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Language policy and planning for language maintenance: The macro
and meso levels

1. LPP as a field of study

Language policy and planning (LPP) has often been considered as an important factor in
language maintenance (e.g. Hornberger and Coronel-Molina 2004). However, the position of
LPP scholarship in language maintenance research has been ambiguous and it has often been
omitted from studies of language maintenance — for example, Garcia (2003) explicitly excludes
language policy research from her state-of-the-art survey. Part of the cause of this ambiguity
appears to come from an understanding of LPP as an activity solely of nation-states and
governments. This view constructs LPP as of limited relevance to language maintenance, as
much language maintenance happens without specific government policy.

In discussions of LPP, there is often disagreement about the relationship between the
terms “policy” and “planning”. For some, language planning is subsumed in language policy
(Schiffman 1996), for others policy is part of planning (Kaplan and Baldauf 1997), and for yet
others they are separate but related activities (Djité 1994), or the two have coalesced in such a
way that making a distinction is no longer useful (Hornberger 2006). In this chapter | will use
LPP as a general term, acknowledging Hornberger’s arguments about the coalescing of the
field, but sometimes use the more specific terms “policy” or “planning” to emphasise different
aspects of action around language. Where “planning” refers to decision-making processes and
“policy” refers to decisions, principles or guiding ideas that result from some explicit or
implicit decision-making process.

LPP scholarship has developed a more nuanced understanding of LPP as a focus of study
and considers LPP as a wide range of activities relating to language use, not just in formal
policy and planning documents. LPP needs to be considered in two interrelated ways: as text
and as discourse (Ball, 1 1993). LPP documents are “textual interventions into practice” (Ball,
1 1993: 12) and they intervene by constructing representations of a particular future state of
society (aspects of future language learning or language use) that is to be enacted through the
implementation of the actions the planning and policy requires. In articulating desired future
states, planning and policy actors seek to control agendas and constrain the field of
interpretation of their texts. However, they cannot control the ways in which documents are
interpreted by readers, as any interpretation happens within systems of values, priorities, beliefs
and contexts. As a result, LPP is changing and contested representations. Different readers are
likely to have different interpretations and may seek to shape implementation of provisions to
achieve their own valued aims. Implementation therefore needs to be negotiated by those
involved in its enactment in specific contexts. Therefore, local actors have forms of agency in
implementing LPP provisions in their local contexts (Baldauf 2006; Glasgow and Bouchard
2019). Such agency does not amount to free will, but rather is constrained by aspects of society
and context (Liddicoat 2019).

LPP does not just exercise authority by requiring people to act in particular ways, but
also by shaping how the phenomena they address are understood in the society; for languages,
LPP can state and shape beliefs and values about languages, their utility and the criteria against
which their utility, their place in the social fabric, etc. will be evaluated. Thus, LPP documents
are not simply administrative documents, they are ideological constructs. As ideologies are
inherent in any form of language use (Voloshinov 1929), LPP is not confined to administrative
documents but is also present in other texts (both written and spoken) and in practices that
construct beliefs about languages and how they are used, and that create affordances or
constraints on language-related practice (Lo Bianco 2005). Such a view opens up the scope of
what can constitute LPP and recognises that LPP is not only overtly expressed in documents



but also covertly expressed in decisions taken at any level of society that influence languages,
their learning and their use (Shohamy 2006). In this way, it is possible and useful to treat
practices around language learning and language use as forms of LPP, whether they are
formally articulated or not.

Kaplan and Baldauf (1997) argue that LPP work operates at a number of different levels
within any society: macro, meso and micro. This more nuanced view of LPP is useful for
understanding the field when studying language maintenance, as it brings to light the complex,
interacting, and often conflicting policy positionings that occur at different social levels as they
are enacted by different actors. While the terms macro-, meso- and micro-level have come to
be widely used in LLP studies, the distinction between the levels is not fixed, and what any
particular author may mean by a term often has much to do with the context and point of view
of a particular study. The macro-level in LPP is most typically the work of government and
government agencies (Kaplan and Baldauf 1997). This has been the classical focus of LPP
scholarship. The place of government will vary according to the ways that societies are
structured. In countries with strong centralisation, such as France or Japan, the macro-level
may be the national government. However, in federal systems, such as Australia, the United
States or Belgium, where some aspects of government responsibility are located at regional
levels (states, provinces, etc.), these levels may also be considered part of the macro-level. The
macro-level may also include supranational bodies, such as the United Nations or the European
Union. The influence of such bodies may be less direct and less immediate than that of
governments, but they may nonetheless represent an important part of the context in which
national level policies are articulated and implemented. Often macro-level LPP is represented
by explicit texts, such as constitutions, laws and policy documents, but may also be covert,
existing in ideologies and cultural assumptions (Schiffman 1996) or in the silences in which
languages and their speakers are passed over and thus have no place in representations of
language learning and use in a particular polity.

The meso-level has not been well conceptualised in LPP research and has been treated
as different things by different authors. Kaplan and Baldauf (1997) focus on the targets of LPP
and define the meso-level as LPP for a sector of society or for a particular group of individuals.
However, they do not focus on who the actors are at meso-levels. This means that while macro-
level actors are usually identified as governments and micro-level actors are understood as
agents acting in local contexts (Liddicoat and Baldauf 2008), there is less clarity about who
meso-level actors are. Miranda, Berdugo and Tejada (2016), studying university language
policy, attempt to resolve this issue by understanding the meso-level as a fluid concept, with
the macro being represented by actors outside the university, the micro-level by academics and
students and the meso-level by all actors between the two. This more fluid conceptualisation is
quite sensitive to context with the micro-level being the most local level of actors and the meso-
level those actors that intervene between the macro- and the micro-level. Following from this
conceptualisation, for language maintenance, the micro-level can be considered to be language
users themselves, especially families, the macro-level is the level of government, and the meso-
level are entities intermediate the two. Each level of policy interacts with language maintenance
in different ways and, in any attempt to understand LPP and language maintenance, it is
important to consider how the various layers work. This issue of family LPP is addressed
elsewhere in the present volume (Curdt-Christiansen and Huang; Lanza and Lomeu; Schwartz;
Smith Christmas; Palviainen, all this volume) and will not be developed further here. Rather
this chapter will focus on the macro- and meso-levels that provide a backdrop against which
family LPP is enacted.

Across the three levels, there are two main types of LPP that have implications for home
language maintenance (see Kaplan and Baldauf 1997). These are language status LPP, which
deals with the use and functions of language varieties, and language-in-education LPP, which



deals with language teaching and learning. Status planning may open or close spaces for the
public use of language (van Els 2005). Language-in-education planning may open or close
spaces for languages in educational contexts and foster or inhibit opportunities for development
of literacy or expanded registers in particular language varieties and for overall educational
success (Liddicoat 2013). However, other forms of LPP, such as corpus LPP involving the
development of scripts, orthography, lexicon, codified grammar, etc., and prestige or image
planning, which seeks to address issues of perception of language varieties, can also influence
language maintenance. Where languages have not created scripts, orthographies or specialised
lexicon, these may be seen as motivations to exclude such languages from valued contexts,
especially education (Liddicoat 2005). Prestige planning may alter how particular languages
varieties are seen by speakers and so promote or impede language maintenance (Baldauf 2004).
This chapter will; now turn to considering how macro and meso level LPP can influence home
language maintenance.

2. Macro-level LPP

Macro-level LPP provide a socio-political context in which language maintenance occurs.
They do this by expressing the value that is given to language maintenance (e.g. through status
planning) and secondly by providing support (e.g. through language-in-education planning).

Arguably, declaring a language to be an official or national language at national or
regional level provides the potential for strong support for a minority language at risk of shift
or loss, e.g. Irish in Ireland, Maori in New Zealand, Sdmi in parts of Norway. Such policies are
usually status policies (van Els 2005) that identify the functions a language will have in society,
rather than focusing specifically on questions of maintenance. Granting a language official
status is a symbolic act of recognition of the language and its place in the nation and a positive
affirmation of the language and its speakers, and therefore can provide a positive context for
the transmission of a language to future generations. Such policies may also provide for
resources, educational programmes and other forms of support for the language maintenance
effort. However, what is entailed in making a language official can mean very different things
in terms of how such documents address language maintenance. In some cases, status planning
documents may only relate to language use. Article 8 of the Irish Constitution recognises Irish
as the national and first official language and makes provision for its possible exclusive use in
official communication. Thus, it gives recognition of the language as a symbol of Irish identity
and allocates to it possible functions but makes no comment on language maintenance or the
role of the Irish state in this. Instead, language maintenance is addressed primarily through
language-in-education policy, which has strongly supported the provision of Irish-medium
education and Irish language lessons in schools. In other contexts, there may be reference to
language maintenance in status planning documents. In the case of Sami, Norway has
integrated a responsibility for language maintenance in Article 108 of the Constitution: “It is
the responsibility of the authorities of the State to create conditions enabling the Sami people
to preserve and develop its language, culture and way of life”. That is, the text has an explicit
statement of state responsibility for language maintenance but details of how this will be done
are operationalised in other laws and policy documents. Macro-level documents such as
constitutions and language laws are usually very succinct statements about the language and
do little more than frame the general context for language use. More developed policy for
language maintenance usually occurs in other forms of policy, especially for language
education.

Language-in-education policy provisions for education in minority languages is a
common way in which macro-level policy has supported maintenance. There are different ways
in which macro-level language-in-education policy can provide for language maintenance. In



some cases, policies for language maintenance may involve the teaching and learning of
minority languages in schools. In Colombia, the government policy of etnoeducacion
(ethnoeducation) aimed at making access to indigenous languages a normal part of schooling
for indigenous children (Liddicoat and Curnow 2007). Access to education in indigenous
languages is recognised as a right in Article 10 of the constitution. While the policy was
originally intended only for indigenous groups, Afro-Colombian groups have since argued that
they too should have access to such programs as ethnolinguistic minorities, and the policy has
since been extended to cover them (Castillo Guzman 2016). In laws developed to implement
the constitutional provision, ethnoeducation is represented as a primary school program that
aims to assist children in their early educational development and facilitate their transition to
Spanish-medium education. While Colombia’s policy guarantees access to indigenous
language education, local conditions, such as teacher supply, availability of materials, etc. often
mean that provision of programs may be limited or problematic (Liddicoat and Curnow 2007).
Alternatively, language maintenance programs may be provided through complementary
provision. Australia’s adoption of a policy of multiculturalism led to the introduction in 1981
of the Ethnic Schools Program? (see Baldauf 2005). The program provided financial support
for schools run by ethnic communities as part of their language maintenance work.
Government-funded ethnic schools are organized outside normal school provision and usually
take the form of after-hours or weekend classes. The policy provides resources for communities
to offer education in their languages, but leaves responsibility for maintenance programmes
with community groups; language maintenance is therefore a task for individual communities
rather than part of schooling (Liddicoat 2013). These examples of macro-level policy from
Colombia and Australia represent rather formal, explicit and funded intervention into language
maintenance work, but macro-level policy may also be much vaguer and general in the way it
states a government’s commitment and responsibility for maintaining minority languages.
Japan’s policy relating to Ainu states only that the government supports the promotion and
teaching of Ainu culture, but gives little direction to this (Maher 2001). These examples show
that officially articulated policies may not be enough in themselves to ensure provision and that
support is needed in their implementation to turn the rhetoric into a reality.

At the international level, LPP favouring language maintenance has received some
support in documents relating to human rights (see Annamalai & Skuttnab-Kangas, this
volume), such as the 1966 International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights, which includes
in Article 27 a provision for minorities to “use their own language”. This covenant provides a
negative right to use language free from government interference. The 1992 Declaration on the
Rights of Persons Belonging to National or Ethnic, Religious and Linguistic Minorities further
strengthens the possibilities for language maintenance stating in Article 1 that governments
should “encourage” conditions for the promotion and protection of linguistic identities. Such
documents provide a form of international level support for language maintenance as a
legitimate activity for minority groups, but are often quite remote from the realities of
individual groups seeking to maintain their languages (Romaine 2015).

Macro-level policies may also be antagonist to language maintenance and seek to prevent
it. In Spain, LPP under Franco represented a hostile environment for language maintenance as
minority languages were treated as a threat to national identity and stability, and policy was
aimed at removing these languages from the national language ecology (Vallverdd 1991). The
explicit policy of Franco’s regime was to remove the languages from the cultural sphere, close
down minority language media newspapers, and forbid the use of minority languages in
everyday contexts: names of children, commerce and even in telephone conversations (Ben-
Ami 1991). Further, the minority languages were stigmatized and ridiculed in public discourse:

! Later renamed the Community Languages Element



e.g. No ladres: habla el idioma del Imperio [Don’t bark: speak the language of the empire],
which equates minority language use with a sub-human form of behaviour. More recently,
Kurdish language maintenance in Turkey has been associated with terrorist activity; it has been
constructed in law as a form of material support for the Kurdistan Workers Party (PKK) and
militant Kurdish separatism (Liddicoat 2018b). Skutnabb-Kangas and Fernandes (2008)
reported a number of court cases where supporters of Kurdish language education were found
guilty of terrorist offenses for activities such as speaking publicly in favour of Kurdish
language education for Kurdish children, demanding Kurdish language tuition, and asking for
optional Kurdish language courses. In such contexts, language maintenance may become
highly politicized as a form of resistance to the state, be carried out covertly, or be allowed to
lapse in favour of safer linguistic practices.

In most cases, however, macro-level LPP may be ambivalent. Educational policy in
Bhutan (Dukpa 2019) states that multilingualism in local minority languages, Dzongkha and
English is a key educational goal: “This plan of transition from home language to Dzongkha to
English can be seen as a golden balance between the goals of multicultural identity,
multilingual competence” (School Education and Research Unit 2012: 133). However, it
allocates no place for minority languages in the school curriculum: “students acquire their
home languages at home and Dzongkha and English language in the school” (School Education
and Research Unit 2012: 103). Thus, Bhutan’s education policy gives value to home language
maintenance but allocates responsibility entirely to the home context.

Even where policies may appear to be supportive of language maintenance, the actual
situation is more complex as language maintenance is enacted within contexts of covert policy
that construct less supportive discourses (Liddicoat and Curnow 2014). Liddicoat and Curnow
argue that there are three prevailing discourses that threaten the place of minorities’ languages
in school education: discourses about social cohesion, about competition between languages in
the school curriculum, and discourses about language maintenance as a private matter. The
discourse of language maintenance as contrary to social cohesion is a manifestation of an
enduring one nation—one language ideology on understandings of national identity and
citizenship (see also Chiro 2014; Heugh 2014). Linguistic diversity can be seen as a threat to
national unity and stability and thus language maintenance programmes can be perceived as in
conflict with the nation-building role of schooling. This view is behind the bans on Kurdish
and minority languages in Spain discussed above. Similar discourses can be present in even
nominally supportive contexts as can be seen in some framings of the debate over the recent
(re)introduction of mother tongue education in Kenya. The response of the Kenyan National
Teachers Union, as articulated by its chairperson Mudzo Nzili, rejected mother tongue
education as contrary to the social role of schooling:

“As already indicated, the country is moving towards social integration and this
cannot be achieved when at the same time we have policies with tribal references
as mother tongue shall always prioritise tribes,” he [Nzili] said. “Education in
Kenya is to promote unity within the community”. (Waweru 2014)

Language maintenance can thus be constructed as contrary to the core purpose of education
and so even where overt policy is supportive of language maintenance, covert policy may not
be.

LPP for language maintenance may also be in conflict with a “common sense” belief
(Ferris and Politzer 1981) that more time spent on learning a dominant language will lead to
better acquisition of that language. Language maintenance and LPP that support it may thus be
conceived as problematic for the learning of the dominant language and viewed as problematic
for the future life choices of language minority students. As Liddicoat and Curnow (2014: 282)
argue this is “a view of language that denies the possibility of any inter-relationship between



languages in the learning process and sees languages as fundamentally in competition”. It leads
to a discursive construction of linguistic abilities in a minority language as a deficit to be
overcome through education rather than as a social, educational or identity resource, and thus
sees little value in the development of that language as a goal for educational practice or policy.

This conceptualisation of minority languages as barriers to the acquisition of the
dominant language has influenced government policy in relation to bilingual programs for
speakers of Aboriginal languages in Australia’s Northern Territory and has led to the
withdrawal of support for these languages in favour of English (Liddicoat 2018a; Liddicoat
and Curnow 2014). In 2008, the then Minister for Education introduced an educational reform
which required that all schools in the Northern Territory teach in English for the first four hours
of schooling. The goal of this policy was to promote English language literacy by increasing
the time spent on English in bilingual schools (Devlin 2017a, 2017b). This reform thus
explicitly restricted the amount of time that bilingual programs could allocate to students’ home
languages in order to defend the curriculum space allocated to English-only education. In her
media release announcing the policy, the Minister stated: “I support preserving our Indigenous
languages and culture — but our Indigenous children need to be given the best possible chance
to learn English” (Scrymgour 2008), thus constructing Aboriginal languages and cultures as a
limitation on the chances that students have to acquire English. The maintenance of Aboriginal
languages is therefore a problem in education, because it conflicts with what is perceived as
the main language goal of education — the development of English literacy. Similarly, in the
United States, the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) policy emphasized the place of English and
in so doing undermined the legitimacy and relevance of bilingual education programs
established under the Bilingual Education Act (BEA) of 1968. The BEA has originally created
space in education for bilingual programs that would enable minority language speakers to
develop literacy in a minority language before transitioning to English medium education. The
emphasis in NCLB on moving students into English-medium education as quickly as possible
constructed English language acquisition as the main goal of education and undermined the
importance of developing students” own languages, even constructing it as an impediment to
English learning (Evans and Hornberger 2005). Policies for language maintenance can thus be
vulnerable to an ideological position that the teaching of one language is seen as presenting an
impediment to the acquisition of another. Liddicoat and Curnow (2014) argue that such
discourses normalise limited linguistic repertoires in education and preclude the possibility of
conceptualising multilingualism as a normal form of human language use (cf. Agnihotri 2014).

In addition, the way that language-in-education policies position the learning of minority
languages in education overall may be problematic. Where LPP constructs minority language
learning as transitional, LPP may appear to include minority languages in education, and so
promote their maintenance, but may actually ultimately reflect a view of minority languages as
having limited utility (Liddicoat 2013). These dynamics can be seen in in the case of a USAID
project in Ghana known as the National Literacy Acceleration Program (NALAP) for early
childhood education (Rosekrans, Sherris and Chatry-Komarek 2012; Sherris 2013). NALAP
aimed to provide literacy resources and literacy instruction in 11 Ghanaian languages in
kindergarten early primary schooling (Grades 1-3) before a transition to English-only education.
Ghanaian language literacy was developed alongside English as an additional language in
preparation for transition in grade 4. NALAP replaced an earlier English-only approach to
education from the beginning of education and so can be considered as potentially contributing
to language maintenance work by providing for the development of literacy in local languages
and in so doing opening new, valued domains of language use. However, such literacy
programs, while they are beneficial for minority language learners, may not support language
maintenance in the long term. This is so especially where literacy in local languages lacks value
in the local context of family and community, where oral capabilities are more important and



opportunities to use literacy for authentic purposes may be very constrained (Kamwangamalu
2010), and lack relevance in the wider context, which operates in the dominant language. If
there are no contexts for the application of literacy in minority languages in the valued domains
of the market, it is difficult to see how minority languages can enter into the ideologies of value
that are held by governing elites. The valued repertoire for many minority students is seen only
in terms of the dominant language and their plurilingualism is not seen as something to be
developed through education but rather a problem that needs to be resolved for education to be
successful (cf. Ruiz 1984). Unless LPP also gives value to the non-dominant language in its
own right instead of seeing the value of such languages only in terms of what they contribute
to the learning of more valued languages, such programs may perpetuate prevailing ideologies
that construct official languages as the sole legitimate languages.

The usual focus of macro-level LPP is on the official, dominant languages of a society.
Much LPP is in fact silent about language maintenance efforts, seeing them as private matters
for individuals, families or communities. In some cases, such private efforts may receive
symbolic support from policy discourses that express a value for maintaining linguistic
diversity (e.g. multicultural policy in Australia) and states may even implement policies that
provide resources to support community level language maintenance work (e.g. ethnic schools
in Australia). Where policy is silent on the role, value or status of other languages, this silence
is consequential for the social realities of languages in the nation; explicit policies inevitably
construct hierarchies among languages, with languages named in policies being awarded a
higher place on the hierarchy than languages that are not mentioned. Silence about languages
thus can equate with a perception that ‘missing’ languages are seen as less useful, less
worthwhile or less desirable than languages that are present in policies. Because of this, macro-
level policy contexts can frequently provide constraints on language maintenance by
representing such activities as less valued by the society and so making the efforts required to
maintain a language appear to be less rewarded and less rewarding.

3. Meso-level LPP

Between the macro-level of the state and the micro-level of the family there are a number of
LPP actors that can have an influence on language maintenance. Some of the key actors at the
meso-level are community cultural and leisure organisations, religious organisations,
individual schools, media and other language- and literacy-related services. The LPP of such
actors can play a supportive role in language maintenance when attention is given to the use of
minority languages and this section will consider how the language decisions of some of these
actors can support language maintenance.

3.1. Community organisations as language maintenance policy actors

In many contexts of language maintenance, the linguistic community is the major LPP actor
for language maintenance outside the family. Many communities establish organisations for
language or cultural maintenance that can provide either contexts of language use or more
specific support for maintenance in the form of language schools. As mentioned above, schools
are important sites of language maintenance, but such schools are not always supported by
macro-level policies and institutions. Where this is the case meso-level actors may provide the
only LPP work that directly supports educational development in a minority language
(Liddicoat and Baldauf 2008).

Mougeon, Beniak and Valois (1985) argue that schooling in a community language can
be crucial for language maintenance in contexts where children are constantly exposed to the
dominant language. However, such education is not often provided by the regular school



system and where this is the case, community organisations may play an active role in language
maintenance by providing educational programmes to support language and literacy
development either alongside or in addition to mainstream schooling provided by government.
In some cases, minority language communities may set up schools, usually in the private sector,
to cater to their community and to offer education in their home language. Such schools are
often associated with institutions that can provide financial support for their establishment.
Private sector schools have been a feature of Greek community language maintenance efforts
in a number of countries such as Australia (Kalantzis 1985), South Africa (McDuling and
Barnes 2012) and the United States (Fishman 1980). Complementary schools may adopt LPP
in which the home language is the normal language of instruction, or they may teach in the
dominant language but provide the home language as an important subject in the curriculum.
Such schools require considerable capital investment and so may not be a viable option for
many communities, especially smaller and less wealthy ones.

A common model for schooling is for communities to provide education in the
community language as a complement to mainstream schooling as such programs are less
demanding in terms of financial resources and do not need to be located within regulatory and
bureaucratic mechanisms within the society. Such schools not only open spaces for educational
development in languages not offered in mainstream schooling but can also provide an
important community resource that supports language maintenance efforts more widely. As
Creese argues:

Complementary schools serve as a social, linguistic, and cultural resource to their
respective  communities and help counter the expected monolingualising
mainstream. Their multilingualism provides an institutional space to connect the
languages of the home and community (Creese 2009: 272).

One particularly successful example of a community-based project supporting language
maintenance can be seen in the work by Maori to develop Maori medium education in New
Zealand, beginning in early childhood education with Kohanga reo (language nests) and then
moving into higher levels (Reedy 2000). These institutions represent significant interventions
by the community into the educational domain and a reconstruction of the possibilities for
language use, development and education within their local context. Such activities have the
potential to be instances of what Alexander (1992) calls language planning from below,
contexts in which successful grassroots community efforts influence macro-level LPP work.

Community organisations outside the domain of education can also be relevant policy
actors for supporting language maintenance. Communities may sponsor cultural groups that
have as their aim the continuing of folkloric, artistic or performance traditions. Nahirny and
Fishman (1965) note that such organisations can play a significant role in language
maintenance work because they may function using the community language and in so doing
provide a context for language use and open spaces for new language domains. However, for
such groups language maintenance is not the key focus and so their contribution to language
maintenance will depend very much on their LPP, whether explicit or implicit, and whether
use of the community’s language is seen as relevant to or facilitative of their non-language
goals. The same is true for sporting clubs and other leisure organisations. Where community
organisations sponsor sporting clubs for community members, and where the LPP of the clubs
includes the community language as the normal language of communication in training and on
the field, such clubs may be an important domain for language use and thus contribute to
language maintenance efforts. Such sporting clubs have been shown to have had an important
role in the maintenance of community languages in Australia (see Janik 1996: for Polish;
Martin 1996: for Spanish).



Community organisations often represent a point at which macro and meso level policies
may intersect. Australia’s Ethnic School’s Program, discussed above, is an instance of a macro-
level LPP that actively supports such meso-level actors by providing both funding and an
institutional structure through which community run complementary schooling can operate. In
immigrant contexts, they may also be supported by governments from the immigrants’ home
countries (Hatoss 2006). Such organisations can therefore provide links between a diasporic
community and the core community of language users. They also represent sites at which
macro-level LPP of external agencies can find contexts of enactment in other countries.

3.2. Religious organisations as language maintenance policy actors

Spolsky (2009: 43) argues that “religious language planning can play an important role in
providing support for the maintenance of a heritage language”. The LPP of religious
institutions can support language maintenance in a range of different ways. The religious
institution can provide a context in which the home language of a community is used for
religious services (Liddicoat 2012). The decision to use a minority language for religious
purposes is often not taken specifically for language maintenance reasons; it tends to be a
response to the needs of adult worshipers. However, the use of a minority language for religious
purposes does provide a context for language use outside the home and is often associated with
informal communication or activities using the language outside the worship of the church.
Thus, the LPP of the institution, in terms of its religious use of a language, can create a hub
around which other language practices are used and developed.

Religious institutions also develop LPP in relation to how they teach faith lessons for
children (Liddicoat 2012). Souza, Kwapong, and Woodham (2012) discuss the LPP of a
number of churches in the UK that cater for immigrant communities and use the communities’
languages in their teaching of their faith. They describe contexts where teachers of religion
draw on their students’ languages in different ways to promote learning, but also implicitly or
explicitly contribute to language maintenance. They report on a Catholic church catering for
immigrants from Brazil, where catechism is taught in Portuguese as a way of ensuring that
Portuguese-speaking parents can have a central role in their children’s catechesis. This means
that the church’s LPP is one that can harmonise with the family LPP of their congregation. This
policy does have consequences for how the catechism classes operate as, although they use
materials written in Portuguese, the children themselves are not literate in Portuguese and so
the classes have to rely on oral language use only. The classes focus mainly on spoken language
rather than on teaching literacy and as such they can be considered more as providing
opportunities for use of the language in a religious context. At the same time, the classes do
provide for the use and development of specific registers of language — the language of religion
— that may not be developed in everyday home contexts and also integrate the language into a
culturally significant set of social practices. Souza, Kwapong, and Woodham (2012) report that
maintaining cultural traditions is an explicit motivation for faith lessons in churches and that
this motivation is central in the decision to use the community language rather than English as
the usual language of the lessons. Souza, Kwapong, and Woodham (2012) also discuss a
different model for supporting language maintenance in the case of a Polish Catholic church in
the UK which operates a Polish language school on Saturdays. The school teaches catechism,
but this is only a part of the school’s curriculum. Most of the work of the school involves
teaching literacy and language development in Polish, and in this way the work of the church
is similar to other community organisations that take on educational functions.

Where religious practice does not take minority languages into consideration, the result
can be a reinforcement of pressures to shift to another, more dominant language. Wang (2016)
argues that the decision by Malaysian Catholic churches to use Mandarin rather than Hakka in



its liturgy has contributed to the loss of Hakka in the community, as it has influenced local
language ideologies about the value and role of Hakka and has affected the linguistic ecology
in which Hakka exits.

3.3. Individual schools as language maintenance policy actors

Corson (1999) argues that schools can construct environments of inequality for minority
language speakers because they are routinely environments where the dominant group
exercises power. Schools therefore can be significant sites operating against language
maintenance. In fact, it is often after children begin to attend school that family LPP become
difficult to sustain. Even where macro-level policy is supportive of language maintenance, this
does not mean that all schools respond in the same way, or that similar support for language
maintenance is found at all schools.

It is often the case that where there is macro-level support for maintenance programs in
mainstream education, this support is only given where school leaders opt to provide programs
for minority language students. Scarino et al. (2013) found that, although there was government
funding for first language maintenance programs in schools in South Australia, whether a
school offered such a program was dependent on whether or not local school leaders felt that
such programmes had educational value for their students and so applied for the money. Thus,
school leaders may be important gate-keepers providing or withholding access to language
maintenance programs where these are supported by macro-level policy. Similarly, Brown’s
(2010) study of the VV6ro language in Estonia describes a situation in which Estonia’s policy of
elective study of the minorities’ languages was operationalised differently in different schools.
Some schools maintained the language in a minoritised and devalued position by excluding it
from the regular curriculum and offering it after hours. Other schools, however, presented the
language as a regular, non-elective, part of the curriculum and enacted structures that gave
value to the language and positioned it as important.

Even where macro-level policy does not explicitly support language maintenance,
individual schools may do so by providing language programs for minority language students
within their curricula. Schools, thus, are not simply institutions that implement policies that
have an impact on language maintenance but exercise local agency in ways that can enhance
or constrain possibilities for local communities.

3.4. Media as language maintenance policy actors

Fishman (1991) has questioned the significance of the media in LPP, arguing that other
domains such as family, community or education played a more important role. However, there
is evidence that media LPP can and does have an impact on language maintenance (e.g.
Cormack 2007; Riggins 1992), and the significance of media may have become even more
important with the widespread use of social media (Cormack 2013; Takam 2017).

Access to media is a key factor for minority language maintenance, and having access to
band-width for broadcasting is controlled by governments, whose macro-level policies may
influence access. In some cases, public broadcasting policies may open spaces for minority
language presence in the media which can be taken up by community organisations. Minority
language media may also be subsidised by government, as for example SBS broadcasting,
especially radio services, in Australia (Dreher 2009). The development of public broadcasting
has thus been important in giving minority language communities access to the technologies
of broadcasting. The development of computer mediated communication and the growth of the
internet has had an important impact on language maintenance work by opening new
opportunities for communication for minority communities (Arnold and Plymire 2000). Meso-



level actors are now likely to use online modes, which are frequently cheaper and easier to
manage than other media.

As Cormack (2007) acknowledges, media have a much wider role than language
maintenance, but can play a significant role in assisting maintenance efforts, by creating a
stronger sense of community identity, showing that the community is modernised and able to
participate in contemporary life, and contributing large amounts of language to the public
sphere. Media thus can play an important role in language maintenance by creating contexts
for language use in valued domains and may give the languages greater status and may
encourage speakers to revive and maintain their language (O Laoire 2000).

Media LPP that support minority languages are thus forms of prestige or image planning
(Ager 2006) — planning to enhance the perceived social value of non-dominant language
varieties — but they can also contribute to the perceived ethnolinguistic vitality of the language.
This was the motivation for the establishment of minority language literary and cultural groups,
such as the Catalan Renaixenca, the Occitan Félibrige or the more formally constituted Frisian
Selskip foar Taal- en Skiftekenisse) in the nineteenth century, and thus modern media are
continuing and expanding a tradition that has a longer history. One of the key aims of media
actors is to provide media communication that is equivalent to that provided by mainstream,
dominant language media, and often have materials directed to young people that may provide
for motivation to continue using the language rather than shifting to the dominant language in
order to access valued aspects of popular culture. For example, the Brezhoweb internet
television station, which has broadcast in Breton since 2006, provides Breton language
programming across a range of genres, including films, animation, news and current affairs,
documentaries, sit coms and sports broadcasts. Programmes are either produced in Breton or
existing material is dubbed into Breton, thus creating a wide range of media products for the
audience across a broad range of ages (Buannic 2009).

In the case of media organisations, LPP that makes minority languages available is not
enough in itself to support language maintenance and the quality of material broadcast is also
important. Sepeheri (2010) found that, although media in Azerbaijani is available in parts of
Iran, low quality and unattractive content mean that the programs provided are not much used
by the local community and that Azerbaijani speakers are more likely to use mainstream media,
which has better content and better quality. Thus, an important part of the work of media
language planners involves not only decisions about language use but also decisions that allow
the language to be used for content that parallels the content and production standards on
mainstream media. This means that LPP overlaps with editorial policy and frequently involves
a strong level of support for translation as part of media activity.

The development of online media has led to the emergence of new possibilities for using
media in language maintenance contexts (Hatoss, this volume) and allows groups and even
individuals to become involved in making decisions about the presence and use of languages
in the media. Electronic media, including social media thus blur the boundaries between the
meso and micro levels of LPP by creating affordances for both groups and individuals to
engage in media LPP. Engaging in minority language use on the internet has the potential to
bring about changes in language ideologies and challenge existing language regimes (Cru
2015). The availability of social media in a minority language can provide authentic
opportunities for using the language and at the same time support the development of social
networks of language learners (Lee 2006). Social media have the possibility of extending
language use beyond the local community and create peer social networks and popular culture
groupings that can provide significant sites for socialization into patterns of language use
(Friedman 2011). Because they are not tied to geography, such media may also draw in
speakers who may otherwise not have access to a community of language users because of
migration (Cru 2015; Lee 2006).



4. Conclusion

Language maintenance takes place in a context that is shaped by the ideologies (Albury, this
volume) and language practices of a wider society and these constitute the policy context in
which decisions are made about maintaining a language or shifting to another. In any society,
the language of the dominant group exerts influence, covertly or overtly, on the language
practices of minority language speakers and promotes a shift to the dominant language. Where
no explicit policy exists at macro-level or meso-level to support maintenance of minority
languages, then micro-level actors maintain languages against the pressure exerted by the
discourses that support the dominant language. LPP at macro and meso levels that are
supportive of language maintenance provide a context that can make it easier to resist the
pressure of dominant languages.

Macro-level policies supporting language maintenance may do little more than shape the
context for language maintenance in a positive way by giving positive symbolic value to the
continued use of languages and to societal multilingualism. Additionally, they may also
provide supportive structures in terms of educational programmes or by officially sanctioning
the use of the language in valued domains in the society.

Meso-level policy actors can support language maintenance in two keys ways. Firstly,
they can provide resources for language learning or use that the family may not be able to
provide. Thus, schools can provide opportunities for developing literate language use and
libraries and media can provide resources for entertainment and information. They also play
another, and perhaps more important, role in language maintenance work. As institutions,
meso-level actors can provide social environments for language use and language socialisation.
Thus, a football club, a religious community, or a cultural group may afford opportunities to
interact with peers and to develop social relationships through the minority language. By
creating contexts where a minority language is required for participation, they may offer
tangible social rewards for language use. The LPP of meso-level actors may contribute to the
perceived ethnolinguistic vitality of a minority language by providing for an expanded range
of domains of use and especially by providing for language use in valued domains.

Ultimately language maintenance depends on decision-making at the micro level as it is
at this level that languages are used and transmitted to future generations. Such decision-
making is, however, supported or constrained by policies that exist at other levels.
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