constellation, by
measuring the possibilities of communication intthenguage, either directly or

indirectly.

The Q-values of languages considerably vary orb#ses of the chosen constellation.
To assess the Q-value of a language, one firskghaibout the unit, within which
he/she would like to communicate (connect). Exangrior example, the possibilities
to communicate in Slovene within the EU, we immeshafind out that its Q-value is
very low, since both its prevalence and its ceityralppear low. Since on the bases of
the existing high level of connectedness we decideglalify our cross-border area as
a community of communication, we consider it aldigilele to be examined as a
constellation, within which to assess the Q-valokethe chosen languages. Repeating
the “test” for Slovene in this setting, its Q-valagpears considerably higher. It is well
possible, that Italian speakers in the examinedssbmrder area shape their language
ideologies on the bases of the perceived Q-valutefNL, while the practices are
conditioned by, for example, their knowledge (as tnwed to explain above), the
occasions of usé’, and probably also other factors that were nolyaed in the frame

of our analysis.

Y7 The converging language behaviour of the Sloverealers, due (mostly) to their good level of
knowledge of Italian, is considerably limiting tpessibilities of the Italian speakers to eventuakg
Slovene. This aspect was highlighted also in Baazig004, when examining the possibilities for
promotion of the use of Slovene as minority langualg is our opinion that besides the linguistic
competence other factors may be involved in thegss of linguistic convergence of Slovene speakers
(e.g. language ideologies concerning Italian anguage of prestige, as its power in a sense ofjlzi
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It is important to notice that when comparing tié &d the cross-border area as two
different constellations with reference to the Quea of the languages, not only
Slovene gains a lot, but also Italian. And it olwgly also holds true that by the effect
of people further learning the examined two lang@sagheir Q-value is gaining in
points. “Precisely this effect operates in the catdanguages as they gain new
speakers: for every actual speaker of the languagenumber and variety of possible
conversation partners or correspondents increaghseach new speaker added” (de
Swaan 2001:; 365

If we turn for a moment to English and to how itsnevaluated by our respondents in
terms of language ideologies, it appears that Ehgtibtained higher values as a
language of prestige when compared to NL (see abdvapter V.4.1, Figure 23)

although being evaluated as less important, fomgt@, in business contacts (see
above, chapter V.4.2, Figure 27,) or as a languedtgrtively used in cross-border
communication (see above, chapter V.3.4, Figure\4/&8) connected its high value as a
language of prestige to its high Q-value. Here weilal only like to add the following:

If we made the same type of comparison betweerttheand the examined cross-
border area as constellations where to evaluatedh@munication potential of this

language, it appears that English in the EU, whid process of globalisation, during
the last decades gained enormously and that tttissfaeflected in our issue area by an
increased number of English speakers in the yousmemtion. The Q-value for

English in the cross-border area as a constellaitinus conditioned by the variable of
age. Throughout our analysis we also found someatidns that in the future there
could be a more pronounced tendency to replaceauskeof the NL in cross-border

contacts with the use of English. Of course, ifadlier conditions remained the same.
By changing, for example, the presence of the Nithéschool curricula or by offering

more other possibilities to acquire knowledge o tiL, there is room to influence

these processes.

majority language in the examined setting etcyvduld be both interesting and important to explore
depth the patterns of accommodation in the crosddicarea and we would consider it as a possible
continuation of the work initiated in the two casgadies.

178 Cf. also Calvet (2002: 171) who describes the @sscas “un effet boule de naige”: “plus une
language est apprise, plus elle acquiert de lauvale
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V.5 Analysis of language planning

The main focus in this chapter will be the analgdishe language planning activities,
related to the role of the NLs in the process afssfborder collaboration. A great

amount of data useful in this regard can be fomnchapters 1V.2, IV.3 and V.1.

It has to be emphasized from the very beginning tlo¢h parties, the municipality of
Gorizia and the municipality of Nova Gorica, hawat{and still have) at their disposal
the necessary legal means to frame the policywibatd support reciprocal knowledge
of the bordering languages. Laying for a momentegshe question whether this
would be the optimal kind of language planning tport the ongoing process of
cross-border collaboration, we would like firstadf to explore, which options the two

parties had, and which they used (or not).

In Italy the teaching of the minority languageshie nursery and other schools (with
Italian as language of instruction) is made possiy the law 482 of 15-12-1999
(Norme per la tutela delle minoranze linguisticharishe). The Article 4 foresees the
introduction of the minority language upon the rmesjuof parents, while the
methodology and the criteria for teachers’ employmare defined by schools
themselves. In Slovenia, in concordance with tHeoscautonomy principle (White
Book 1996: 43-48%) “schools prepare the range of foreign languagkimg account
of traditions, wishes of parents and pupils, ars gbssibility of employing suitably
trained teachers. The proximity of the Italian adtrian borders also influences the
selection of foreign languag®®. Apart from these legal dispositions, it was alea
mentioned that the two municipalities already ir8Bd%dopted a special agreement
where also the declaration about the teachingeh#ighbouring languages was made
(see above, chapter V.1.3). But as it was showmvemalysing language teaching in
the two communities, while in Nova Gorica Italianrh the 1990s onwards has begun
to be present in the school curricula to a largerdxin Gorizia Slovene never entered

in Italian schools.

19 Here cited from Néak Liik 2003: 28.

180 Considering the argumentation in favour of moreo$arly attention to small-scale social units when
analysing language planning, Cooper (1989) wouldyur opinion, perfectly agree that the choices of
the school authorities on which foreign languagesetich, and for how long, is just as much a policy
decision as it is a creation of some prescriptlongor example, the Ministry of Education.
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From the newspapers articles that we analysed ifagusn the language issues in
relation to the cross-border cooperation (see gbolapter 1V.2), it is possible to
deduce, that policy makers from Nova Gorica andiZzeonever approached language
planning in the context of their projetts Not even one of the stages from the (ideal)
language planning process, presented above in Talgdme chapter 11.5) was dealt
with. We would not say that there was no languagey planning in this case, on the
contrary we would affirm, that this is a case o#rpling with “deliberate non-
planning”, in a sense that language planning isswesdeliberately, not by chance,
neglected. In the continuation we will try to of@@me possible explanations, linked to

the particular socio-cultural and political chagsawdtics of the border area.

As it was mentioned above (chapter 11.4) one imgdriand often neglected aspect in
evaluation of the selected language planning is dhaluation of its distributive
dimension, i.e. the evaluation of eventual acquaetm and losses of the parties
involved in the process. According to Grin (2006)is well possible, that the
compensation between the “gainers” and the “loserd’not occur automatically and
that in this case compensation mechanisms have huitt into the policy design. We
introduced the concept of distributive dimensiororder to help us to explain how by
neglecting this important feature of language piagnroom can be created for
manipulative interpretations of the eventual larggriplanning consequences.

In discussing the implementation of the rights,ivdeg from the Law on global

protection of the Slovene minority in Italy (seeoab, chapter V.1) we mentioned that
several obstructions were made, during the impléatem procedures, from the right
wing parties. Their representatives from time moetivery loudly raised concerns about
the fact that further implementation of certain exgp of the mentioned law would
secure privileged positions to bilingual speakezkibging to Slovene minority with

regard to employment possibilities. Since policykera did not provide any analysis

of the distributive effects of the law in the waf implementatio® the eventual

181 To complete the reported information we shoulchpout the fact that when there were expressed
some intentions or adopted some declarations tetatéhe NLs learning, these were not followed by

any actions (apart from the case of the languageses organized at Bovec (approx. 70 km to thehnort

of Nova Gorica).

182 Not even was, at no time, evident that there edisany kind of interest in preparing some

documentation that would support the implementapi@mtedures of the mentioned law.

189



fears, induced by this kind of political actionser@ always available to serve as a
perfect mobilizing tool for the right wing parti@s yielding the public opinion against

the acceptance of the mentioned legislation. lir #r@deavour to “preserve intact the
italianity” of the bordering cites (especially cerd) these politicians were thus taking
advantage of language related issues for theitigallipurposes. They are creating
fears about bilingualism basing it upon people’saawn about possible discrimination

in competing for work places (as a scarce resource)

The issue about the implementation of the law eelab the Slovene minority in Italy
is not presented here incidentally. It is our cotien that the attitudes related to the
Slovene minority are to a considerable extent tranted also to the Slovenes on the
Slovene part of the border, and that this holds #iso, or primarily, for the attitudes
towards the language, due to the very close lintwvéen language and ethnic/national
identity in this case. Our thesis would be thaglsage issues in the frame of the cross-
border contacts are avoided for political reaswrgere the central issues on the Italian
side are those linked to the relations between Ithan majority and Slovene

minority.

Questions related to national identity may playi@portant role in mobilising the
electoral body. Wodak et al. (1999: 305) pointetlrmw “there isno such thing as the
one and only national identity..] but rather that different identities are alissively
constructed according to context, that is accordmnghe social field, the situational
setting of the discursive act and the topic beisgussed” (italics in original). The
authors further argue that the discursive constmaif national identities always runs
hand in hand with the construction of differencstidictiveness and uniqueness
(ibid)*®3. Following this interpretation lines we would aegthat in the studied area,
where distinctiveness and uniqueness of identitymgortantly based on language
differentiation, it is very easy that language essuare manipulated in different
discursively constructed identities, e.g. the malstic ones. Due to the troubled

events in the recent history of the area (see ghzhapter IV.1) it seems that part of

183 e Page and Tabouret-Keller (1985: 14) see “listiibehaviour as a series of acts of identity in
which people reveal both their personal identitgl &reir search for social roles”.
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the electoral body* is still rejecting multicultural cohabitation aridtercultural

relationships with the members of the Slovene niigff. Rejecting them means in
the first place rejecting their language, as thestmarominent indicator of their
distinctiveness. Rejecting the minority languageanss in the observed context,

automatically rejecting also the language of thighmeours®®.

The population on the Slovene side of the bordartaging to the same historical
events, carries collective memories that do nowgllt least in certain circumstances,
to consider Italian as a “neutral” communicationleoThere were never any negative
considerations about, for example, the presendtalén in the school curricutf, but
there were cases when inscriptions in Italian (eagnes of shops) triggered reactions
in defence of Slovene public inscriptions, alonghweminding the oppressive Fascist
regime. When politicians consider that it would het wise to irritate (part of) the
electors with sensitive issues, these issues #redefrom the agenda. This was, and
still is, also the case of the language plannisgigs in the considered cross-border

area.

At this point we would like to recall the argumerdas in the sociolinguistic theory
that recently underlined the necessity of a motengive involvement of political
analysts when approaching language planning issDies.example clearly confirms

this necessity. According to our point of view, @mplete analysis of the language

184 1t seems that this part is sufficiently big tolirgnce the political agenda. We introduced Wodak's
view about the existence of different discursivelnstructed national identities because it is our
opinion that in the issue area there exist manfemdint representation of the “ltalianess” and the
“Sloveneness” which then also influence differeartduage ideologies. These multiple constructions of
national identity, formed by distinctive “meaningjocial divisions” can consequently lead to mudip
language ideologies (cf. Kroskrity 2000, and ab&Meapter 11.4).

1851t was ascertained that “dominant groups are yarallined to give up their advantage and accept
pluralist policies, especially because changeslikety to lead to a redistribution of wealth and @o
realignment in political power” (Shohamy 2006: 40j. also Haugen 1980: “The many instances where
language contact has led to conflict are those evitlee knowledge and the use of one language have
given its speakers a socioeconomic and politicabhathge over other€@nly when a language becomes
an instrument of power can it create a confliet, & social probler (p. 151, italics in original).

18 Cf. Nelde (1995: 69-70): “Language is usually ecselary symbol for the underlying primary causes
of conflict, the historical, religious, politicablses of dissension”. And, moreover: “Languagepstant
rallying code. The climax of a political languagentict is reached when all conflict factors are
combined in a single symbol — language — and déspand struggles in very different areas (politics,
economics, administration, education) can and dlcambear under the banndanguage conflict
(italics in original).

187 0n the contrary, one of the reported newspap@iestreports the reaction of the local authorities
favour of maintaining Italian in border schools,edto its importance in cross-border contacts (see
above, chapter IV.2).
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policy in the studied area would be possible onlparallel with the thought analytical
approach form the political perspective, in ordeickearly identify the non-language
ideologies linked to the political spectrum of #etivities in the examined settii§

Our work is meant to point to this needed relatigmsbetween the two analytical
approaches and to give evidence of the necessamgeats to take into consideration in

the (common) analytical framework.

Some additional issues should be tackled withirs ttihapter, e.g. the language
planning alternatives. Granted that policy makemul agree to discuss language
planning, it is important to evaluate in this frathe possibility to foster English as a
language to be used in cross-border contacts. gfngliould allegedly represent a
neutral communication code, since none of the comating parties, neither Slovene
nor Italian, would be privileged in using it. Cotsring all the factors that secured to
English the position of the world’s lingua franéanevertheless clearly appears the
fallacy about its neutrality. When considering thessibilities for English to function
as a “postethnic language”, Phillipson (1999: 1&gjues that

a conclusion that particular functions of Englisaynibe de-ethnicized should not
be taken as meaning that the language is neuttz@sno cultural or ideological
baggage. As English is often a language of power the power relations

exercised in and through English are decisive li@r ¢hoice of this language

rather than others.

As far as the economic expenditures to supportuagg learning we would shortly
agree with Grin (2006) that these are usually aterated, and that the most
important thing, when some language planning rdlafecisions, is to first asses the
market values, e.g. how the fact of learning neagining language affects commuting,
investments, business relations, and, on the dthier, the non-market values, e.g.

mutual understanding, respect of diversity, integraprocesses etc.

With regard to language learning and the praciigedstions about which languages

should be taught and for how long, it is importémtremember how sociolinguists

188 1t should be remembered that sociolinguistic tiedearly pointed out that there is no language
planning that is detached from some aspect of adgo{cf. above, chapters 1.2 and 11.4).
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generally are in favour of developing linguae fra@cin our case English. Crystal
(1997), for example, points out how early languéggning is essential in order to
prevent disadvantages of those who are not nathgligh speakers. The question
arises thus, whether in this context of an eatiduction of English beside the native
language, there is place for other languages. Begystal seems to see no obstacles for
an “education guided” three- or plurilingualism:die two-thirds of the children on
earth grow up in a bilingual environment, and degetompetence in it. There is a
naturalness with which they assimilate another yagg, once they are regularly
exposed to it” (ibid., p. 14). There is no needs&y that cross-border areas, when
meant to function as integrated areas accordinteoguidelines of the EU policies,
represent an environment that with a high levelcoftacts “naturally” offers the
necessary conditions for the spread of multilingual It remains than to ascertain
what kind of multilingualisif® best suits the chosen setting. In our case itshias/n
that in some circumstances also passive knowleddgdovene can perfectly secure

effective integration in a multicultural settingeésabove, chapter V.3.2).

The last part of our analysis of language planmmthis chapter, regarding the policy
alternatives, was meant to show how different asp&oould emerge and how
sociolinguistics would have some answers to offénere arose the need to engage in
any type of language planning process. But as vptamed, this never happened and
we can only hope that in the future language plaspmill find its place in the agenda
of the local policy makers as one of thiee qua norssues if the two collaborating
parts have serious intention to function as angnated economic and socio-cultural

unit'%°,

189 There exists a considerable amount of publicatiorthe frame of applied linguistics dealing with
different types of multilingualism to promote arftetways that multilingual competences should be
attained (e.g. Rubin 1984, Edwards 1994, Willem822@yram 2008). Nelde (2000: 442) underlines
the fact that “[slymmetric multilingualism and tloéten sought equality of existing language remain a
metaphysical desideratum: they just do not existofean multilingualism is asymmetric by definition
never free of conflicts”.

19 Cooper (1989) points to a very important elememtlanguage planning: the existence of
communicative problems does not constitute thegétig which is important enough, to undertake
language planning activities in a certain situatibhe solution of ascertained communicative prolslem
will only be looked for if in parallel this solutiopromotes the attainment of non-linguistic goals.
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V.6 Conclusions

Summing up the most remarkable results of our armalyf the empirical data we can
observe that:

1. Both parents and pupils in the whole cross-bordea give high importance to
the knowledge of foreign languages.

2. The knowledge of the neighbouring language is wergvenly distributed on
the two sides of the border.

3. Those with the most diversified language knowledgel also language
practices are the parents and the pupils of theeBminority school.

4. There is a considerable generational differendeniglish language knowledge
in all the three examined settings: children dectar master the global lingua
franca to a considerably higher degree.

5. Friulian is hardly known on the Slovene part of tiwder, and there exists a
generational difference in knowledge of this largguan the Italian part: pupils
know it and use it less than their parents.

6. Institutional support (schooling in mother tongigepositively influencing the
ethno-linguistic vitality of the Slovene minority.

7. There exist a gap between language practices agdidge ideologies in case
of the respondents from the Strukelj School (fromv&l Gorica, with mainly
Slovene speaking population), and from the Locahid®l (from Gorizia, with
mainly Italian speaking population, belonging te tlalian majority), being
this gap far more pronounced in case of the reggasdorm the last school.

8. There are no major gaps between language practiceklanguage ideologies in
case of the respondents from the Trinko Schoolh(fiGorizia, with mainly
Slovene speaking population, belonging to the Slevainority).

9. Although the younger and the older generationse Hakmed their attitudes in
different political and socio-cultural settings, appears that this does not
influence their perceptions in a considerable vildye most marked differences

(e.g. knowledge of lingua franca) were linked tobgllisation processes.

With the analysis of the socio-historical and sbrguistic dimensions of the issue

area we got enough information to confirm our fingpothesis, i.e. the existence of
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some specific characteristics of the domain of stusrder area in a sociolinguistic
sense. It was shown how the communication potentiithe neighbouring languages
when assessed in the cross-border area differ filomse assessed in a wider
constellation, e.g. the EU, and it was also shoew khe perceived communication

values of the NL in the examined setting influelaoeguage ideologies.

As one of the basic characteristics of the crogsidroarea as a sociolinguistic unit of
analysis appeared the fact that cross-border ar@apecific area of social and cultural
contact, where from the point of view of languagediin communication not only
communicative efficiency is important to evalualbeit there is also present a very
strong symbolic component of language use. If weagree with Bourdieu (1991) that
in general it is rare in everyday life for languagefunction as a pure instrument of
communication we would argue that this “neutralifyfactically never happens in

communicative acts in cross-border areas.

It was also argued, at the beginning of the thiésis the sociolinguistic particularities
of the area would consequently lead to a specgpr@ach also in language planning
issues. It was nevertheless possible to observeirthaur issue area this did not
happen, which confirms our second hypothesis atfmidisquilibrium in the policy
agenda of the local policy makers: In the coopenaprocesses of the cross-border
area of Nova Gorica/Gorizia the collaboration i #conomical and socio-cultural
field is not accompanied by any policy activitidgtt would consider important to
approach the area as a community of communicatide. also approached a
hypothesis of explanation of this situation, affingithat this neglect is due to political
reasons, i.e. the fact that language issues in &@hs (and especially on the Italian
part) are linked, by processes of representingngdisteness in a set of elements that
characterised different habiti of the bordering ommities, to other unsolved
problems. It also appeared that by maintaining dta¢us quothe communities are
hindering the possibility for the development ofhagher level of intercultural

communication and mutual understanding (Michael7}99

Our third hypothesis was that the actual langudgening in the studied area is not

congruent with language ideology of the populatidrhis hypothesis can be
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confirmed, too. While the language planning of tyyee of “no planning” is constantly
present, people’s attitudes towards the neighbgudommunity and consequently
language seem to have changed in the recent yéactors influencing the Italian
population in Gorizia could be linked to the trarsfied image of Slovenia after its
independence, democratisation, economic growtheartchnce in the EU, while for
those influencing the Slovene side we would supploem to be mostly linked to the
fact that the memories of the recent past (espgdladt of the Fascist period) are less
strongly conditioning the symbolic representatimisthe generations that did not
directly experience periods marked with inter-ethnonfrontation. As one of the
examples of the “openness” in attitudes, we camtfoi a positive attitude regarding
the inclusion of NLs in the school curricula fortbothe Italian and the Slovene side.
Since the potential success of the chosen langoag®gement strongly depends on
its congruity with language ideologies (Spolsky 206ur findings could represent an
indication, that an increased offer of languagenie® programs in NL (both for adults
and children) would be positively accepted on bsittes of the border area. It was
shown how the increased number of learners and ugea language increases the
factors of prevalence and centrality of the languamd since cross-border area by its
high level of contact offers a suitable environmént language learning, we can
confirm our initial hypothesis that the issue ar@a,its present sociolinguistic
conditions, contains a potential for the spreadnattilingualisni®’. Multilingualism
was recognized as an important tool in the maimgiof language diversity, and we
would like to point out that in this sense crossdeo areas in the EU should be

evaluated as important environments.

Our last hypothesis was that the cross-border afddova Gorica/Gorizia and the
related nation states are neglecting the spegifitlanguage policy of the cross-
border domain, and that by behaving in this wayehe the risk, for the future
generations, that English will replace NLs in crbssder contacts. This hypothesis
can be only partially confirmed. We found out thegttional governments are not
framing border language policies in a way to impag@eropriate adaptations of, for

example language learning curricula. On the coptitiie national legislations provide

191 Especially the less used languages would gair i lthis regard, which in our case holds true for
Slovene and for Friulian (teaching of Friulian, fotample, is currently offered across the bordehén
frame of the university studies at Nova Gorica).
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the local communities with all the necessary tdolglaborate language planning that
would most suit their needs. It is the local stuues that continue to implement the
agenda of “no discussion and action about langissyes” and as it appears from our
data it is well possible that the consequenceshisf formulated in our hypothesis
about the use of English in cross-border contadgtscome into practice in the future.
It is completely understandable that people chaodearn languages with higher Q-
values (it was illustrative in our case, how paseamd pupils of the Locchi School
gave precedence to German before Slovene as adsdéanguage in the school
curriculum), but when a cross-border community tdes as its goal also the
increased level of mutual knowledge and developroéiitercultural competences of
its population, the shift to English in cross-bardentacts could be addressed as a
“market failure” (Green 20062 Namely, as Mikoli et al. (2006: 42) argue the most
deep intercultural education is reached througlydage learning and usage; it is
through different communicative situations that wenetrate the culture of the

ethnic/national community we are in contact With

Some additional and important findings emerged faun research. In the context of
the post war development of cross-border contacthe researched area we already
mentioned the importance of the Slovene minorityfastering the socio-cultural
contacts in the area by maintaining a great pathef‘institutionalized” cross-border
linkages in the field of culture and sport, econprmformation and collaboration
between the municipalities. In the case of coopmrabetween Nova Gorica and
Gorizia it seems that what were the auspices ferpériod after the integration of
Slovenia in the EU are slowly being carried intteef. Namely, as Bufon (2000: 180)
points out, the new role of the minority’s instiart would be in “offering, to the
population in the border areas, a multilingual amndticultural dimension, on which to
build up the social integration”. As it appearednfrour analysis of language learning
(see above, chapter V.3.2) the number of “consumefs multicultural (and

multilingual) contents in last decades is incregsamd it seems that the Slovene

192 As we already pointed out, Grin’s opinion is thalmost every form of market failure occurs

when it comes to the provision of linguistic divigrs(ibid.).

193 The authors also make the point that “it is algeaith the understanding or passive competence of
the language of the other that deeper knowledgetahe co-existing or neighbouring culture is made

possible” (ibid., p.48). This would confirm the diimgs of Rupel (2000) about the passive language
knowledge as a sufficient tool for successful indign, reported in our analysis.
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minority, with its “natural” functioning as a mixednulticultural setting is the only

entity that was available to offer adequate respdnghese increased needs.

In the 1990s, an extensive research was made weigominority schools (Bogatec
and Bufon 1996: 128-133) that among other questmiisessed also the motivations
to enrol children in a minority school. According the collected data, the main
motives were the sense of belonging to the mingibup and the high evaluation of
the importance of knowledge of both, the majorityd ahe minority language. As
Brezigar (2004) points out, these motivations dtuist the key factors when (if)
promoting the Slovene minority schobtls It seems that in the changed socio-political
circumstances this kind of promotional activity Miéind some audience between the
majority members, and it is clear that this timaiagthe minority group could play a
decisive role in contributing to the quality (anbet quantity) of cross-border

collaboration, namely through fostering intercudity in their own community>.

Due to the processes of the EU integration andadjkdttion, the comprehension of
several languages and cultures seems to be necésgday. The populations living in
areas where more national groups are present a@ntg in a privileged position;
since in this kind of environments people have dpportunity of daily contact with
diverse locally present communities, they have ebetpossibilities to develop
intercultural competence. The whole border arewden Slovenia and Italy seems to
offer now this kind of advantageous setting: inesf some negative heritage of the
past (forejudgements and stereotypes resulting frbistorical and political
circumstances), a spirit of collaboration seemsauays to prevail.

% The author shows that there exist many other elesyf this kind of promotion in Europe, e.g. in

Wales and in Spain among the Basque minority.

19% As we already mentioned, these trends, if furthecentuated in the future, would represent an
important shift in the function of Slovene minorgghools which would urgently require investigation
and action in the sense of an adequate support.
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PART THREE

VI. Language policy in cross-border areas of the EU : some

elements for developing models of analysis and plan ning

In framing the third (and concluding) part of otnesis we found a useful point of
departure in Cooper’s approach when he is tryinfini an appropriate definition for
language planning. This definition should, on aparolevel of generalizability, give
satisfactory answer to a precise questidthd planswhat for whomandhow? (1989:
31, italics in original). Appropriately modifiedhe question in our case should be
worded as follows: In cross-border areas of the &bl should language policy be
analysed and plannedhat exactly should be studied and planned in thiseedneaind
how should this study and planning be carried out?ieimoving to the exposed
guestion we should, nevertheless, first try to gebaur specific domain of analysis, in

the frame of the sociolinguistic theory.

VI.1 Cross-border area as domain of language policy studies and

language planning

In the introductory chapter we argued for the stwdiythe cross-border area as a
specific domain of sociolinguistic analysis suppgsfor it some kind of “underlying
sociolinguistic regularity”, and presuming that lsua construct would help us to
clarify and organize our data (cf. Fishman 1972-83%). It is not the aim of our work
to be exhaustive in finding these regulatory pagebut we would nevertheless list

some observations that emerged from our analysis.

Williams (1988: 14) recognises that important resieajuestions for sociolinguistics
surely consist in studying who speaks which languem whom, when and under
which conditions, but he adds an important add#ioresearch dimension: it is

important also to acknowledge thattferea language group is physically located in
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macro, environmental terms it is also germane &rtdnge of possibilities given to

such a group”.

Border areas, for example, represent a speciablgoguistic context in this regard. In
case of ethnic overlapping in border areas, vetgnotonflicts are fuelled by non
adequate accommodations (or solutions) to thislapping: material and ideological
conflicts then often make use of language as a enask group differentiation and
socio-political mobilisation. It is thus vital aacling to the author “to be able to
demonstrate the effect which living within a bordegion has upon the attitudes,

behaviour and loyalties of frontier communitieddid., p. 100).

In our work we defined the researched cross-bomlea as a community of
communication, due to high level of mutual conratdi and we viewed it as being
composed by more than one linguistic habitus (andsequently more speech
communities), due to ascertained different setdigpositions, that were influencing
language ideologies and practices. We also uneerlimow important is, in the cross-
border area, the symbolic component of language $sg@mbolic components refer to
extra-linguistic contents of the society and whapens between persons when using
languages to communicate derives its particulamfdrom the objective relation

between the groups who speak those languages (Baur€91).

The cross-border community is usually composed bgerthan one symbolic space. In
these symbolic spaces language can function asdicator of diversity’>. While on

the one hand the communication space forms itsel spontaneous way, through
practices of communication and only with the pugpoEcommunication, the symbolic
space is formed through encounters with the “othwith the distinctive elements of
the “otherness”. If the language in communicatian chosen to indicate this
distinctiveness, the communication act looses gomtaneity of mere communication
and it assumes a character of being an intentiactabf demonstration of symbolic

appurtenance.

%1 chapter 111.3 we saw how in the frame of moditeologies of nation state formation language is
quite inevitably included in this frame, but we Jalike to stress that language as a group maskeof
an indispensable precondition.
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In order to make the language function in this whg, speaker needs to apply, to the

communicative act, some kind of “reduction of indiality”:

When a group of people engages with some othéragtto simplify its message
down to a form of generality with which each of tniembers can identify their

personal interests. [...] Thus, when a positionasest ‘on behalf of a community —

‘we want ..."” ‘we think ...” — it implies a generality of view tantamnat to the

expression of sameness, of equality. Dissent wiojaign this egalitarianism, just
as it would offend the integrity of the boundaribas contrived. (Cohen 1985: 35,

italics in original).

By formulating such general positions the commuistynforming its sense of self,

embellishing its symbolic boundaries and givingliiy to the boundary (ibid-}".

It is important to notice that beside the contehth® message, also the choice of
language can be the carrier of similg positions. As Kramsch (1998: 70) puts it: “By
crossing languages, speakers perform culturalcdetentity”.

The listed observations show how complex the comaatine acts in cross-border
areas are, and how broad the range of analyticds tas to be in order to “capture”
the meaning of the communicative act, performethis setting, in its entirety. It is
also possible that these characteristics will ckarifgthe representation schemes
change (e.g. the close links between languageomaind territory that so strongly
characterized the process of nation state formatlomould be especially useful, for
example, to observe, which are the effects of tisaphearance of the (material)
borders in the EU on the symbolic components of dbexmunicative acts in the
border areas (if there are any). This kind of resgeaould be important not only for
the understanding of the concrete settings, bubitld be precious also for the general

understanding of the dialectic interaction betwiegguage and social structure.

197 Joseph (2004: 111) shows how in the Romantic thpwghere what defines nation most clearly is its
language, mixture with other nations (and thus Umggs) means dilution of the nation's essence.
Namely, according to Fichte, “[s]uch a whole [as ttation defined by language], if it wishes to abso
and mingle with itself any other people of differefescent and language, cannot do so without itself
becoming confused, in the beginning at any ratel, @olently disturbing the even progress of its
culture” (J.G. FichteReden an die deutsche NatidBerlin, Realschulbuchhandlung, 1880, English
version,Address to the German NatidNew York: Harper Torch Books, here cited fromeJiis2004).
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V1.2 Why to study and plan?

Contemporary studies of border areas are focusittgmore attention on the cultural
aspects of the studied areas, and are thus explaiso questions about regional,
ethnic and language identities of the people Inimghese areas. One of the personal
motives to involve in the research of the languagetices, ideologies and planning in
the particular domain of the cross-border area awasbelief that language related
issues are of utmost importance in understanding ¢hoss-border relations.
Sociolinguistic theory is nowadays firmly underpimm this kind of reasoning since it
shares the belief that “any studies of societias ¢éxclude [...] language are limited”
Spolsky (2004: 1X-X). Every aspect of human acyivihat implies contacts, implies
also a language component. Consequently, borddrestthat exclude or emarginate
language studies, do not offer a complete undetsigrof the studied areas. Language
cannot, for example, be excluded from the accoahtat the mobility (commuting),
cooperation and economical development in the dvosder regions; it is clear that
language issues are involved in many of the coscépat have been recently
suscitating the scientists’ curiosity in relatiom border areas, e.g. identity, social
construction, systems, affection, attitude, fedimg belonging, us versus them, and
symbolic borders. Thus, this recent more “peoplerted approach® in border and
border region studies should, in any case, inclalde studies about sociolinguistic

situations in border areas.

From the sociolinguistic point of view, cross-bardereas of the EU should be
considered as interesting, as mentioned aboveubead big sociological changes that
they went through in the recent decades. Philliizs¢2003) recommendations for
research priorities, for example, include the nieedhe state-of-the-art reports about
linguistic situations in different groups where tpatterns of communication have
changed as a result of globalisation and europersatVith no doubt, cross-border

areas represent a kind of setting with these chenatics.

As for the language planning activities, we alrepdinted out that studies/analyses of
a sociolinguistic context are a prerequisite foragpropriately conducted language

198 The term is used in van der Velde and van HoutQ602
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planning process. Moreover, Daoust (1997: 441)tpadut that, “no clear-cut line can
be drawn between the different types of objectisesthat, in the long turn, even
linguistic aims serve socio-political goals. Theswhy language planning is more and
more often seen as a way to resolve social, ecanand political problems through

interventions in language”.

To our opinion language planning in the cross-bor@®ea can also be seen as a
precious tool for maintenance of language divergiy it was possible to understand
from the analysis of the empirical data of our tease studies, languages in cross-
border areas acquire different Q-values as the dangages have in the frame of
wider units (e.g. nation states or supra-natiotralctures). It could be said that these

areas are a kind of “radiation zones” for the gtoeftthe Q-values of languages.

We already listed several arguments in order tgpsupmaintenance of language
diversity (see above, chapter IV.3), and in theesaontext we have also shown that in
parallel with the activities aimed to protect disigy, others have to be carried out,
guaranteeing people the access to lingua francdl thie role of facilitating
international communications. But, as Crystal (2000ints out, the last kind of
activities do not necessarily require to be perfxiron the expense of the first ones. In
other words, maintaining local and regional langsaig not hindering communication
the potential of people using them if in paralledy are offered opportunities to learn
also languages that in respect to global commuoitdigure on higher levels of

communication potential.

Maintenance of cultural and linguistic heritage ahds individual and collective
identity on the one side and intelligibility on tleéher do not therefore have to be in
conflict. It is important to acknowledge that poastdern societies need both, despite
of the costs. The costs to cope with the diversitythe world’s languages can be
considerable (e.g. guaranteeing interpretationanstations, language learning),
although several studies clearly demonstrated tihey are very often subject to
manipulative interpretations with other than larggiaelated aims (cf. Green 2006 and
above, chapter 1ll.4). When speaking about thesgakie most important thing, in

order to persuade governments to work towardsdhilih or multilingual world is to
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see, why this money is not wasted, but on the aontit produces an important value.
By establishing some parallels with the importarméemaintenance of biological
diversity, Crystal (2000: 33-34) argues that catwliversity is a “prerequisite for
successful humanity®, and that consequently preserving linguistic diitgr is

essential

for language lies at the heart of what it meansedwuman. If the development of
multiple cultures is so important, then the rolelasfguages becomes critical, for

cultures are chiefly transmitted through spokenritien languagé$’.

V1.3 What and how to study?

We already underlined that sociolinguistic studies indispensable in completing the
sociological studies of any setting, and that, etiogly, we consider the cross-border

analysis as a necessary completion of cross-bemt#ological analysis.

In the cross-border studies it was found that tbedérline is often breaking the
symmetry of the models of interaction, being tlusthe positive or magnet effects of
the border, or for the hindering effects (Jansse@02 Bufon 2004). The task of
sociolinguistic analysis in this context would ke e@stablish to which extent the

existence of language border functions as a maygreetd as a hindering effect.

As for the general frame of the sociolinguistic my@eh to the cross-border area, we
consider that the variables and the relations bEtwihem should be studied as
represented in Figure 34 (see below). As we poiotddn discussing the limitations
of our research (see above, chapter V.2.3), enaitgntion should be placed in
analysing the non language variables. The peraeptidghe neighbouring community
could be, for example, observed as having diffedintensions: 1) the cognitive

dimension (e.g. knowings and ideas about the neigfifog community); 2) the

199 Crystal (ibid.) reports argumentation of differesttholars who demonstrated how the success of
human development, i.e. the success of colonidiegplanet has been due to the ability to develop
diverse cultures which suit diverse kinds of endered environments.

200 \We pointed to the importance of language as a uedhrough which culture is communicated in
chapter III.5.
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emotional dimension (e.g. emotional attitude andrejjudgements about the
neighbouring community); 3) dynamic dimension (elge disposition to be actively
involved in relationships concerning cross-bordertactsj’.

201 Based on Mikoli 2004.
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Figure 32: Variables in the research model of thetsdy of language practices, ideologies and

planning in cross-border area
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In building a research model for the study of thess-border language policy we
propose some steps that would seem necessaryef@cthevement of some common

methodological and theoretical ground in cross-botanguage policy research.

In methodological sense, we would underline the artgmce of a well prepared
guestionnaire and carefully selected representatweple which offers the possibility
of typological categorisation and comparison betwe#ferent cross-border areas. A
significant number of case studies in the crossiaocontext would then be necessary
in order to elaborate eventual typologies of thesstborder situations on the basis of
the analysed dat¥®. Furthermore, the aim would be to elaborate exa@nnodels of
theories for the individuated types of cross-bomglrations and to elaborate eventual

specific theory concerning the role of languageross-border areas.

Language policy research in cross-border areaveofEl) should by no means, not
ignore considerations about the influence on lagguaf the main socio-historical

processes of the recent past, i.e. the procesatainstate formation, the European
integration and the globalisation, and along witls talso the economics of language

should be considered (see above, chapter Ill.1).

V1.4 What and how to plan?

Although in the literature about the European laggupolicy there are not often found
considerations of the border and cross-border igtigusituations, there are some
authors that perceive to some degree the spegitidithese settings. Nelde (2000:
449), for example, is mentioning the “structurati”athat the languages of the
environment can furnish in learning the second dagg. According to him, the focus
should be on learning the surrounding and neighbguanguages and he underlines

the fundamental importance of the educational systethe language policy issi&$

22«Generalisation can be built up from individuakea by observing consistencies in the relationships
among descriptive classifications” (Cooper 1989). 53f. also Ricento (2006: 12): “aggregate data
obtained from specific cases can lead to modetbeaxdries, which can then be put to the test in hove
situations”.

203 «'wie should underline that language planning defseoverwhelmingly on the educational system
whose impact may be stronger than the impact oflébgalisation of multilingual and multicultural
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Thus, acquisition planning would appear as the mmogrtant language planning
activity in the cross-border area. Political ecogoof language should also be
considered in this frame, since an “upward meclmahis.e. the preferences people
have for learning one language rather than anotiserextremely important in
acquisition plannind”*. Namely, whatever the language planning, the featuility or
non-favourability of attitudes in the populationfi;mdamentally affecting its success
(Baker 1992). Since a considerable effort is resfliio learn a new language people
usually prefer to learn a language that providesnthwith the greater communicative
advantage (De Swaan 2001). Nevertheless, “[tjo jdaguage is to plan society”
(Cooper 1989: 182) and it thus depends on the gbatdthe community sets for itself,
also what type of language learning policy the camity will choose.

Scholars dealing with theoretical issues of langualgnning have largely accepted the
definition of language planning where the actorsthed planning activities are not
restricted only to governments, government-autleoriagencies, or other authoritative
bodies. Language planning may be originated atlemsl of society, with lower as
well as upper socioeconomic strata. Even moreexictusively top down initiatives by
lack of involvement of the constituencies are cdesed as unethical and
undemocratic, since they violate basic democratiocgsses of inclusion,
representation and participation (Shohamy 2886)ve would thus consider necessary
to complete the scheme about language planningsthat are meant to be followed
in an ideal language planning process (see aboableT3, chapter I.5) with the

indication of the parties to be involved in theqess (see below, Table 21).

prerequisites. So the teaching of second and thimguages may influence the multilingual future of
Europe more than all other measures taken by rataord supranational politics.” (Nelde 2000: 443).

204 According to de Swaan (2004: 18) political econoafylanguage "analyses how people try to
maximize their opportunities for communication, htvis confronts them with dilemmas of collective
action that may even provoke stampedes toward$hi@ntsinguage and the abandonment of their native
tongue, and what occurs in the unequal relatiorexofiange between small and large language groups”.
A good example of how language learning choicemixed ethno-linguistic context are made on the
bases of the evaluation of the communicative piisnof languages is offered in Novak Lukanovi
2003b.

205 Nevertheless, it is unlikely that language plagnivill succeed unless it is embraced and promoted
by elites or by conterelites (Cooper 1989).
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Table 21: Stages of the language planning processdathe parties involved

STAGE

PARTIES INVOLVED (BESIDE LANGUAGE
PLANNERS)

identification of broader societal goals

policy makers,
policy analysts, target populations

identification of target populations

policy makers
sociolinguists, target populations

Fact-finding process about the past
situation

sociolinguists,
historians

Fact-finding process about the present
situation

sociolinguists,
target populations

domain identification

sociolinguists,
policy makers,
target populations

goal setting

policy makers,
sociolinguists, target populations

elaboration of different policy planning
alternatives

policy makers,
sociolinguists, target populations

evaluation of different policy planning
alternatives

policy makers,
sociolinguists, target populations

selection of a policy

policy makers,
target populations

implementation

policy makers,
target populations

evaluation

policy makers,
sociolinguists, target populations

eventual modifications

policy makers,
sociolinguists, target populations

Since cross-border community implies intercultieatounters, it could be defined as
an area of multicultural presence and it could thes with necessary limitations,
analysed as multicultural society According to Balb(2006), multicultural society
implies “contamination”, i.e. contact between twaore cultures. Yet, contamination
occurs only when communication is present; comnaiin implies the approaching
of the parties, where approaching does not inchrdg tolerance and respect, but also
interest. Communication is thus the principal loaisthe process of “intercultural
acculturation” and the communicative act is pogsiily when the language chosen is
mastered by both the interlocutdfs

Foreign language teaching is an essential pateoEt)’s language policy. In this way
the EU is aiming to secure its linguistic and crdtudiversity and improve the capacity
of the citizens to collaborate across the bordesstablished by their national

2% Erom the Preface of A. Griselli, in Mikélet al. 2006, p. 7.
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language®”’. Favouring (and fostering) cross-border contaatsl integration of
regions the process of European integration meanwadctice that the national and
cultural borders between national states shouldelesin significance, and that
plurilingualism in border areas and in the EU ag¢ashould be perceived as a social
advantage. This top-down process has already ypelgitaffected former often hostile
attitudes in many border areas (Winsa 2005). Malylsenot of minor importance the
consideration that in the new European contextclig fostering integration and is
thus willy-nilly creating new communities of commaation, foreign language
learning should turn its perspective. In new cdodg of communication perhaps
languages should not be seen, any more, as “fdrémgguistic codes. This shift in
perspective would help to develop and hopefullgiaftthrough language learning, not
only the communicative proficiency but also new, ltdimensional symbolic
representations. It is well possible that this kimfdprocesses would contribute to

overcome or even cancel many mental borders, ¢otestiin the recent history.

27 The reciprocal learning of neighbouring languaigesne of the points in the Phillipson’s (2004)
best-case scenario of the future language policheoEU.
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Appendix: Selected statistical data about CS1 and C

S2

Table 22: Passive knowledge of languages ('l undéasd the following languages') - parents and pupildy

schools(percent)

I understand... Strukelj Locchi Trinko
Parents Pupils Parents Pupils Parents Pupils

CS1 CS2 CS1 (CS2 (CS1 CS2 (CSl1 (CS2 Csi1 Cs2 CcSs1 cs2
Slovene 100 917 100 100 29.2 306 132 29.7 743 889 100 95.7
Italian 846 639 837 725 100 918 100 100 974 96.3 100 95.7
Friulian 138 83 - 5 66.7 63.1 447 568 589 648 56.1 53.2
English 63.1 583 953 95 500 49 974 838 615 352 951 76.6
German 200 194 16.3 5 220 245 658 784 282 333 439 319
French 4.6 28 116 25 146 184 184 189 25 3.7 24 149
Spanish 6.2 83 349 35 188 143 447 27 7.7 111 195 34
Serb./ 90.8 91.7 837 60 6.3 184 26 135 46.1 389 29.2 383
Cro./Bosn.

Source: Fieldwork 2003 (CS1)

and 2005 (CS2)

Table 23: Active knowledge of languages ('l speak¢ following languages') - parents and pupils by $ools

(percent)
| speak... Strukelj Locchi Trinko
Parents Pupils Parents Pupils Parents Pupils

CS1 CS2 (CS1 (Cs2 (CSl1 (Cs2 (Csl1 (Cs2 (Cs1 (Ccs2 cs1 cs2
Slovene 985 91.7 100 100 146 245 105 189 718 87 100 95.7
Italian 63.1 611 442 50 100 918 100 100 974 944 100 95.7
Friulian 1.5 2.8 - 25 271 327 184 27 231 389 171 17
English 462 417 884 95 354 408 895 838 359 185 78.0 70.2
German 6.2 194 9.3 - 146 143 632 784 179 13 341 255
French 4.6 2.8 7.0 25 104 122 53 2.7 2.6 - - 2.1
Spanish 1.5 28 116 225 104 4.1 7.9 8.1 - 24 10.6
Serb./ 785 833 465 575 21 163 - 10.8 30.8 27.8 122 17
Cro./Bosn.

Source: Fieldwork 2003 (CS1)

Table 24: Strukelj school (parents) - mother tongus and inter-generational communication

and 2005 (CS2)

communication mother communication

with parents tongues with children
only Slovene 78,7% 75,0% 77,1%
only Serbian/Croatian/Bosnian 17,2% 19,4% 5,7%
Slovene and Serb./Cro./Bos. 0,0% 5,6% 11,4%
other languages or 3,2% 0,0% 5,8%

combinations

Source: Fieldwork 2005 (CS2)
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Table 25: Locchi school (parents) - mother tonguesnd inter-generational communication

communication mother communication

with parents tongues with children
only Slovene 1,2% 0,0% 2,1%
only Italian 64,3% 63,3% 70,8%
only Friulian 8,0% 0,0% 2,1%
Slovene and Italian 1,4% 8,2% 6,3%
Italian and Friulian 6,7% 10,2% 4,2%
Italian, Friulian and Slovene 0,0% 2,0% 0,0%
only Serbian/Croatian/Bosnian 10,4% 10,2% 8,3%
other languages or 8,0% 8,1% 6,3%

combinations

Source: Fieldwork 2005 (CS2)

Table 26: Trinko school (parents) - mother tongueand inter-generational communication

communication mother communication

with parents tongues with children
only Slovene 58,4% 46,3% 54, 7%
only Italian 17,6% 11,1% 17,0%
only Friulian 4,8% 0,0% 0,0%
Slovene and Italian 15,0% 22,2% 18,9%
Italian and Friulian 0,0% 1,9% 0,0%
Italian, Friulian and Slovene 0,0% 5,6% 0,0%
only Serbian/Croatian/Bosnian 3,2% 10,2% 3,8%
other languages or 1,3% 7,4% 5,7%

combinations

Source: Fieldwork 2005 (CS2)
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Table 27: Use of languages at home - parents by saits (percent)

Strukelj

Locchi

Trinko

With
partner

78.5 only Slovene

9.2 ony Serbian

3.1 only Serbo-Croatian
9.2 Slovene and one of the
ex-YU languages

v

95.7 only Italian
4.2 Italian and Friuliar

60.5 only Slovene
31.6 only Italian
2.6 only Croatian
2.6 only Bosnian
2.6 Italian and Friuliar

With
children

86.2 only Slovene

3.1 only Serbian

1.5 only Serbo-Croatian
1.5 in Slovene and lItalian
7.7 in Slovene and one of
the ex-YU languages

93.9 only Italian
4.2 Italian and Sloven
2.1 Italian and English

61.5 only Slovene
30.7 only Italian

5.1 only one of the ex|
YU languages

2.5 Italian and Friulian

With
parents

80.5 only in Slovene

2.7 only in Serbo-Croatian
13.9 in Slovene and one of
the ex-YU languages
2.7 in Slovene and Englisk

74.0 only in Italian
3.7 only in Slovene
3.7 in ltalian and
German

3.7 in Italian and
Slovene

14.8 in Italian and

Friulian

62.5 only in Slovene
6.2 only in Italian
28.1 in Slovene and
Italian

3.1 in Italian and
Bosnian

Source: Fieldwork 2003.

Table 28: Use of languages at home - pupils by salis(percent)

Strukelj Locchi Trinko
With mother - 81.4 only Sloveng - 78.9 only ltalian - 55.0 only Slovensg
- 2.3 ony Serbian - 5.3 only Slovene - 30.0 only Italian
- 2.3 only Serbo- - 2.6 ltalian and - 2.5 only Bosnian
Croatian German - 2.5 ltalian and
- 2.3 Slovene and - 2.6 Italian and Friulian
Italian Slovene - 10.0 Slovene and
- 11.6 Slovene and - 10.5 ltalian and Italian
one of the ex-YU Friulian
languages
With father - 76.1 only Slovens - 78.3 only ltalian - 65.0 only Sloveng

- 4.7 only Serbian

- 2.7 only Slovene

- 17.5 only Italian

- 2.3 only Serbo- - 2.7o0nly - 2.5 only Bosnian
Croatian Romanian - 12.5 Slovene and
- 16.6 Slovene and - 2.7 ltalian and ltalian
one of the ex-YU Slovene
languages - 10.8 Italian and
Friulian
With brothers - 80.5o0nlyin - 74.0o0nlyin - 625o0nlyin
and/or sisters Slovene Italian Slovene
- 2.7 onlyin Serbo- - 3.7o0nlyin - 6.2 onlyin Italian
Croatian Slovene - 28.1in Slovene
- 13.9in Slovene - 3.7 inItalian and and Italian
and one of the ex- German - 3.1in ltalian and
YU languages - 3.7 inItalian and Bosnian
- 2.7in Slovene Slovene
and English - 14.8 in Italian ang
Friulian

Source: Fieldwork 2003
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Table 29: Use of languages in a wider social envinment - parents by schoolgpercent)

Strukelj Locchi Trinko
With 69.8 only Slovene - 87.2 only Italian 20.5 only Slovene
family 3.2 only Serbian - 6.4 Italian and Slovene 28.2 only Italian
friends 3.2 only Serbo-Croatian - 6.4 Italian and Friulian 2.6 only Bosnian
1.6 only Italian 41.0 Slovene and ltalian
6.3 Slovene and Italian 5.1 Italian and Friulian
3.2 Slovene and English 2.6 Slovene and Croatian
1.6 Slovene and Hungarial
1.6 Slovene, Italian and
English
11.1 Slovene and one of the
ex-YU languages
With 93.7 only Slovene - 83.3 only Italian 15.8 only Slovene
neighbours 1.6 Slovene and Italian - 2.1 only Friulian 34.2 only Italian
4.7 Slovene and Serbian |- 6.2 Italian and Slovene 2.6 only Bosnian
- 8.3 Italian and Friulian 39.5 Slovene and lItalian
5.2 Italian and Friulian
2.6 Italian, Slovene and
Friulian
At work 72.1 only Slovene - 76.1 only Italian 7.7 only Slovene
1.6 only Italian - 4.3 only Slovene 30.7 only Italian
16.4 Slovene and Italian |- 6.5 Italian and Slovene 2.6 only Bosnian
1.6 Slovene and English |- 10.8 Italian and Friulian 41.0 Slovene and ltalian
4.9 Slovene and one of thg - 2.2 Italian, Slovene and 5.1 Italian and English
ex-YU languages Friulian 2.6 ltalian and German
1.6 Slovene, Italian, 5.1 Italian and Friulian
German, English and 2.6 ltalian, Slovene and
Croatian Friulian
1.6 Slovene, Italian and
English
In shops 92.2 only Slovene - 93.7 only Italian 41.0 only Italian
1.6 only Italian - 4.2 Italian and Slovene 51.3 Slovene and lItalian
6.2 Slovene and Italian - 2.1 Italian and Friulian 5.1 Italian and Friulian
2.5 ltalian, Slovene and
Friulian
In public 98.5 only Slovene - 95.8 only Italian 2.6 only Slovene
offices 1.5 Slovene and Italian - 4.2 Italian and Friulian 69.2 only Italian

25.6 Slovene and ltalian
2.6 ltalian and Friulian

Source: Fieldwork 2003 (CS1)
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Table 30: Use of languages in a wider social envinment - pupils by schoolgpercent)

Strukelj Locchi Trinko
With family 71.4 only Slovene - 88.6 only Italian 30.5 only Slovene
friends 2.4 only Croatian - 2.8 only Slovene 27.8 only Italian
2.4 Slovene and Italian - 2.8 only Romanian 41.6 Slovene and ltalian
7.1 Slovene and English |- 2.8 Italian and German
16.6 Slovene and one of the 2.8 Italian and Slovene
ex-YU languages
With 97.5 only Slovene - 88.6 only in Italian 29.7 only Slovene
neighbours 2.4 Slovene and Croatian | - 2.8 only Slovene 37.8 only Italian
- 2.8 Italian and German 32.4 Slovene and ltalian
- 2.8 Italian and Slovene
- 2.8 Italian and Friulian
With 90.5 only Slovene - 94.6 only Italian 42.5 only Slovene

schoolmates

2.4 Slovene and Italian
4.8 Slovene and English
2.4 Slovene and Serbian

2.7 only Slovene
2.7 Italian and Friulian

2.5 only Italian
55.0 Slovene and Italian

In shops 100 only Slovene - 91.9 only ltalian 7.3 only Slovene

- 2.7 only Slovene 65.8 only Italian

- 2.7 Italian and German 26.8 Slovene and lItalian
In public 100 only Slovene - 96.6 only Italian 28.1 only Slovene
offices - 3.3 only Slovene 53.1 only Italian

18.7 Slovene and ltalian

Source: Fieldwork 2005 (CS2)

Table 31: Importance of languages in everyday liféfree time) — Strukelj School (pupils and parents)

Mean Rank
Slovene 7,77
English 6,34
Italian 5,21
Ex YU languages | 4,15
Spanish 3,39
German 3,27
French 3,19
Friulian 2,68

Generation = Pupils
Source: Fieldwork 2005 (CS2).

Mean Rank
Slovene 7,37
Italian 5,60
English 5,53
Ex YU languages | 4,90
German 3,43
French 3,10
Spanish 3,10
Friulian 2,97

Generation = Parents

Table 32: Importance of languages in everyday liféfree time) — Locchi School (pupils and parents)

Mean Rank
Italian 7,03
English 6,55
German 5,40
Slovene 4,31
Spanish 3,48
French 3,29
Friulian 3,28
Ex YU languages | 2,66

Generation = Pupils
Source: Fieldwork 2005 (CS2)

Mean Rank
Italian 7,50
English 6,67
German 4,44
Slovene 4,37
Friulian 3,86
Spanish 3,39
French 3,30
Ex YU languages | 2,47

Generation = Parents
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Table 33: Importance of Slovene — Strukelj Schoolpupils and parents (average estimates)

generation

pupils parents | p
Neighbours need Slovene for business contacts in NG 4,15 4,11 773
Neighbours need Slovene for communication with people in NG 4,03 3,86 434
Neighbours need Slovene for employment in NG 4,73 3,89 ,003
Neighbours need Slovene for employment in their OC 3,05 3,08 ,842
For neighbours knowledge of Slovene is important for an appropriate level of | 3,70 3,57 ,926
education
Neighbours need Slovene for understanding the Slovene culture 3,95 4,03 ,865
Neighbours need Slovene for social prestige 3,03 3,42 ,204
Neighbours need Slovene for professional qualification and study 3,08 2,89 ,542
It is possible to communicate inside the EU in Slovene 2,78 2,37 ,156
Source: Fieldwork 2005 (CS2)
Table 34: Importance of Italian: Strukelj School —pupils and parents (average estimates)

generation

pupils parents | p
We need ltalian for business contacts in GO 4,00 4,61 ,004
We need Italian for communication with people in GO 3,55 4,19 ,007
We need Italian for employment in GO 4,15 4,61 ,156
We need Italian for employment in NG 2,78 3,11 ,188
For us knowledge of Italian is important for an appropriate level of education | 3,26 3,86 ,015
We need Italian for understanding the Italian culture 3,31 3,89 ,065
We need Italian for social prestige 2,55 3,50 ,001
We need Italian for professional qualification and study 2,93 3,17 ,402
It is possible to communicate inside the EU in Italian 3,03 3,06 ,927
Source: Fieldwork 2005 (CS2)
Table 35: Importance of Slovene — Locchi School pupils and parents (average estimates)

generation
pupils parents | p

We need Slovene for business contacts in NG 4,14 4,10 ,589
We need Slovene for communication with people in NG 3,95 3,77 ,812
We need Slovene for employment in NG 4,11 4,15 ,923
We need Slovene for employment in GO 3,70 3,83 ,276
For us knowledge of Slovene is important for an appropriate level of education | 3,51 3,35 ,499
We need Slovene for understanding the Slovene culture 3,14 3,02 ,697
We need Slovene for social presitge 2,97 2,63 ,198
We need Slovene for professional qualification and study 3,49 2,98 ,048
It is possible to communicate inside the EU in Slovene 2,68 2,47 447

Source: Fieldwork 2005 (CS2)
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Table 36: Importance of Italian — Locchi School pupils and parents (average estimates)

generation

pupils parens | p
Neighbours need Italian for business contacts in GO 4,38 4,54 ,232
Neighbours need Italian for communication with people in GO 4,22 4,33 ,554
Neighbours need Italian for employment in GO 4,56 5,72 ,836
Neighbours need Italian for for employment in GO 3,97 4,19 ,120
For neighbours knowledge of Italian is important for an appropriate level of 3,97 3,63 ,070
education
Neighbours need Italian is for understanding the Italian culture 3,14 3,29 ,400
Neighbours need Italian for social presitge 3,27 2,66 ,014
Neighbours need Italian for professional qualification and study 4,22 3,43 ,000
It is possible to communicate inside the EU in Italian 3,32 3,00 ,260

Source: Fieldwork 2005 (CS2)

Table 37: Comparison of NL and English in businessontacts —parents (average estimates)

NL is important for business
contact with NC

Strukelj School 4,30

Locchi School 4,12

Trinko School 4,35

English is important for
business contacts with NC
3,56

3,94

3,34

Source: Fieldwork 2005 (CS2)

Table 38: Comparison of NL and English in businessontacts —pupils (average estimates)

NL is important for business
contact with NC

Strukelj School 4,00

Locchi School 4,14

Trinko School 4,21

English is important for
business contacts with NC
3,88

3,92

3,57

Source: Fieldwork 2005 (CS2)
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Table 39: Languages to be taught in secondary schean my OC — parents and pupils by schooléercent)

Strukelj Locchi Trinko
Parents Pupils Parents Pupils Parents Pupils

NL as the If. language 24.6 9.3 6.3 10.5 33.3 34.1
NL as the 2’ f. language 60.0 44.2 14.6 10.5 23.5 19.5
NL as the 8'f. language 9.2 23.3 41.7 13.2 25.6 14.6
English as the‘lf. language 73.8 83.7 89.6 78.9 66.6 51.2
English as the"2 f. language 20.0 7.0 14.6 7.9 23.5 24.4
English as the'3f. language 1.5 - - 2.6 10.2 12.2
German as the™f. language - - 2.1 2.6 - -
German as the"2f. language 10.8 18.6 58.3 44.7 38.4 24.4
German as the'3f. language 47.7 23.3 16.7 23.7 35.3 26.8
French as the®f. language - 2.3 - 2.6 - -
French as the"2f. language 4.6 16.3 21 10.5 - 2.4
French as the"3f. language 13.8 16.3 8.3 15,8 51 7.3
Spanish as the’¥. language - - - 5.3 - -
Spanish as the"2f. language 1.5 4.7 10.4 15.8 - 2.4
Spanish as thé¥. language 4.6 11.6 18.8 28.9 - 14.6

Source: Fieldwork 2003
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Summary

The thesis discusses language policy in a spesitting, i.e. the cross-border
community. It explores the specific characteristidsthis sociolinguistic domain by
analysing the empirical data of two case studiesezhout in the bordering towns of
Nova Gorica (Slovenia) and Gorizia (Italy) in theays 2003 and 2005 by the Institute
for Ethnic Studies of Ljubljana (Slovenia) and LS.-Istituto di Sociologia
Internazionale di Gorizia (ltaly). The sample of tese studies was composed by 12-14
years old pupils and their parents from three etgarg schools, i.e. one Slovene school
from Nova Gorica, and one Italian and one Sloverimal from Gorizia (the first one
mostly attended by the pupils of the Italian majgrihe second one mostly attended by

the Slovene minority pupils).

The cross-border community of Nova Gorica and Ganwas chosen for its particular
features: Despite being marked with several tralidgents in the recent history,
especially during the period of Fascism, the twodbdng towns are deepening their
collaboration already from the 1960s onwards, d&edcross-border linkages are being
further strengthened particularly from the 1990en@ with the process of joining of
Slovenia to the European Union. The focus of thalyamms is on language policy
regarding the neighbouring languages in relatiotiéoprocess of collaboration between

the two town communities.

The thesis contains three main parts. In the fiest the author presents the theoretical
framework, characterised by a multidisciplinary amigrdisciplinary approach, spacing
e.g. from language policy studies, social psychplogborder studies. Special attention
is given to the analysis of language related issndhe three recent socio-historical
processes, i.e. the processes of nation state fiormaglobalisation and European

integration.

In the second part the chosen cross-border afegatianalysed from the socio-historical
perspective. It is shown how language occupiedrdralerole in defining the ethnic
identities of the ethno-linguistic groups in theear how despite the processes of

European integration the issue of language planmnifje area was never addressed;
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and how the process of globalisation brought toftine the primacy of English as the
world lingua franca in language teaching (and laggupractices to a certain extent)
especially among the young generations. For theepitesituation a separate analysis of
the ethnolinguistic vitality of the two borderingramunities is made. Language policy
is further analysed with the use of the empiricatiadrom the two case studies and the
analysis of newspaper articles of two chosen dag@wspapers in a seven-year period
regarding language planning issues in the contéxirass-border collaboration. The
approach of separate analysis of the three comp®oétanguage policy is applied, i.e.
analysis of language practices (i.e. the conveatipatterns of language use), language
ideologies (i.e. sets of beliefs about appropriateguage practices), and language
planning (deliberate actions to influence langupgestices and ideologies). At the end
of the second part the hypotheses are verified.na findings are that the language
of the neighbouring community is still preservinghigher communication potential
than English, although a considerable generatidiffd@rence is observed in this sense:
children tend to use English instead of neighbautanguage in cross-border contacts
more frequently than their parents do. Slovene aseighbouring language for the
Italian community in Gorizia is known and used bwtltheir own community and in the
cross-border contacts by a very little part of thisup, although the attitudes towards
Slovene seem to have changed in the recent yeatshly due to the changed status of
Slovenia after its independence and joining to Ee The Italians seem to be more
inclined to accept Slovene as optional subjechandurricula of their schools and the
finding is that in this respect the existent larggiglanning is not congruent with the
language ideologies. There are also indicationsgbime Italian parents, who consider
linguistic and cultural diversity as a value, tedndconsider the possibility of enrolling
their children in the schools of the Slovene mityoin Gorizia more often. The finding
of the author is that, similarly as in the precddeistorical periods, today too, the
Slovene minority is functioning as an importantnedst of integration, offering in this
specific moment, characterized by the EU’s efftotevercome any kind of borders and
foster integration, a “natural” multilingual and Hcultural context able to promote
interculturality in a sense of cooperation, basadmutual recognition, understanding,
awareness, and knowledge about the other’s cudtadelanguage. On the other hand it
was found that the local policy makers are conbtantoiding the issue of eventual

language planning in the area, oriented to fosteiprocal knowledge of the bordering
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languages, and it is the author’s opinion that ihdue to the political factors: language
as a strong identity marker is still manipulatedtoertain extent, on the Italian side of
the cross-border area, for political purposes. dttieudes toward the Slovene minority
and its language are then transferred also to Séas a language of the neighbouring

State.

In the third part of the thesis the cross-bordezaars approached as a specific
sociolinguistic domain. It appears that althoughrmimg one community of

communication, due to high level of mutual conretdi it is usually composed of more
than one symbolic space where language can funet®o@n indicator of diversity.

Symbolic components refer to extra-linguistic com$eof the society and the author
points to the fact that in this context languageragularly used not as a mere
communication tool, but also as a distinctive eletd the “otherness”, an intentional
act of demonstration of symbolic appurtenance. fihal chapter also offers some
elements that are considered useful for establisaimodel of sociolinguistic research
and language planning in cross-border areas irfEthiepean context. Moreover, these
areas are seen as potential privileged settinggsemoemore easily acquire the EU’s
goals of multilingualism, preserving in this wayntmage diversity as a precious

heritage.
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Riassunto

Nella tesi viene discussa la politica linguistica nontesto particolare della comunita
transfrontaliera. Vengono analizzate le specificiagatteristiche di questo contesto
sociolinguistico usando come base i dati empirgdcolti durante i duease studies

condotti nel 2003 e 2005 nelle due citta di confihn®ova Gorica (Slovenia) e Gorizia
(Italia). Le due ricerche sono state svolte dadfitute for Ethnic Studies di Ljubljana
(Slovenia) e dall'l.S.1.G.-Istituto di Sociologiaternazionale di Gorizia. Il campione
dei duecase studiesomprendeva allievi dai 12 ai 14 anni in tre seudil confine (una

scuola a Nova Gorica e due scuole a Gorizia, diuoa con lingua di insegnamento
italiana e I'altra con lingua di insegnamento slmecioé la lingua minoritaria) e i loro

genitori.

La comunita transconfinaria di Nova Gorica e Garigi stata scelta come luogo di
indagine per le sue caratteristiche particolafatin le due citta, pur avendo subito dei
traumi durante i recenti periodi storici (in paoi@re durante il periodo del Fascismo),
stanno approfondendo la loro collaborazione gididami sessanta, e i collegamenti
transfrontalieri sono stati intensificati ancorgpdi dagli anni novanta in poi, durante il
processo dell’'unione della Slovenia all’'Unione g@a. La tesi si concentra sul ruolo

della politica linguistica in relazione a quest@essi di collaborazione.

La tesi e divisa in tre parti. Nella prima parteene presentato il quadro teorico,
caratterizzato dall’'approccio multidisciplinario edterdisciplinario, includendo per
esempio concetti e teorie degli studi sulle pdigidinguistiche, quelli della psicologia
sociale, fino agli studi delle aree di confine. geno attentamente esaminate anche le
guestioni linguistiche all'interno dei tre processicio-culturali della storia recente, e
cioe il processo della formazione degli stati naalg il processo della globalizzazione

ed il processo dell'integrazione europea.

La seconda parte inizia con la presentazione stolétl’area esaminata. Viene messo in
evidenza come alla lingua appartenne il ruolo moalde nel processo della definizione
delle identita etniche dei singoli gruppi etnicogluistici presenti nell’area. L’analisi

mette in luce anche il fatto che il processo diatmrazione transfrontaliera non era mai
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accompagnato, a livello politico, da un processagpidinificazione linguistica volto
all'apprendimento delle lingue del vicino. Dall'disa socio-culturale del periodo
recente emerge anche il ruolo accentuato dellaudingglese come lingua franca a
livello globale e la sua forte presenza nei prognaracolastici (e nei vari media) da
ambedue le parti del confine. | dati statisticilelelue ricerche e i dati ottenuti con
un’analisi di due quotidiani sloveni nel periodogtleultimi sette anni vengono poi
adoperati per analizzare la politica linguisticaefazione ai processi di collaborazione
nellarea confinaria in tre distinte dimensioni: ngeno analizzate le pratiche
linguistiche (usi convenzionali dei codici linguds}, le ideologie linguistiche (opinioni
sull'uso appropriato di questi codici) e pianifieaze linguistica (atti intenzionati a
modificare le pratiche e le ideologie linguisticha)la fine della seconda parte vengono
verificate le ipotesi iniziali. Tra l'altro vieneoafermato il valore comunicativo
relativamente alto della lingua del vicino nei atittra le due comunita, che inoltre
risulta maggiore di quello dell'inglese, pur ossero una considerevole differenza
generazionale a riguardo: le giovani generaziomntsano piu propense ad usare
l'inglese nei contatti transconfinari delle genéoak dei loro genitori, confermando cosi
l'ipotesi sulla forte influenza dell'inglese. Lanfjua slovena e poco conosciuta ed usata
da parte della maggioranza Italiana sia nella looonunita che oltre il confine.
Dall’analisi sembra perd emergere una maggiore tag@erdi questo gruppo
all'accoglimento della lingua del vicino come mé&en scelta nei propri curricoli
scolastici. Sarebbe possibile spiegare questi camdmti con le modifiche nella
percezione della Slovenia dopo la sua indipendenfa sua recente appartenenza al
guadro dell’'Unione europea. Viene cosi confermaizha la stretta connessione tra le
variabili linguistiche e non-linguistiche e la noonformita dell’attuale pianificazione
linguistica con le ideologie linguistiche presenglla zona esaminata. Un aspetto
interessante emerso dall'analisi della realta soalturale di Gorizia é il ruolo della
minoranza Slovena. Come nelle epoche precedemtndgula minoranza gia funzionava
come un forte elemento di accelerazione della lbotiazione, anche oggi sembra aver
assunto un ruolo integrativo. Le scuole minoritesgnbrano infatti rappresentare un
ambiente multiculturale e multilinguistico a cuitimlamente si rivolgono non solo
genitori della minoranza, ma anche alcuni genitaliani per i quali la diversita
rappresenta un valore importante da manteneretearel Nella continuazione della

tesi vengono poi spiegati i possibili motivi pdditiper i quali le autorita locali non
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hanno mai presentato iniziative volte alla recipreconoscenza delle lingue confinanti.
La lingua come forte elemento identitario puo esdacilmente strumentalizzata per
fini politici, succedendo cid nel caso esaminatpratiutto dalla parte italiana del
confine nei confronti della minoranza slovena, donsultato che gli atteggiamenti

verso la lingua minoritaria vengono poi trasfeaitiche nei confronti dello sloveno come

lingua del vicino.

Nella terza parte della tesi l'area transfrontalieviene esaminata nel senso
sociolinguistico come un’unica comunita di comuaioae, vista la sua alta frequenza
di contatti, mentre di solito all'interno di quesiaico spazio comunicativo si possono
identificare piu spazi simbolici dove la lingua pf@idnzionare come indicatore di
diversita. Gli spazi simbolici si riferiscono anchiecontenuti extra-linguistici e sembra
importante sottolineare che in questo modo nelkzigptransconfinario la lingua non
puo essere usata come mero strumento di comuniEgaitsto che la stessa scelta della
lingua rappresenta un atto di dimostrazione dgiéafenenza ad uno spazio simbolico.
L'ultima parte offre pure alcuni elementi che sinsmlerano utili per costruire un
modello di ricerca e di pianificazione linguistioglle aree di confine all’interno del
contesto europeo, dove viene potenziata la neaeskiteliminare ogni influenza
negativa dei confini e di favorire l'integrazioriaoltre viene anche considerato il fatto
che le zone di confine possono rappresentare wiogeambiente “naturale” dove piu
facilmente che altrove possono essere raggiunti gbbiettivi europei del

multilinguismo, preservando in questo modo anchdvarsita linguistica.
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