


























dual sessions. The bulk of the sessions are of a genre which, given the advanced age of the speakers,
could aptly be called 'extended conversational reminiscence’, though there are also more straightfor-
ward procedural narratives (how to make palm sugar, how to prepare particular foods, the proper way
to conduct a wedding, etc), and personal stories. Some are of a single speaker, but the majority are
of a pair or trio of speakers. In total, 20 speakers feature in the recordings, varying in age from 45 to
86.

The sessions were all transcribed and translated into Manado Malay (the local variety of
Indonesian) and English. The annotations were prepared using the ELAN (EUDICO Linguistic
Annotator) programme developed for DoBeS by the Max Planck Institute in Nijmegen. The ELAN file
is an xml file containing information about the media files, segmentation in the form of timecode,
and annotations which are linked via those timecodes to the media files. A subset of recordings were
further analysed using Toolbox, resulting in a further set of interlinear tiers.

Figure 1 shows the ELAN programme open with a recorded session (a discussion about the
sequence of a traditional courtship and wedding) and its annotations. There are tiers for transcrip-
tion, translation into English and Manado Malay, and interlinear text showing word, morpheme, gloss
and part-of-speech. Not shown here is the associated metadata about the date, type, and circum-
stances of recording, speaker identity, genre and so forth.

Figure 1: A video recording and associated annotations in ELAN
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An annotated recording such as this lends itself to a variety of uses for the linguist, in that
particular recordings (or indeed the whole corpus) may be searched for instances of particular words
or morphemes, which may then be seen and heard in context. Depending on the level of annotation,
there may also be information about gesture, utterance type, constituent order or whatever other
sorts of information are found to be important.

The above is simply given as a representative example of the type of data constituting the
core of a language documentation. There is of course variation across projects. Some have a particu-
lar focus, eg. ethnobotany or marine science. Some have made many more hours of recordings, but
annotated only a small proportion. Some have audio rather than video recordings. Many use diffe-
rent tools for transcription and analysis. But they are all repositories of primary language data, with
added information to make it searchable and understandable.

It is fair to say that the central goal of a documentation project as funded by any of these
three bodies is to collect, annotate, and archive language data of this type. This leads fairly natural-
ly to a widespread assumption among documenters that the 'purpose of their work is to "deposit data
in the archive™ (Nathan & Fang, 2008). Thus, the researchers give the outcomes of their documen-
tation project to the archive, provide information to be used in cataloguing and the documentation
is in some sense considered to be ‘finished" The archive will look after the material from then on, in
perpetuity, and allow access to it according to the requirements as set by the researcher and/or the
community.

ENDANGERED LANGUAGE ARCHIVES

Accompanying the emergence of language documentation has been the need for digital
archiving of endangered language materials, and the creation of dedicated archives for this purpose.
ELDP and DOBES explicitly require all material to be deposited in their own digital archives. DEL simi-
larly requires digital archiving of data but does not specify the destination, merely advising grantees
to conform to ‘best practice’ as recommended by E-MELD (Electronic Metastructure for Endangered
Languages Data) and thus to deposit materials with an archive belonging to OLAC (the Open
Language Archives Community).®

The mission statement of the Endangered Languages Archive (ELAR), based at SOAS in
London, is as follows:

We aim to:

® provide a safe long-term repository of language materials

® enable people to see what documentation has been created for a language

® encourage international co-operation between researchers

® encourage endangered language communities to participate and to build on the work done,

in order to safequard their languages
® provide advice and collaboration®



Access to the contents of the archive is generally via an online catalogue. To illustrate, the
following screenshot shows the DoBeS archive, with metadata about a particular recording in the
Saliba/Logea project headed by Anna Margetts at Monash University. Subject on access restrictions,
a user may search the archive, and via the catalogue/browser download media and annotation files,

or view/hear streaming media.
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Figure 2: The DoBeS catalogue
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The nature of the relationship between a fieldworker and the host community has been the
subject of considerable debate within linguistics and other disciplines. It has grown from the simple
notion that a researcher should ‘give something back' to the community to the argument that a field-
worker should actively work for the community, or that the fieldwork should be considered an enti-
rely collaborative project — fieldwork by a community (Grinevald, 2003). How this might best be
achieved is a matter of considerable debate, and in any case the needs and desires of language com-
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munities can differ in many ways. Sometimes they may be hard to gauge as the community itself is
not necessarily clear or undivided about the potential uses of a linguist.

It has been my experience (and that of others, such as Musgrave and Thieberger (2007)), that
while communities are generally not opposed to documentation work, it is unlikely to be a priority
for most people.” Interest in the language is often low — this is usually one of the reasons the lan-
guage is endangered, thus it is difficult to claim in any real sense that the fieldwork is being carried
out by the community. And | can only agree with Musgrave and Thieberger when they state that 'if
such communities could access the money [ie. from ELDP etc], they would not in general choose to
spend it on supporting language documentation' If they were to spend money at all on language mat-
ters it would probably be on schoolbooks as part of a revitalisation programme: however two of the
funding bodies (ELDP and DEL) explicitly state that they will not fund projects primarily concerned
with revitalisation. (DOBES does not state this, but implies it by omission.)

Furthermore, the end result of a standard documentation project — the archived material —
is likely to be inaccessible to communities in the developing world. In the Toratan case, although
North Sulawesi has reasonably good communication infrastructure, computer ownership and access
is very low, and the internet is virtually unknown outside of the provincial capital Manado (a gruel-
ling 4 hour trip from the Toratdn villages). Broadband internet access is not widely available, and even
where it is, its price is prohibitive and is likely to remain that way for some time. Thus, online access
to material archived at ELAR, PARADISEC or DoBeS is not currently feasible. The material can be sto-
red on a local computer, but low levels of computer literacy and the complexities of the documenta-
tion software make this a poor solution.

In addition, it has been pointed out that although the rhetoric of endangered language
appeals to the irreplaceable cultural and environmental knowledge held within the language, 'studies
carried out by linguists tend to focus on structural and lexical analysis' (Batibo, 2005, p. 40). Even
when there is culturally important information contained within documentary material, the current-
ly defined metadata schemes such as IMDI and OLAC emphasise the research interests of typological
linguistics rather than aiming to be ‘multi-purpose’ in the sense of Himmelmann (20086, p. 2), ‘even
though there is no evidence anecdotally or in the literature that typological findings are valued by or
useful for language speakers' (Nathan & Fang, 2008). Thus, even if the archived material were acces-
sible, it is unlikely in that form to be of much use or interest to a community.

The above considerations are undeniably depressing, and lead to the question as to whether
documentation can help speech communities at all. The good news is that there is a healthy and
ongoing debate about these matters within the community of language documenters. The archivists
have also shown themselves to be aware of these problems, and are attempting to ensure that mate-
rials are accessible to language communities and the nations in which they reside. PARADISEC, for
example, has an agreement with cultural institutions in three countries (Vanuatu, New Caledonia,
and Papua New Guinea) ensuring that digital materials are made available in accessible forms (Nick
Thieberger, pers.comm). DoBeS has a policy of setting up regional archives in order to improve access



for local researchers and language workers. Meanwhile, the archivist at ELAR has written and publi-
shed extensively on the need for archives to be involved in ‘mobilisation’ of material (Nathan, 2006;
Nathan & Csato, 2006), and (with others) has heavily criticised the emerging orthodoxy of documen-
tation and the ‘commodification’ of endangered language research (Dobrin, Austin, & Nathan, 2007).

For the Toratan case, | simply decided to make most of the archival material available to the
speakers in a readily accessible form. Since most of that material was video, and since speakers | wor-
ked with enjoyed watching the recorded conversations, | gave DVDs to speakers and family members.
These needed to be subtitled in Manado Malay if the majority of community members were to
understand, as only those over 60 are fluent speakers. Conveniently, the material | had prepared for
documentation already had annotations in the form of transcriptions and translations that could be
used to make these subtitles. Although not an especially straightforward process (involving various
methods of text manipulation and the use of a DVD authoring programme), it was possible to produ-
ce these on my laptop in the field. The end result is DVDs which can be played on any consumer
player. The subtitles default to Manado Malay, but can be changed via the DVD remote control. A
screenshot showing how one of the procedural texts (how to make palm sugar) looks with the English
subtitle appears in Figure 3.
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Figure 3: DVD with subtitle

People enjoyed watching them, including children, who generally stopped whatever they
were doing to gather round and watch. My main consultant, Bert Hosang (pictured at right in Figure
4), reported that this was the first time in many decades that a child had shown any interest in
Toratén.
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Figure 4: Watching themselves

CONCLUSIONS

Language documentation is a field in its early stages, and is continually evolving. We should
be aware of problems and imperfections but we should not allow them to distract us from the cen-
tral issue: while debates about the proper methodology and ethics of documentation unfold, lan-
guages continue to fall silent. While it would certainly be preferable for all documentation projects
to satisfy all potential users, it is nevertheless the case that even imperfect documentation is better
than none, and also that the documentation projects taking place today are providing a far better
record of endangered languages than anything carried out in the past. As the field matures, this
should only improve.

NOTES

1. It is also the case that most projects of language description necessarily involve the collection of large amounts of
primary data. It is the contention of documentary linguists that this data should be archived or otherwise preserved for
posterity and further use by the speech community or its descendants, by linguists (eg. so theoretical claims about the
language can be checked against the data), or for other unforeseen uses.

2. Again, linguists (and others) have always been involved in collecting language data. What is new is the emphasis on
data collection as a central activity.

3. http://www.mpi.nl/DOBES/dobesprogramme/

4. This was a two year ELDP-funded post-doctoral project (IPFO087) carried out by the author.



5. OLAC has 37 participating archives, relevant ones here include ASEDA (Aboriginal Studies Electronic Data Archive),
AILLA (Archive of the Indigenous Languages of Latin America), and PARADISEC (Pacific And Regional Archive for Digital
Sources in Endangered Cultures).

6. http://www.hrelp.org/archive/

7. These observations are based on fieldwork in Indonesia and the South Pacific. | readily concede that they are not uni-
versally applicable.
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IS IT GLOBALIZATION
THAT ENDANGERS LANGUAGES?

Globalization, meaning the increasingly active and conscious interaction of human activities
in different parts of the Earth, has a very long history - at least by the standards of the term's modern
usage. The spread of a single species of hominids round the world, starting in east Africa 65,000 years
ago and completed in the Americas 50 millennia later, is the founding achievement for all later glo-
balization, but its extent totally exceeded the means for different communities to go on interacting.
This had to await the advent of trade routes, from the 5th millennium BC in south-west Asia, 2nd
millennium BC in Central Asia, and which jointly seem to have reached Egypt by 1070 BC, to judge
from some silk found in the tomb of an Egyptian pharaoh.

After this, the first large-scale regional empires were founded, in the Middle East, China and
latterly, India and Europe. This meant there were fewer, larger units to get to know about, but know-
ledge about life in widely distant parts of the globe spread more slowly than goods. Merchants,
however, were also spreading knowledge of religions, initially Buddhism. And empires, local accumu-
lations of power and wealth, gradually found that they could extend their reach too: notable early
successes in this were the Arabs in the 7th century AD, the Mongols in the 12th, and the Russians in
the 16th. Globalized epidemics became possible, firstly the Black Death, an unintended present to the
west from the Mongol Empire.

The combinations of trade, religion and power began to be conveyed overseas from Europe in
the 16th century too, and this is when globalization achieves a recognizably modern form. At last
everyone in the world had a known address, so to speak, and a self-consciously global world-system
was born. It was left to the empires of the 19th and 20th centuries to improve the technology of
communications, so that it is now literally possible for any nation to speak unto nation, either with
a direct visit, or more typically, without leaving home at all.

This then is globalization, where messages can now travel the world instantly and reliably
enough to sustain real-time conversations. What is more, that power is increasingly diffused, so it is
not just the summits of the power hierarchies who are in touch, but the vast majority of the world's
people.

Since globalization is about human contact, it has naturally been accompanied by language
effects throughout, from the original peopling of the world with an efflorescence of languages at the
beginning of reconstructible history, to the immoderate spread of English in the 19th and 20th cen-
turies. Indeed, the continental, and later global spread of certain languages is the clearest long-term
evidence of what global contacts have been achieved.

But this brings us, at last, to the question | want to address in this talk. We all know that in
this modern world, alongside the languages that have become global, there are others - the vast
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majority — which have remained local in size and scope. There are close on 7,000 languages in the
world, and half of them have fewer than 7,000 speakers each, less than a village. What is more, 80%
of the world's languages have fewer than 100,000 speakers, the size of a small town. These smaller
languages are increasingly thought of as endangered, since all over the world they are failing to be
taken up by young people.

Now the question: Is it globalization, and the consequent spread of the global languages
—above all at present, English — which is responsible for the endangerment of these other languages?
| have dwelt at some length on the historical background of globalization, so that we can remember
that this situation has been a long time in the making; and also to remember that there may be evi-
dence about cause and effect which is not just from the last few decades when globalization has
become extreme.

To get a fairer and less panicky answer to the question, we must first make the distinction
between a lingua franca and a mother tongue. Not all languages have the same value to their spea-
kers. When a language spreads as a lingua franca, this is a matter of convenience, making direct com-
munication possible where before it was difficult because of a language barrier. The result is a larger
community mediated by the lingua franca, with no corresponding loss of any other links. But when
a language spreads as a mother tongue, this means that someone grows up with a language which
is different from the mother tongue of one or both parents: some other mother tongue has lost a
potential learner in the new generation. So whereas the spread of a lingua franca can only increase
an effective ‘global’ community, the spread of a mother tongue may well decrease some local com-
munity. So only the latter contributes to language endangerment.

Confusion arises because a language like English has gained many speakers in both these
ways. In North America and Australia, most immigrants and most of the indigenous population have
adopted English as a mother tongue, whereas, as a lingua franca, it is also widely used in countries
which have never had a close political association with Britain. In many countries, though, such as
India, Malaysia, South Africa or Nigeria, its status is more mixed and ambiguous.

But consider a language like Esperanto, which only grows as a lingua franca: its spread is an
asset to globalization, since it puts more people in touch with each other across the world, but it does
not thereby replace any other linguistic competence. No-one, and no language, need be afraid of
Esperanto. This is one asset of a spreading lingua franca. Another one, potentially, is that it brings
with it few, if any, cultural presumptions: it exists purely as a means of communication, not a badge
of membership of a tradition. There seems to be an increasing impatience, in the world of Teaching
English as a Foreign Language, with holding up the native speaker as an ideal, or accepting that any
part of British or American culture is part of the subject.

This cultural emptiness of a lingua franca is a matter of degree. There is a literature, inclu-
ding poetry, even in Esperanto. And people who learn any language in any way may derive from it
some social benefits beyond the ability to communicate: indeed, those who know a lingua franca



which is not their mother tongue may often be recognized as an elite, having greater prospects and
potentially greater power. This is in fact the rule, with second-language learners of English, French or
Russian. But this does not supplant their mother-tongue culture. They do not thereby have less access
to their traditions.

Nevertheless, the net effect of globalization may be adverse for minority languages, even if
the spread of such lingua-francas does them no direct harm. Increasing and denser international
contacts are likely to raise the general climate of aspiration and ambition within a territory. The
results have often been a stimulus to imperialism in outsiders, nationalism in the local elite and urban
masses, and centralizing economic development in both. All of these, by diminishing the role and
independence of small traditional communities, usually damage minority languages. But this kind of
damage is not by any means always brought about by the “usual suspects” among global languages,
languages like English, French, Spanish, Portuguese, Arabic, Russian, Persian or Chinese.

The Foundation for Endangered Languages' conference in 2006, held in Mysore, southern
India, focused on multilingualism as it affects endangered languages, and the relations revealed were
very varied (Elangaiyan et al. 2006). In Nicaragua, the Tuahka language vyields to its ancient neigh-
bour Miskitu, unaffected by the recent overlays of English and Spanish. In Pakistan, urbanized
Torwalis abandon their language for Pashto and Urdu, not English. The small Turung community in
Assam are finding that traditional pressures from Tai and Jinghpaw are morphing into new relations
with Assamese and English; but the process is still too complex to have a predictable outcome.
Matthias Brenzinger, in a wide-ranging discussion of the language dynamics of southern and eastern
Africa (Brenzinger 2007), admits that there are languages now growing there at the expense of smal-
ler languages, but these are Amharic, Swahili, Setswana, not English, and perhaps Kirundi and
Kinyarwanda owe their present unchallenged status as national languages to previous spread.

Modern globalization can also bring about trends which are positive for minority languages.
It can reveal the fact there are endangered languages all round the world, and so give their speakers
a motive to contact one another, and build solidarity networks. It can spread ideas of how languages
can reverse a downward trend, as Welsh, Maori and Hawaiian appear to have done recently in their
different corners of the world, or breathe new life into the apparent husk of a dead language, as
Hebrew did in the 20th century.

On the solidarity front, there has been since 1978 the American Indian Language
Development Institute (AILDI), with its mission is to document, revitalize and promote Indigenous
languages, reinforcing the processes of intergenerational language transfer, and specifically organi-
zing regular summer schools to train teachers. On the other side of the world, there are now winter
schools to promote knowledge of the Latgalian language (de Graaf et al. 2008), closely related to
Latvian, which has been transplanted to central Siberia, but which is now put back in contact with
its erstwhile linguistic neighbours in Latvia. This kind of parallel development is only possible in a glo-
balized world.
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The global trend of concern for endangered languages, wherever it may have started - if
indeed it makes sense to look for a single source - has spread to influence governments and opinion-
formers worldwide. We can instance activities, selected randomly in just four continents.

Here in Japan, there is now official concern for the Ainu, where until 1997, and the Act for
"Encouragement of Ainu Culture and the Diffusion and Enlightenment of Knowledge on Ainu
Tradition”, there was only resignation, if not negative discrimination (though in fact, only on 6 June
2008 did Japan formally recognize the Ainu as an indigenous group).

In Australia, since 1992 and the "Mabo" judgement which recognized Native Title and ended
the doctrine of “Terra Nullius" - namely that no indigenous population had rights to territory before
the advent of European claimants, official attitudes to indigenous people have turned through 180
degrees, with an Aboriginal Reconciliation Commission in the 1990s and networks of "Australian
Language Centres" set up in the 2000s. Although there was something of retrenchment under the
Liberal administration, in 2008 the new Labor Government has issued a formal apology to them.

In Peru and other Andean countries, there is increasing acceptance that indigenous popula-
tions need special support. There is a national programme in Peru of Educacion Intercultural Bilingiie,
and this is not just for the benefit of the majority indigenous language Quechua. There is also AIDE-
SEP (Asociacion Interétnica de Desarrollo de la Selva Peruana) which focuses on the education of
speakers of Amazonian languages.

In Europe, the newly recognized duty to support minority languages has been cast into a
treaty, which imposes specific obligations on national governments if they are prepared to accept it.
This is the ECRML, the European Charter for Regional and Minority Languages, adopted in 1992 under
the auspices of the Council of Europe, and so far ratified by 21 states. Effectively it mobilizes a supra-
national, quasi-global, organization in support of regional languages.

Finally, one can mention the efforts of that quintessentially global organization, the United
Nations. Since 1993 UNESCO's Intangible Heritage Section has had an Endangered Languages
Programme, and in 2003 adopted a Convention for the Safequarding of Intangible Cultural Heritage
which recognizes the essential role of language in its expression and transmission. Other symbolic
initiatives include the recognition since 2000 of 21 February as International Mother Tongue Day (the
date originally commemorating the re-institution of Bangla as official in East Pakistan), and indeed
2008 as the International Year of Languages.

It is over-simple, then, and misleading, to cast Globalization as a direct cause of language
endangerment. If one is concerned for this crisis, it is important to try to "remember the enemy": not
global languages themselves, for they are only an effect of globalization, and not necessarily in direct
competition with languages that are endangered. What has led to the endangerment of languages
is the imperialism, nationalism, and centralizing economic development, which are more about the
concentration of power, and hence the disempowerment - and sometimes dissolution - of minority
language communities.



We have seen that, in current conditions, globalization, by unleashing new forms of human
solidarity, gives some - modest — grounds for hope that these enemies of endangered languages can
be resisted. Wade Davis has remarked that "Every language is an old-growth forest of the mind, a
watershed of thought, an ecosystem of spiritual possibilities.” Globalization provides endless oppor-
tunities for cross-fertilization, but to get its benefits as much as possible must survive of the diffe-
rent variant growths. The best thing that we can do for endangered languages is to do our best lis-
ten to the stories told in them, respect the people who tell those stories, and see them passed on to
the next generation. In one or other old-growth forest of the mind, we need to watch the trees grow.
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SAFEGUARDING ENDANGERED LANGUAGES,
VANUATU: A CASE-STUDY

BACKGROUND

Vanuatu, a small island nation of around 80 islands located in the South West Pacific, is high-
ly multilingual and multicultural. With over a hundred indigenous languages spoken among a popu-
lation of over two hundred thousand, it is considered to have a high linguistic density per capita.
While these indigenous languages have an important role at the local community level, Bislama, the
English-based lexifier pidgin, functions as the lingua franca and national language of the country
because of its unifying force. English, French and Bislama function as the three official languages
while only English and French remain the principal languages of education in the country. All these
different languages are protected under the Constitution of the Republic of Vanuatu.

DECLINE

With time, these languages undergo changes as a result of contact with different facets of
globalization such as social, cultural, religious, economic and political changes. During the process of
these interactions, some of these languages increase their status to the detriment of others.
According to statistics' based on languages known, out of the 106 known indigenous languages of
Vanuatu, only 81 are still active, while 17 are considered moribund, and eight are already extinct.
Moreover, only thirteen of these languages have over 5,000 speakers, while the rest are in their hun-
dreds or less. Most of these local languages have a small speaking population, yet, they continue to
be active for a long time. This is because speakers live in remote areas of the country and have litt-
le contact with the outside world. However, because of the small size and vulnerability of the coun-
try, this is changing. The country is being opened up to the processes of westernization with unstop-
pable forces that drive the desire for economic development. Today, researchers continue to identi-
fy undocumented languages that are on the verge of extinction.

CAUSES

Languages in Vanuatu continue to be endangered because of various reasons at different
points in time such as death, due to inter-tribal war, introduced diseases and epidemics; discrimina-
ting policies; deliberate lack of inter-generational transmission by parents; and language shift.

In the late 19th and early 20th century, diseases and epidemics that were caused by contact
with foreigners and inter-tribal wars caused many deaths in Vanuatu and caused people to relocate.
This resulted in reduced numbers of language speakers as they died or left their community. Today,
languages die with the death of the last speakers as people shift to other languages.
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Policy discrimination is another contributing factor of language death. This has directly or
indirectly contributed to language shift to languages of powerful cultures at the expense of indige-
nous languages, which are thought to be marginalized. Formal literacy was first introduced by the
missionaries in indigenous languages for the purpose of propagating the Christian teachings, but as
a result of the colonization of Vanuatu by England and France, the colonial policy promoted both
colonial languages: English and French, as the languages of education. Due to the multilingual situa-
tion of the country, the Constitution of the Republic of Vanuatu continued to promote these two lan-
guages by giving them constitutional status as the ‘principal languages of education’ This type of
policy has contributed to elevating the status of English and French while leaving the indigenous lan-
guages lagging behind in the way they are used in formal literacy and to convey information to the
general public.

The paradigm shift from the traditional and natural way of learning to the formal and artifi-
cial way of learning through formal education also resulted in the shift to these two colonial lan-
guages for their powerful cultures and wider social and economic benefits. Some of the indigenous
languages have ceased to exist as a result of the destruction or loss of the various traditional sys-
tems or eco-systems that provide the appropriate environment for the survival of language usage
that reflect those systems. For example the introduction of Christianity is an example of a catalyst
for this type of change in Vanuatu.

Lack of inter-generational transmission is another contributing factor to language decline
whereby parents deliberately fail to transmit their language and traditional knowledge to the next
generation, resulting in language shift.

In a multilingual country like Vanuatu, language shift is a common phenomenon and it occurs
at three levels. First, natives shift from their indigenous languages to the two colonial languages -
English and French - for their powerful cultures through formal education and formal employment.

Secondly, there is a shift from indigenous languages to Bislama, the national language. This
is very common. It is a result of inter-island marriages, urbanization, and cash employment.

Finally, there is also a shift from one indigenous language to another. This is because the early
missionaries elevated the status of some indigenous languages, which were used to translate the
Bible, and as a lingua franca within certain linguistic communities.

EFFORTS IN PLACE AND THEIR CONSTRAINTS

After independence in 1980, there was more awareness and political will to address this
important issue, as indigenous languages and cultures were seen as national assets. There was a
change from a discriminating policy to a more favorable one. In the form of legislative acts, the ver-
nacular education policy and national language policy (draft) not only advocate for the protection of
multilingualism, but also for the preservation, promotion and revitalization of indigenous languages



and traditional knowledge at home through inter-generational transmission, at the community level,
and through the formal education system.

The Education Act of 2001? and the subsequent vernacular education policy is the govern-
ment's first positive step through this policy directive to actively implement the provisions of the
Constitution to promote the use of vernacular education in the formal education system, from early
childhood to the primary level. It is also a way in which the government is officially rectifying the
previous discriminating policy, which only promoted the colonial languages in the formal education
system, to a more favorable one that promotes multilingualism. However, considering the multilin-
gual state of Vanuatu, the progress of the implementation of this policy is hindered by lack of capa-
city building, lack of awareness and community support, lack of financial commitment from the
government, and lack of literature material in the vernacular that are contextually relevant to the
culture of Vanuatu to successfully implement the policy. The establishment of various institutions and
statutory bodies reflect the Government's commitment to this mission.

The establishment of the Vanuatu Cultural Centre and the national museum by the Vanuatu
Government reflects its commitment to document, preserve and promote its traditional knowledge
and indigenous languages through this mechanism. Today, the Vanuatu Cultural Centre and National
Museum, with the help of the government and other donor agencies, contribute immensely to this
cause through community fieldworkers, traditional schools, and arts festivals through which different
language communities showcase and promote different aspects of their culture. The Vanuatu
Cultural Centre also functions as the clearing house or central bureau for documented literature and
audio-visual materials on various cultural and linguistic aspects of Vanuatu. However, one of the
constraints faced is the lack of linguists to work with the community fieldworkers to help them docu-
ment their language and research.

The Vanuatu Cultural Centre also functions as the secretariat for the National Language
Council, legally established in 2005, which is responsible for putting together the national language
policy* draft. This policy (draft) advocates for the preservation and promotion of multilingualism. It
also encourages multilingual and multicultural dialogue in advocating English and French for their
role in the international community; Bislama, the national language, for its role in forging a natio-
nal identity; the indigenous languages, for their role in reflecting one's local identity; immigrant lan-
guages, due to diplomatic reasons; and sign language for the deaf. This language policy strongly
advocates for the preservation and promotion of indigenous languages at home through inter-gene-
rational transmission by the family, within the community, as well as through the formal education
system.

The National Council of Chiefs, representing the traditional governing system, has a consti-
tutional mandate to make recommendations for the preservation and promotion of Vanuatu lan-
guages and cultures. How they are addressing this issue is not directly with languages, but indirect-
ly through the preservation of the traditional systems through which language functions. They work
to ensure the preservation of traditional systems, natural habitats and eco-systems as a means to
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preserve languages. As they believe that language reflects these systems, practices and habitats, once
these systems cease to exist, the language associated with these also cease to exist.

The Ombudsman has a constitutional mandate to ensure linguistic rights prevail and to pre-
sent an annual report to the National Parliament on an annual basis. The National Tourism office also
encourages the preservation and promotion of indigenous languages and cultures through the pro-
motion of eco-tourism, cultural villages, and other tourist related events based on a cultural calen-
dar. These are examples of how the local people are encouraged to incorporate the preservation and
promotion of traditional knowledge and language into modern economy.

The Environment Unit also encourages the preservation of bio-diversity and linguistic ecolo-
gy associated with the different aspects of bio-diversity by working to preserve 20,000 ha of the
Vathe conservation area. It is a way to promote the sustainability of eco-systems, and to preserve
languages associated with natural eco-systems, and to incorporate them into the modern economy.
Traditional ways of marine and terrestrial resource management are also encouraged by the environ-
mental unit.

The national government has gone further to declare 2007 and 2008 as the 'Years of
Traditional Economy' for a myriad of reasons. In a way, it is revisiting the provisions of the
Constitution to preserve and promote our linguistic and cultural diversity. It is also a way in which
the Government is officially acknowledging the work done by the Vanuatu Cultural Centre to help
preserve and promote its indigenous languages and cultures. Equally important, is its acknowledge-
ment of the sustainability of the traditional ways of living that have sustained the livelihood of the
natives for many generations, which continue to sustain the lives of 80% of its rural population, and
which continue to complement modern economy today. Through this declaration, the Ni-Vanuatu
people are encouraged to continue with their traditional ways of living using traditional knowledge
that promote social security, food security and good sustainable living. In addition, through these
practices, language and culture associated with these practices continue to survive. A positive result
from this is that people are able to pay in-kind for social services provided by the government at the
provincial level. This system is working in Vanuatu today, where Government services such as school
fees are being paid in kind - with farm animals, agricultural produce, and artefacts.

CONCLUSION

Although the traditional systems, ways of life and languages of Vanuatu are adversely affec-
ted by the different facets of globalization, Vanuatu has realized this and has already begun putting
some mechanisms in place to address this issue. Realizing that language change is inevitable as a
response to social and cultural changes, it has set up mechanisms and favorable policies which pro-
mote multilingualism, ensuring harmonious co-existence of all diverse languages in the country, as
they all have their roles at different levels within the society. However, to ensure a successful imple-
mentation of vernacular education policy, it is paramount that proper awareness programmes are
developed at the community level because implementation of such policies will inevitably involve the



participation of the community. Furthermore, such a policy has proven counter-productive in a mul-
tilingual country because of lack of advice and financial commitment. To ensure its success, a lot of
commitment is needed at the top level in terms of advice, financial support, guidance, continual
assessment and revision. In addition, cooperation with the policy-makers, the implementers and the
community level is also an important pre-requisite.

NOTES

1. Lynch, J & Crowley, T (2001). Languages of Vanuatu. A new survey and bibliography
2. The Education Act No. 21 of 2001
3. Vanuatu National Language Policy (Fifth Draft) 2005.
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EUROPEAN CHARTER FOR REGIONAL
OR MINORITY LANGUAGES'

SUMMARY

The Council of Europe, through the European Charter for Regional or Minority Languages
(hereafter the Charter) is contributing to promoting cultural and linguistic diversity. The Charter ente-
red into force 10 years ago and is to-date a unique convention worldwide specifically devoted to the
protection and promotion of the various regional and minority languages in Europe. As on other
continents, globalization is also affecting Europe and it is therefore of utmost importance that States
ratify the Charter. Ten years of supervision of the implementation of the Charter reveal that with only
a few encouraging exceptions, linguistic diversity is regressing everywhere in Europe and some lan-
guages are disappearing, at least for the time being, from areas where they have been historically
present and where until recent times they represented one of the distinctive features of those areas’
identity. This paper will explore the reasons for this complex phenomenon and reflect on the results
of the monitoring mechanism of the Charter. The Anniversary is a good opportunity to address the
effectiveness of the Charter, its impact on national policies, legislation and practice. In other words
on how its application has led to States taking concrete measures for the benefit of minority lan-
guages.

WHY DOES EUROPE NEED A SPECIFIC TREATY ON REGIONAL
OR MINORITY LANGUAGES?

With only a few encouraging exceptions, linguistic diversity is regressing everywhere in
Europe and some languages are disappearing, at least for the time being, from areas where they have
been historically present and where they have until recent times represented one of the distinctive
features of those areas' identity’. According to estimates, one language is dying every two weeks on
average®. Although most of the losses are expected to occur in South America, North East Asia, and
Siberia, there are some weakened languages in Europe too, and the aim of the Charter is to prevent
such loss.

Some of the reasons why linguistic diversity is digressing in Europe are explained in the eva-
luation reports adopted by the Committee of Experts to the Charter over the past 10 years®. The
reports underline several factors that seriously affect regional or minority languages, such as : the
enormous pressure by the majority language media; a lack of understanding in the society about the
value of linguistic diversity and of the bilingualism that can be acquired through being raised in a
regional or minority language context; a pragmatic (but short-sighted) vision that tends to privilege
at all costs the learning of international languages of more immediate practical use; last but not
least, ignorance (at best) or intolerance on the part of large parts of the majority population vis-a-
vis the regional or minority language(s) still spoken in their country®.
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We will see, in the course of this presentation, how those factors, which fall within the scope
of the normative provisions of the Charter, have been dealt with by the Committee of Experts. The
Committee of Experts' experience shows that a language which remains absent from public life will
become stunted and ultimately die out.

But before going more in depth into the Charter, allow me to mention other Council of
Europe treaties which contribute to the protection of linguistic rights, thereby promoting linguistic
and cultural diversity throughout Europe®.

Before the Charter entered into force, linguistic rights were mainly protected by the European
Convention of Human Rights. In terms of linguistic rights, the ECHR sets down mainly negative
rights’, in the sense that it obliges states to abstain from acting in certain ways, as opposed to posi-
tive rights®. These include, of course, the freedom of expression and the prohibition of discrimination
in the enjoyment of the rights and freedoms set forth in the Convention, including on the grounds of
language.

Limits of this 'negative rights' approach became apparent from a relatively early stage. In
1968, in the landmark case on the use of languages in education in Belgium, the European Court of
Human Rights concluded that Protocol 1, Article 2 of the Convention, dealing with the right to edu-
cation, did not guarantee a right to be educated in the language of one's parents by the public autho-
rities or with their aid.

It was therefore felt necessary to have more specialised treaties: the Framework Convention
on the Protection of National Minorities and the European Charter for Regional or Minority
Languages®. The drafting process of those two treaties shows that a different attitude to the ques-
tion of linguistic rights has been chosen: on the one hand a minority rights general instrument that
covers linguistic rights, and on the other hand a cultural instrument devoted to languages, without
focusing on the status of the speakers themselves. Although different in nature and in their objec-
tives they have a common goal - to establish minority civil and political rights and minority linguis-
tic rights as a standard for Europe. These two complementary instruments, which both entered into
force in 1998, provide indeed for clear positive rights for linguistic minorities.

Let's turn now to the European Charter for Regional or Minority Languages, which is the core
instrument of my presentation.

WHAT KIND OF TREATY IS THE CHARTER?
A. An "a la carte" menu
Regional and minority languages in Europe are diverse and heterogeneous: the numbers of

speakers of these traditionally spoken languages range from a few hundred to several million, some
are co-official, others are only spoken at home. All these languages nevertheless have one factor in



common: they are all to some extent in a vulnerable position, some of which are even threatened by
extinction - a trend that can only be reversed if states take resolute action™.

From a treaty law perspective therefore, the Charter is a somewhat complex instrument.
Considering the great variety of language situations in Europe, the drafters adopted a legal technique
whereby States have positive obligations of two different sorts, each corresponding to a specific ope-
rative part of the Charter: Parts Il and IIl respectively.

- On the one hand, Part Il of the Charter lays down the aims and principles which are to be
the States' long-term policy targets. It applies to all regional or minority languages spoken
within the State, even if States do not recognise them.

- On the other hand, Part Ill of the Charter caters for the (demographically) stronger lan-
guages and provides a menu of specific undertakings, in the fields of education, justice,
dealings with the administrative authorities, media, cultural activities, economic and social
life and transfrontier co-operation. The States have the possibility to choose the languages
which will be covered by this part of the Charter, as well as to tailor their undertakings to
the specific situation of each language (provided that a minimum of 35 undertakings is
selected). However, the broad element of choice does not mean that governments are free
to act arbitrarily, since the Charter requires that they exercise their discretion "in accordan-
ce with the situation of each language”. This is a problem posed by a number of instruments
of ratification in countries where the State applies the same Part Ill provisions to languages
which are in a different situation.

This unique Council of Europe treaty is designed to accommodate the variety of different lan-
guage situations in Europe and therefore to guarantee optimal protection at the right level and
address the needs of the speakers.

So far, 23" member States of the Council of Europe have ratified the Charter, a further 10
have signed it. As far as EU member States are concerned, only 15 have ratified and a further 4 have
signed. There are regrettably 8 EU member States™ that have neither signed nor ratified the Charter,
for a variety of reasons. In that respect, it is worth recalling the words of the Secretary General of
the Council of Europe who, among others, stressed that the “failure to ratify the Charter hitherto can-
not at all be explained or justified by the fact that [the member States concerned] do not need it;
quite the contrary."

B. The effectiveness and the impact of the Charter

Given that the Charter does not secure any enforceable rights for language groups or their
individual members, it makes no pro-vision for any judicial authority to supervise implementation, as
is the case with the European Court of Human Rights. The protection system set up by the Charter is
based on a monitoring mechanism, whereby a Committee of independent experts supervises the
implementation of the Charter in each State Party.
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Monitoring takes place in three-yearly cycles and involves periodical reports by each State
on its implementation of the individual Charter undertakings. In performing its functions, the
Committee of Experts carries out a fact-finding visit on the spot. The result of this work is the adop-
tion, by the Committee of Experts, of an evaluation report including a number of observations to the
State authorities on how to improve the situation of each language covered. The evaluation report,
together with the State's comments, is submitted to the Committee of Ministers of the Council of
Europe, which may decide to make the report public and to address a number of recommendations
to the State concerned.

According to Francois Grin, "the discussion of effectiveness is rooted in the philosophy of the
Charter, which can be said to be a "third-generation” instrument, whose focus is on results; and rea-
ching results is, at heart, a question of effectiveness. Let us remember that the aim of the Charter is
to protect and promote languages as elements of diversity; the first problem, therefore, is to reach
this goal effectively. Effectiveness, however, is not something that happens automatically, even
though it is very necessary"".

This is precisely how the Committee of Experts interprets the Charter. Coming back to the
factors that affect linguistic diversity', they can obviously be remedied only over a longer period and
by a substantial and sustained effort - in fact, to quote the terms of Article 7 of the Charter, by "reso-
lute action”. Therefore it becomes all the more vital that the Charter should not be perceived as being
just about intervening on the formal contents of the legislative provisions. That is why the reports of
the Committee of Experts underline that the Charter is above all about achieving results, and this
usually calls for a much more proactive and structured approach.

Assessing the impact of any international convention is not an easy task as it is difficult to
determine whether internal factors led to the adoption of that treaty or if the external effect of the
treaty had an impact on the internal situation. However, the monitoring mechanism has shown that
domestic legislations or policies to protect or promote regional or minority languages have been
adopted, revised or implemented since the adoption of the Charter™.

As stated above, one of the most important features of the Charter is its monitoring mecha-
nism, involving three-yearly monitoring cycles, with periodical state reports and the monitoring of
the Charter's implementation carried out by an independent Committee of Experts. So far, the
Committee of Experts has adopted 36 evaluation reports on the fulfilment of the States Parties’
undertakings, including observations on how to improve the existing situation of languages covered
by the Charter. The reports which have already been considered by the Committee of Ministers have
been made public and are available online™.

The Charter has for instance given language status to some minority languages which were
previously perceived as dialects, such as Kven in Norway, Low German in Germany, Cypriot Maronite
Arabic in Cyprus, Limburgish in the Netherlands. In many states Romani was explicitly recognised as
a "non-territorial” minority language. The ratification in favour of Yiddish had a positive effect, for



example, in the Netherlands and both the authorities and the speakers realised its cultural value and
potential for promotion.

The Charter has also led to the adoption of several domestic acts needed to guarantee the
linguistic rights of the speakers, for example:

- The German Land of Schleswig-Holstein adopted a law regarding the use of North Frisian
in relations with administrative authorities.

- the Sami Language Act has been adopted in Finland.

- Acts on the use of Sami, Finnish and Meénkieli in courts and administration have been
adopted in Sweden.

- In 2001, Austria amended its Broadcasting Act and included the provision of regional or
minority language programmes in the public service mandate of the ORF.

- The Croatian authorities stated that the long process of adoption of the 2000 Act on the
Use of the Languages and Scripts of National Minorities was speeded up by the application
of the Charter.

The Charter has also led to the adoption of measures and domestic policies that have streng-
thened the linguistic rights of the speakers, for example:

- Following the Recommendation of the Committee of Ministers in 2001 to “create condi-
tions that will facilitate the use of North Sami before judicial authorities”, Norway set up
the first bilingual court, where Sami is now being used in 25% of the cases.

C. What lessons can be drawn from the last decade?

On the one hand, one can recognise the value of the reporting since States parties become
more aware of the situation of the regional or minority languages spoken on their territories and their
obligations vis-a-vis the Charter when writing national reports. On the other hand speakers of regio-
nal or minority languages and other interested parties can get an insight into the country's position
and policies with respect to regional or minority languages as the reports are made public".

In addition, the regularity of reporting allows a permanent dialogue to be built up between
states parties and the Committee as well as between states parties and the relevant speakers in that
country. In other words, the Charter has not only fostered dialogue between the speakers and the
State authorities, but has also led to an increased and improved institutionalised representation and
consultation of speakers at local, regional and state level in order to make their voice heard™.

Despite this impressive track record, it should not be overlooked that a number of structural
problems continue to hamper the Charter's effectiveness. The Committee of Experts often observes in
its reports that the domestic legal framework is generally good and is improving, but that the prac-
tical implementation is lagging behind.
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PERSISTING PROBLEMS : IMPLEMENTATION OF THE CHARTER
AT NATIONAL LEVEL

A. Recurring reasons explaining the failure to implement the Charter

When reading the evaluation reports of the Committee of Experts, one realises that the majo-
rity of measures taken by governments so far are of a relatively formal nature. However, adopting a
good law on minority language protection is not enough: the law must also be implemented in prac-
tice, and this requires a wide range of practical and substantive measures, which are very often lac-
king. This is the message that emerges clearly from the monitoring carried out by the Committee of
Experts so far.

There are various recurring reasons for this:

- Question of competence between state and regional or local level: The Committee of Experts
has addressed cases where the responsibility for the practical implementation of the
Charter lies to a large extent within regional or local authorities (for instance in the UK, in
Spain or in the Netherlands). In such cases, the Committee of Experts constantly recalls that
the central authorities have nevertheless the overall and final responsibility for the imple-
mentation of the Charter.

- Lack of resources: The Committee of Experts has constantly emphasised that, for certain
undertakings to be implemented, the states must ensure that any additional costs arising
from the protection and promotion of regional or minority languages are covered.
Otherwise there is a strong risk that the measures taken will be no more than a token ges-
ture. In this context, however, it should also be emphasised that the cost implications are
not always as dramatic as estimated, which leads me to my last point.

- Lack of political will: The Committee of Experts has observed that - in general - the treat-
ment of regional or minority languages does not so much depend on the ruling party of a
state but lies more deeply rooted in the historical development of the country. Therefore it
is all the more imperative to take measures to raise the awareness of the majority popula-
tion.

Despite the fact that the Committee of Experts stresses the need for minority language pro-
tection to be grounded in domestic legislation, it so far has always taken a very pragmatic approach
to the monitoring of the implementation of the obligations chosen by the States and is orientated
towards concrete results and inevitably, policy aspects. It therefore expects resolute action from
states parties.



B. Case-studies on the implementation of the Charter in the field of educa-
tion and in the media

Turning now to the provisions of the Charter, allow me to underline how State parties imple-
ment the provisions of the Charter with regards to education and the media. For a language to be
used in the private and public sphere, its presence in the media is as crucial as its use within fami-
lies or at school.

In both fields, the practice of the Committee of Experts is also rich in lessons.

- In education, a structured and overarching approach, covering all the stages of the educa-
tional system is often lacking. First of all, the inadequate provision of language teaching, in
particular the shortage of adequately trained teachers at all levels of education, remains
one of the principal problems affecting most regional or minority languages. The situation
is aggravated by the frequent lack of adequate supervision mechanisms. Very few States
have set up a body in charge of monitoring the measures taken and progress achieved.

In the electronic media, which are probably the most influential means of communication
in today's societies, the presence of regional or minority languages is in many cases little
more than symbolic. Misunderstandings persist regarding the encouragement and/or faci-
litation of the broadcasting of regional or minority language programmes in the private
sector. Many State authorities consider private broadcasts as merely complementary to the
public service provision and do not take positive measures to increase the (marginal) pre-
sence of regional or minority languages in private broadcasting. On the contrary, the
Committee of Experts has always stressed that in order to safequard regional or minority
languages, private broadcast media play a crucial role in their own right, which goes beyond
merely complementing the public service broadcasting.

These aspects touch upon another important issue that the Committee of Experts has repea-
tedly underlined in its reports, namely the importance of attaching a positive value to the knowled-
ge of regional or minority languages. Clearly, both an adequate recognition of the language in the
educational system and a meaningful presence in the electronic media are a major means of raising
the social status of regional or minority languages and thus of conveying a positive image not only
to the majority population, but also to the regional or minority language speakers themselves, whose
self-esteem often needs to be bolstered. Raising the social status and conveying a positive image of
regional or minority languages are in fact crucial elements for a successful protection and promo-
tion™.

CONCLUSION

We have good reason to celebrate the Charter this year, but we are still aware that regional
or minority languages remain a threatened aspect of Europe's cultural heritage and that many
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challenges still lie ahead of us. Europe is not isolated. It is part of a globalized world, and the whole
of humanity is affected by the loss of any language. The International Year of Languages should
constitute a momentum for countries of all continents to ensure linguistic and cultural diversity by
securing the linguistic rights of their citizens.

NOTES

1. The author is responsible for the choice and the presentation of the facts contained in this paper and for the opinions
expressed therein, which are not necessarily those of the Council of Europe or the Committee of Experts

2. See the 2005 and 2007 Secretary General's Reports to the Parlimentary Assembly on the application of the Charter, at
http://www.coe.int/t/dg4/education/minlang/sgreports/default_en.asp

3. some 3,000 out of the estimated 6,000 languages around the world are likely to die before the end of the century.

4. An overview of the evaluation reports adopted by the Committee of Experts can be consulted at
http://www.coe.int/minlang/ In addition, see Jean-Marie Woehrling, The European Charter for Regional or Minority
Languages - A critical commentary, Council of Europe Publication, 2006.

5. see 2005 report quoted in footnote 1.

6. The Europe | am referring to is the Council of Europe 47 member States.

7. For a thorough analysis of the evolution of international law regarding linguistic rights, see Francois Grin, Language
Policy Evaluation and the European Charter for Regional or Minority Languages, Palgrave Macmillan, 2003. See also a
recent article by Robert Dunbar, ,European Traditional Linguistic Diversity and Human Rights: a Critical Assessment of
International Instruments”, in Human Rights and Diversity: New Challenges for Plural Societies, Ruiz Vieytez, Eduardo J.;
Dunbar, Robert (Ed.), University of Deusto, Bilbao, 2007.

8. Possibly the only exception to this is the positive linguistic right defined under Article 6 of the ECHR. This Article, dea-
ling with the right to a fair trial, provides under its paragraph 3 that:

"Everyone charged with a criminal offence has the following minimum rights:

a) to be informed promptly, in a language which he understands and in detail, of the nature and cause of the accusation
against him;

e)to have the free assistance of an interpreter if he cannot understand or speak the language used in court. ,,

9. Considering the scope of this presentation, it will not be possible to analyse in depth the rich elements resulting from
the monitoring process carried out by the Advisory Committee of the Framework Convention on the protection of National
Minorities in terms of linguistic rights. The Framework Convention addresses a wide range of issues relating to minority
protection, such as linguistic rights, effective participation in public affairs, freedom of assembly, etc. An abundant lite-
rature exist in respect of this Convention, and relevant information can be found at : http://www.coe.int/minorities

10. Whereas some States, for example Switzerland or Finland, have a long tradition of protecting and promoting regional
or minority languages in public life, others lack awareness of the need for a language policy and confine the use of these
languages to the private sphere. In that respect, it is important to remember that there is no division between Western
and Eastern European States, as there are countries in both such as Hungary which have also developed tools for protec-
ting and promoting languages.

11. Armenia, Austria, Croatia, Cyprus, Czech Republic, Denmark, Finland, Germany, Hungary, Liechtenstein, Luxembourg,
Montenegro, Netherlands, Norway, Romania, Serbia, Slovakia, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, Ukraine and the
United Kingdom (status as of 17/9/2008). The ratification of the Charter by Poland is expected before the end of this year.
12. Belgium, Bulgaria, Estonia, Greece, Ireland, Latvia, Lithuania and Portugal.

13. See F. Grin's presentation at the launching of the International Year of Languages, UNESCO, Paris, 21 February 2008.
14. See above last para p.1

15. See the Secretary General's report to the Parliamentary Assembly of the Council of Europe, 2007 and for an overview
of the impact of the Charter, see also the presentation of Vesna Crnic-Grotic at the Conference celebrating the 10th anni-
versary of the Charter and the Framework Convention on the Protection of National Minorities, available upon request.
16. See http://www.coe.int/t/dg4/education/minlang/Report/Default_en.asp

17. See Vesna Crnic-Grotic, footnote 14 above.

18. Ibidem

19. See the Secretary General's report to the Parliamentary Assembly of the Council of Europe 2005, foot note 1.
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THE ROLE OF STANDARD-SETTING
INSTRUMENTS IN NATIONAL LANGUAGE
POLICY PLANNING

INTRODUCTION

In his 23 July message for 2008 International Day for the World's Indigenous People, UN
Secretary General Ban Ki-moon, spoke of “the silent crisis confronting many of the world's languages”.
He noted that action on behalf of indigenous languages aims to put an end to marginalization, pover-
ty, expropriation of indigenous people’'s traditional lands and other grave human rights abuses.

This statement underscores the persisting and vital connection between the general human
rights of indigenous peoples and the state of the world's languages, the symbolic and the practical,
the ideational and the material, the ideological and the concrete.

While the endangerment of each endangered language is specific to its conditions of histo-
ry, inherited attitudes, and possibilities some principles are portable across context and some expe-
riences and legal-policy instruments are able to serve as standard bearers of enlightened policy and
prospects for change. Three standard setting instruments are:

(i) explicit recognition of additive bilingualism for all, and first language rights for minori-
ties, in all public policy;

(ii) entitlements to bi-literate and bi-lingual traditional and contemporary education; and

(iii) conferring explicit recognition of language rights in health and legal administration.

In this paper | very briefly discuss three instruments of law, the 1990-2006 US Native
American Languages Act in the United States, the 1997 Indigenous People's Rights Act of the
Philippines and vernacular language and literacy in Sri Lanka. These aim to highlight the essential
point in my argument that we must combine symbolic and pragmatic action in three kinds of work,
ideological, socio-cultural and linguistic, to strengthen the prospects for survival of endangered lan-
guages.

First, however, some brief observations about the context in which we are challenged to sup-
port minority languages, globalization.

GLOBALIZATION

Everywhere education systems, policies and institutions are being transformed by globaliza-
tion. While education has always been relatively open to international influence because knowledge,
language and culture relatively freely cross national borders, today knowledge based economies make
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comparative modern education standards critical to national development critical in competitive glo-
bal relations.

Hence, globalization is not itself new and is best understood instead as ‘the widening, dee-
pening and speeding up of world wide interconnectedness’ (Held, McGrew, Goldblatt and Perraton,
1999, p. 2). Globalization combines political economic change with cultural change (Suarez-Orozco
and Baolian Qin-Hilliard 2004). On the one hand it entails the formation of world-wide markets ope-
rating in real time with common financial systems with enhanced cross-border mobility of produc-
tion.

Contemporary globalization is accompanied by, and mediated through, English, which in
recent decades has come to assume dominant status in curricula, both as a subject and increasingly
as a medium of instruction. Its status is especially strong in Asia, where, among the sampled curri-
cula in a 2005 review, it was the first foreign language in the curricula of 100% of Asian countries
(Cha and Ham, 2008).

Globalization in some ways facilitates minority language maintenance because of the wea-
kening of exclusive national sovereignty. National states classically operate with integrative and
incorporative ideologies which often equate equality with sameness. To the extent that globalization
lowers the exclusive demands of sovereign states to cultural sameness for citizens, it enhances pros-
pects for survival the negative assimilative effects of nationalist ideologies. As this conference
demonstrates, globalization, and the diffusion of enlightened regard for minority rights, can subject
national communication policies to international scrutiny and critique and can disseminate tech-
niques, knowledge and awareness of positive action for making multilingualism intergenerationally
vital.

THE LIMITS OF PLANNING

Before proposing standard setting instruments, it is sobering to reflect on the wisdom of
long-in-the-tooth language planners. In a suitably chastening observation about language planning
the noted Philippine linguist and educator, Andrew Gonzalez, once famously remarked that “..benign
neglect is better than deliberate language planning...”.

Gonzalez was reflecting on the gap between the lofty aspirations of policy and the disap-
pointing outcomes in the context of national surveys documenting the communication patterns in
the richly multilingual Philippines. The failures of deliberate language planning should make us reflect
on the improbabilities of reversing language shift when powerful economic, political, and cultural
forces work relentlessly to attach material rewards to monolingual literate competence in a tiny
number of globally connected languages.

This is because language is an immensely supple and complex set of practices, a socially pro-
duced system of semiotics that interacts closely with all aspects of people's social and personal lives.



Identity, both personal and social, and economic and national interests, as well as collective and indi-
vidual memory, are all constructed through language, or are realized and negotiated in acts of com-
munication.

Just as Gonzalez urges planners to temper enthusiasm for overt planning, in the early 1970s
another distinguished sociolinguist, Joshua Fishman, also offered a wise caution. Reflecting on the
failure of exclusively school-centered language revival Fishman made the astute observation that
schools can be "unreliable allies of language maintenance”. In the absence of sustaining usage plan-
ning, changes to public ideologies, and to laws and material opportunities, school-centered langua-
ge planning for multilingualism can provoke more rapid language shift since this can merely
confound the domains of a weak and endangered language with those of a strong and replacing lan-
guage.

Three disparate and positive instances of standards setting will now be discussed.
THREE STANDARDS: SYMBOLIC AND PRAGMATIC COMBINED
i) United States: Native American Languages Act

In 1990 the US Congress approved possibly the most explicit and bilingualism-promoting lan-
guage declaration in its history, the Native American Languages Act (NALA). Its preamble states: "/t
is the policy of the United States to preserve, protect, and promote the rights and freedom of Native
Americans... to use, practice and develop Native American languages” (Congr. Red 1990; P.L. 101-477;
October 30, part of the Tribally Controlled Community Colleges Bill, PL101-477).

By contrast, in 2001 the US Congress terminated the Bilingual Education Act of 1968. The
BEA had been conceived as an anti-poverty measure, mainly for disadvantaged Mexican American
children initially, and was progressively litigated and extended to all immigrant arrivals in US schools.
It delivered very extensive, but strictly transitional, first language bridging to English but for its size,
and spread, it was subjected to acrimonious dispute over its 33 year life.

The contrast between these two legal enactments is instructive, but what it teaches us is the
power of the rhetorical construction, the ideological framing, of laws for minority rights. When natio-
nal states conceive languages as either unthreatening to what they perceive as national cohesion, or
when the supported languages are weak and marginal, or when those languages can somehow be
included in new visionary imaginings as belonging to the national state, they can gain legal and poli-
tical concessions.

The apparent conflict between the minority-language affirming ethos of the NALA and
relentless opposition to the BEA suggest that socio-political issues are inherent in language planning
for minority languages. They also tell us that the first activity we must engage in strengthen mino-
rity and endangered languages is ideological work.
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It was precisely this kind of work that led to the further development of NALA. The native
language preservation bill that aims to support native tribes transmit their languages intact through
the intimate domain of child rearing, and the formal socialisation of schooling, was signed into law
by President Bush on December 15, 2006 (H.R.4766, Esther Martinez Native American Languages
Preservation Act). This new law authorizes funding for language nests, language survival schools and
language restoration programmes for the 175 remaining out of the 300 US native languages, now
after a long history of repression, including outlawed ceremonies and government policies of reloca-
tion and assimilation. It is interesting to note that in 2000, President Bush honoured Navajo Code
Talkers who served US interests by suppling unbreakable language codes during World War Il and
this patriotism connection is a critical rhetorical tool in the ideological work on behalf of native lan-
guage support.

ii) Philippines: Indigenous People’s Rights Act of 1997

The Philippines offers a different example of a standards setting instrument with potentially
considerable merit, the Indigenous People's Rights Act (Republic Act No. 8371, Republic of the
Philippines, 1997). This law requires corporations to actively seek and obtain the consent of villagers
to development initiatives rather than merely having such bodies explain their intentions to locals,
thereby elevating the role of local indigenous languages in relation to development issues.

This law is a good illustration of language planning within a sphere of jurisdiction, subject to
political sovereignty, and exposes the deep consequences for languages and multilingualism of non-
language focused policy action. The Act obligates the state to a range of cultural, educational, social
and linguistic procedures and entitlements for indigenous populations, including an acceptance of
the legal standing of documents in these languages, supplanting past practices in which minority lan-
guages were a source of discriminatory practices.

The Act in effect created a new legal category of “indigenous peoples”. Large scale develop-
ment projects such as hydroelectric dams, logging concessions, and large scale open cut mines, fre-
quently displaced indigenous peoples from their ancestral lands, usually resource-rich areas.

Contained within IPRA is provision of a formal Bill of Rights for indigenous peoples, inclu-
ding rights to ancestral domains, self-governance and empowerment, social justice and human rights,
and cultural integrity.

As Castro (2002) writes: “To safeguard the indigenous peoples from deception by unscrupu-
lous elements, the new law required that all project proponents first secure free and prior informed
consent (FPIC) from the indigenous peoples in case these projects will intrude into their traditional ter-
ritories. The use of the indigenous languages for information-education campaigns, public hearings
and meetings, as well as for contract signing purposes has been stressed in the IPRA" (p. 69).

The procedural nature of the obligations imposed by the IPRA for obtaining FPIC may serve
as a powerful motor stimulating the use of indigenous languages in precise and elaborated ways.

Castro's study of the effects of IPRA (2002) points out that in “"several documented cases"
indigenous languages have been the key to preventing indigenous peoples from being deceived as to
the intentions of developers, corporations or government agencies concerning large scale projects.



The law has not proved to be anti-development, but subjects development agencies to pro-
cesses of negotiation that have the effect of empowering local languages and the conventional com-
munication practices of indigenous peoples. It is not clear what effect these moves will have in long
term efforts to reinforce the intergenerational vitality of small languages, but the impact so far noted
by observers is for positive washback onto the language

The case highlights the potentially powerful effects of policy legislating for language rights
but not in abstract ways, specifically tied to concrete application, linking high-stakes economic deve-
lopment to deliberative processes in local languages.

iii) Vernacular Literacy in Sri Lanka

Another kind of standard setting, first language rights, as enshrined in Sri Lanka's constitu-
tion and education laws offers a different set of insights into strengthening languages. While nei-
ther of the languages involved here, Sinhala and Tamil, is remotely endangered, vernacular literacy in
these languages teaches something important: what role do local languages play in meeting
Millennium Development Goals and the six Education for All goals?

Recent research conducted for the UK Department for International Development comparing
Zambia and Malawi on the use of children's first languages in early education concluded that “the
moral of the Malawian achievement would appear to be that if resources are scarce, there is a grea-
ter likelihood of success in attempting to teach pupils a known local language, rather than an unk-
nown one" (Williams, 1998).

This point is amply proved in the case of Sri Lankans' two mother tongues. The UN Millennium
Declaration (MD) aims to accelerate international cooperation for overcoming gender disparities in
education, improving health provision in poor countries and stimulating general economic develop-
ment and gainful employment.

Comparing Bangladesh, India, Nepal and Sri Lanka in 2001, the most complete recent in-year
comparison, underscores Sri Lanka's literacy accomplishments, which against the backdrop of immen-
se social upheaval and ongoing civil conflict are remarkable. The percentages for male and female
youth literacy, and the gender parity index (ratio of male to female youth literacy), are given below,
adapted by the present author

www.stats.uis.unesco.org/unesco/TableViewer/tableView.aspx?Reportld=210&tl

Country Male Literacy% Female Literacy% Gender Parity Index
Bangladesh 67.2 60.3 0.90
India 84.2 67.7 0.80
Nepal 80.6 60.1 0.75
Sri Lanka 95.1 96.1 1.01
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According to the UNESCO Institute of Statistics (UIS), between 1991 and 2001 the overall
youth literacy rate in Bangladesh improved 44.7% to 63.6%; in India from 61.9% to 76.4% and in
Nepal from 49.6% to 70.1%. For Pakistan only 1998 is listed, 55.3% and for Sri Lanka only 2001,
95.6.

Goal 2 of the MD Goals addresses a longstanding, continually postponed, objective for what
in development circles is abbreviated as "UPE" (Universalization of Primary Education). UPE com-
prises subsidiary targets, number three being that by 2015 there will be universal completion of the
full cycle of primary education by all learners, boys and girls equally. This target relies heavily on two
literacy measures, a rate for youth (15-24 year olds) and an "adult” rate.

The youth rate measures the percentage of the population "who can both read and write with
understanding a short simple statement on everyday life", a skill which the UN claims reflects the
outcome of primary education over “the previous ten years" and serves as a "...proxy measure of
social progress and economic achievement" (www.mdgs.un.org/unsd/mdg/SeriesDetail.
aspx?srid=656; UIS updated 27 July 2007; and MD Goals).

We can see that Sri Lanka has a proud literacy achievement gained entirely in the vernacu-
lar languages, and high absolute numbers of claimed literacy, very high male and even higher fema-
le achievements, and the gender parity index which reverses the general tendency of male dominan-
ce. These are all due to free public education delivered in the mother tongues, the home languages,
of Sri Lanka's children.

CONCLUSION

These standards instruments are based on three different kinds of activity that are all requi-
red to improve prospects of making more languages intergenerationally vital: ideological work, socio-
cultural work and linguistic work.

Ideological work is directed at undoing past policy. Essentially the ideological work in lan-
guage planning for language diversity is to contest inherited negative beliefs and attitudes from
dominant or replacing languages, negatives related to the value and vitality of indigenous, vernacu-
lar or immigrant minority languages.

The socio-cultural work relates to producing local intra-family and intra-community use-
functions for threatened languages, i.e. finding new spaces in community and family lives in which
modes of identity, relationships and local discourses will not be intact in the target languages. If we
can support communities to revitalise processes of intimacy in traditional languages, i.e. to support
home transmission and use of local languages, the base for policy intervention and standards will be
strengthened. This is a critical aspect of the work that needs doing to strengthen communities and
strengthen their languages.



The linguistic, or rather socio-linguistic work, involves re-establishing intact discourses, i.e.
naturalising communication in minority languages even if this means persisting against the discou-
raging effects of code-switching and limited initial expressive abilities.

NOTES

1. Andrew Gonzalez, cited on p. 47, A. B. Gonzalez and L. Bautista (1986), Language Surveys in the Philippines, 1966-
1984, vol. 1, Manila : De La Salle University Press, and at p. 337 in Hau and Tinio (2003).
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CHANGING THE LANGUAGE OF INDUSTRY:
SETTING STANDARDS FOR THE PROTECTION
OF INDIGENOUS LANGUAGES

IN THE WORKPLACE

In June 2000, the owners of a small restaurant located on the periphery of the Navajo Indian
Reservation implemented a workplace policy prohibiting employees from speaking the Navajo lan-
guage during work hours." Four Navajo employees refused to acknowledge the discriminatory policy
in writing and were discharged from their employment as a result. Acting on behalf of the dischar-
ged employees, the United States Equal Employment Opportunity Commission (“EEOC") filed a fede-
ral lawsuit against the owners of the restaurant, alleging that the “English-only" policy discrimina-
ted against Navajo employees on the basis of their national origin.? The lawsuit, which was the first
in EEOC history to challenge a workplace language policy that targeted a Native American language,
marked the official injection of Native American languages into the ongoing public discourse about
language diversity in the American workplace.’

For a variety of reasons, Native American languages occupy a unique and interesting space
in the discourse about workplace language diversity. First, unlike the "immigrant” languages that are
often targeted by discriminatory workplace policies, Native American languages are indigenous to the
land that is now the United States of America. For that reason, Native American languages have the
same inherent rights to exist and flourish within the United States as the members of their respec-
tive linguistic communities. Furthermore, because the vast majority of Native American languages
are likely to disappear within the next few decades—along with the distinct cosmologies, epistemo-
logies, worldviews and understandings imbedded within them—there is a heightened urgency asso-
ciated with their protection and promotion. Moreover, the United States government has a duty,
created by its own stated policy, to preserve, protect, and promote the rights of Native Americans to
use, practice and develop their ancestral languages.*

In light of all the foregoing, one would think that the status of Native American languages
in the American workplace would be the subject of a robust discussion. Sadly, this is not the case.
There has actually been very little focused discourse about the nexus between workplace language
policies in the United States and the survival of Native American languages. This presentation aims
to begin filling that void by: (1) exploring the reasons that workplace presence is essential to the
survival of Native American languages; (2) explaining why a space must be carved out for Native
American languages in the workplace; (3) providing examples of United States federal, state and tri-
bal standard setting instruments that endeavor to protect and promote the use of Native American
languages in the workplace; and (4) proposing an effective multi-layered system of international,
national, state and tribal standard setting.
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THE IMPORTANCE OF WORKPLACE PRESENCE TO LANGUAGE SURVIVAL

Somewhere in the shuffle to revive Native American languages in the educational, domestic
and social spheres of society, the question of language presence in the workplace got lost. However,
as explained in detail below, Native American languages cannot continually be allowed to remain in
the margins of the work sphere of society because that position can have a profound impact on their
prevalence, prestige, socio-economic utility and, ultimately, their continued viability.

A. The Workplace Is Where People Live Out Their Lives

As Cristina Rodriguez notes, “most people's daily lives, as they are lived out in public, are lived
out in the workplace." This is especially true in the United States of America, where the average
worker spends approximately 1,804 hours per year at work—more hours than workers in most other
countries with "advanced economies” in the Americas, Asia and Europe.® Given the disproportionate
amount of time that many American workers spend in the workplace, the languages of the workpla-
ce, by default, become the prevalent languages in the workers' daily lives. Marginalizing or suppres-
sing Native American languages in the workplace precludes them from operating in that capacity,
which effectively speeds the process of linguistic assimilation.”

B. Communities Engage in Self-Definition in the Workplace

Professor Rodriguez also notes that “in [the work] dimension of the public sphere, individuals
and communities engage in self definition."® Citing the work of Cynthia Estlund, Professor Rodriguez
explains that American workplaces become major sites for the negotiation of social differences bet-
ween communities as the level of interaction between those communities diminishes in spaces such
as schools, churches and civic associations.” With respect to the negotiation of language differences,
specifically, workplace language policies and practices shape workers' understandings of the status
and worth of their languages as compared to other languages. Accordingly, if certain languages are
marginalized or suppressed in the workplace, the speakers of those languages may lose pride in them.
Several scholars believe that loss of pride in a language can lead a linguistic community to shift to
another language that is perceived to be more prestigious, which can ultimately result in loss of the
original language.” If one assumes this to be true,” it necessarily follows that a diminished workpla-
ce presence for Native American languages can lead to a loss of pride in those languages and a detri-
mental shift toward languages that are perceived as more prestigious.

C. The Languages of the Workplace are Languages of Advantage and
Opportunity

In addition to the foregoing, socio-economic factors also play a significant role in determi-
ning the future viability of a language. Scholars such as Salikoko S. Mufwene perceive language loss
to be a direct consequence of the “external ecology” surrounding a language (i.e., the sociohistorical
setting in which the language is spoken).™ These scholars contend that socio-economic factors, rather



than a loss of pride and prestige, lead linguistic communities to abandon their primary languages.”
According to this reasoning, the dominant languages of the economic market endanger other lan-
guages because they lure speakers away with promises of socio-economic advancement and oppor-
tunity that other languages cannot provide."” In the context of Native American languages, specifi-
cally, Professor Mufwene describes this phenomenon as follows:

[Tlhe current loss of Native American languages is undoubtedly a continuation of the same
process that led earlier, or concurrently, to the death of European languages other than
English, e.g. Dutch in New Netherland (New Jersey and New York) or French in Maine, and of
African languages.... With English establishing itself as the language of the economic machi-
nery and of the colonial and post-colonial administrative structure, everybody else that func-
tioned or was involved within the evolving system (including the African slaves) had to learn
it. Gradually the prevalence of English as a lingua franca and ultimately as a vernacular was
at the expense of those who were integrated, willfully or not, in the system.... [W]e may
argue that English has spread among Native Americans and endangered their ancestral lan-
guages not necessarily because of school systems which have dispensed knowledge in English
but because of a socio-economic system in which it has been increasingly necessary to com-
mand English in order to function in the work place and interact with the larger population.™

Based on Professor Mufwene's logic, workplace policies and practices that marginalize or
suppress Native American languages can lead workers to perceive their ancestral languages as lac-
king socio-economic utility. This can force workers to abandon ancestral languages out of “practi-
cality,” pursuant to "the principle of least effort." It can also affect the likelihood that workers will
successfully transmit their ancestral languages to younger generations because adults are more like-
ly to transmit, and young people are more likely to acquire, languages that are perceived as econo-
mically "useful” or "marketable.” If a language is believed to lack these traits, its rate of intergene-
rational transmission will almost certainly suffer as a result.

While this presentation focuses on the case of Native American languages in the United
States, the dangers described in this section are equally present in a global context. As markets
throughout the world become increasingly integrated, certain languages gain value and status
because they provide broader access to the increasingly monolingual “global” workplace. As a result,
other languages become devalued because they cannot provide the same level of access to the mar-
ketplace. The perception that these languages lack socio-economic utility can prevent intergenera-
tional transmission and, thus, preclude their survival.

NATIVE AMERICAN LANGUAGES MUST BE SAFEGUARDED AND PROMOTED
IN THE WORKPLACE

Given that workplace presence is essential to the survival of Native American languages,” it
is imperative, for the reasons set forth below, that a space be carved out for Native American lan-
guages in the American workplace immediately and without reservation.
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The first and most important reason that Native American languages should establish an
immediate workplace presence is the critical status of the languages as a group. As stated above,
the vast majority of Native American languages are in danger of imminent extinction. Specifically,
155 of the approximately 175 extant Native American languages are expected to die by the year 2060
if significant efforts are not made to protect and revitalize them.” In light of the points raised in
Section |, above, establishment of a workplace presence is vital to language revitalization and survi-
val and the reversal of these grim statistics.

Another reason that Native American languages should be proliferated in the workplace is
the fact that it is the stated policy of the United States government to preserve, protect, and promo-
te the rights of Native Americans to use, practice and develop Native American languages.” In light
of this government policy, special efforts should be made to safequard and actively promote the use
of Native American languages in the workplace.

Native American language use should also be encouraged in the workplace because the
transformative presence of Native American languages in the workplace will inure to the benefit of
not only Native American communities, but also employers and society at large. Because Native
American languages are built upon entirely different philosophical, cosmological and epistemologi-
cal frameworks than the English language, they have the potential to expose employers to entirely
new thought processes and notions of economic relations, which could, in turn, lead to alternative
modes of operation and social relations in the workplace that advance indigenous thought and fur-
ther promote indigenous languages.

In addition to the foregoing, there are no legitimate reasons that a space should not be car-
ved out in the workplace for Native American languages. As alluded to above, there is no philoso-
phical justification for restricting the use of Native American languages in the workplace. The main
philosophical support for English-only workplace policies that restrict the use of immigrant lan-
guages is the notion that persons who voluntarily enter a community to avail themselves of the bene-
fits of living and working in that community have a duty to conform to the dominant language and
culture of that community. That logic simply does not apply to Native Americans in the United States.
Native Americans have occupied the land that is now the United States since time immemorial, and
their languages, like their communities, have an inherent right to exist and thrive in the United
States. It defies reason that Native Americans should refrain from using their ancestral languages to
appease a western culture that has been present in the United States for only a few hundred years.
To the contrary, the dominant majority should endeavor to embrace Native American languages or,
at the very least, to allow Native Americans to choose for themselves whether, and to what extent,
they will conform to the language of the dominant majority.

Similarly, the commonly cited “obstacles” to maintaining a multilingual workplace do not
present a legitimate challenge to the promotion of Native American languages in the workplace
because they are nothing more than expressions of fear and hegemonic tendencies. For example, as
noted by the United States Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit, the notion that all employees must



speak only English to reduce the fears and suspicions of English-speaking co-workers is, in itself, an
expression of unjustifiable prejudice that "has an adverse impact on other persons based on their
national origin."* Likewise, while the belief that all employees in a workplace should be able to com-
municate in a mutually intelligible manner is valid, the idea that the mutually intelligible language
must always be English is narrow-minded. Where possible and appropriate, English speaking
employers should endeavor to acquire and use the language of their Native American labor base,
rather than impose English upon their workers for purposes of the employers’ own comfort and
convenience. Finally, the notion that a multilingual workplace reduces efficiency and decreases pro-
fits is not only unsubstantiated, it also fails to provide sufficient justification for contributing to the
imminent death of a language. Employers who reap the benefits of a diverse labor force have a moral
obligation to bear the slight economic burden of multilingualism that a diverse labor force may crea-
te. To require Native American communities to endure language loss so that employers can maximi-
ze profits is patently unjust.

SETTING STANDARDS FOR THE SAFEGUARDING AND PROMOTION OF NATIVE
AMERICAN LANGUAGES IN THE WORKPLACE

Having established that a space must be created for Native American languages in the work-
place, the ensuing question is “[hJow far should the law go in policing the ways in
which...employers...construct the mainstream through their formal and informal policies governing
the spaces and people under their control?"* | suggest that the law should empower Native American
communities to preserve, protect and perpetuate their languages by prohibiting employers from mar-
ginalizing or suppressing Native American languages in the workplace and providing guidance and
funding to Native American communities seeking to set their own standards for language preserva-
tion. As explained in detail below, these goals are partly addressed by existing standard setting ins-
truments, but the United States federal government, the governments of the several States, Native
American tribal governments and the international community must continue to develop standards
to fully accomplish this end.

A. National Standard Setting: United States Federal Law
(1) Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964

The principal federal law governing workplace language rights in the United States is Title VII
of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 (“Title VII").% Title VII provides, in pertinent part, that:

(a) It shall be an unlawful employment practice for an employer®
(1) to fail or refuse to hire or to discharge any individual, or otherwise to discriminate against

any individual with respect to his compensation, terms, conditions, or privileges of
employment, because of such individual's race, color, religion, sex or national origin; or
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(2) to limit, segregate, or classify his employees or applicants for employment in any way
which would deprive or tend to deprive any individual of employment opportunities or
otherwise adversely affect his status as an employee, because of such individual's race,
color, religion, sex, or national origin.*

The EEOC defines “national origin" discrimination to include the denial of equal employment
opportunity because an individual has the physical, cultural or linguistic characteristics of a national
origin group.” Therefore, Title VII's prohibition against national origin discrimination forms the basis
for most federal administrative charges and lawsuits that challenge policies restricting language use
in the workplace. The EEOC lawsuit described at the beginning of this presentation is an example of
a language rights lawsuit brought pursuant to Title VII.

Despite being the main legal protection for workplace language rights in the United States,
Title VII, as interpreted and enforced by the EEQC, is an inadequate legal protection. As Professor
Rodriguez explains, Title VIl does not protect employees’ expressive interests, does not provide redress
for unequal working conditions created by language restrictions, and only marginally protects
employees from hostile work environments.” Title VII protects language rights only incidentally, in
conjunction with the broader category of national origin discrimination. The concept of workplace
language rights, however, is a complex one that should be given independent consideration.
Accordingly, a statute like Title VIl cannot stand alone as a sufficient legal protection for Native
American languages.

(2) The Native American Languages Act and the Esther Martinez Native American Languages
Preservation Act of 2006

In 1990, the United States Congress passed the Native American Languages Act based on its
recognition and acknowledgement that: (1) “federal policy ... has often resulted in acts of suppres-
sion and extermination of Native American languages and cultures;” (2) these “acts of suppression
and extermination are in conflict with the United States policy of self-determination for Native
Americans"; and (3) the traditional languages of Native Americans are an integral part of their cul-
tures and identities and form the basic medium for the transmission, and thus survival, of Native
American cultures, literatures, histories, religions, political institutions, and values."”

The Act provides that it is the policy of the United States to preserve, protect, and promote
the rights of Native Americans to use, practice and develop Native American languages, specifically
in education, tribal affairs and public proceedings.” It sets forth the government's intention to sup-
port the use of indigenous languages in education and recognizes the right of native governments to
make their languages "official” and order instruction in their native languages. It also encourages
the inclusion of native language instruction, where appropriate, at all levels of education and states
that students proficient in Native languages shall be given comparable academic credit to students
proficient in other languages.” At the time of its passage, the Act also required the President to direct
the heads of federal departments and agencies to evaluate the laws they were administering, along



with their policies and procedures, to determine amendments and changes necessary to bring those
laws, policies, and procedures into compliance with the Act.®

While the 1990 Act was a strong gesture of support for Native American languages, it appro-
priated no funds, created no positive rights, and had no practical effect.”” Accordingly, in 1992,
Congress amended the Act to establish a grant programme to provide funds for, among other things,
establishing community language projects to facilitate the transfer of language skills from older to
younger Native Americans; training Native Americans as language teachers, interpreters and trans-
lators; and participating in television or radio programmes broadcast in Native languages.”” However,
even as amended, the Act has been criticized as an inadequate and disproportionate response to the
linguistic crisis of "drawing back from the brink of extinction over 150 languages.” The same com-
mentators have also suggested that the Act does not "demonstrate a serious and sustained commit-
ment on the part of Congress to attempt to undo the damage to the languages caused by past
government policies."*

In December 2006, presumably in an effort to allay these criticisms and fill the gaps left by
the Native American Languages Act, Congress enacted the Esther Martinez Native American
Languages Preservation Act of 2006.** This Act authorizes the Secretary of Health and Human
Services, as part of the Native American languages grant programme, to make three-year grants for
educational Native American language nests, survival schools, and restoration programmes.*® While
the Act does provide added funding for Native American language programmes, it focuses specifical-
ly on educational programmes and does not address the condition of Native American languages in
the workplace.

Neither Title VII, the Native American Languages Act nor the Esther Martinez Native
American Languages Preservation Act of 2006 are sufficient, standing alone, to provide a basic model
for a national or international standard-setting instrument aimed at protecting indigenous languages
in the workplace. However, a combination of the three, along with supplemental provisions specifi-
cally addressing the promotion of Native language use in the workplace could potentially serve as a
good starting point.

B. State Standard Setting: Individual State Laws

A few individual States with particularized interests have enacted laws protecting the use
of non-English languages in the workplace. Of these laws, only the provision established by the State
of Hawai'i specifically pertains to an indigenous language. The other laws contain broad prohibitions
against the restriction of non-English languages, including Native American languages, in the work-
place.

(1) California Government Code § 12951 and the Illinois Human Rights Act

In 2001, the State of California enacted California Government Code § 12951 in order to “sta-
tutorily implement the constitutional protections provided by Section 8 of Article | of the California
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Constitution, that no person may be disqualified from entering or pursuing a business, profession,
vocation, or employment because of national or ethnic origin, among other factors." Section 12951,
entitled "Workplace language policies,” makes it an unlawful employment practice for an employer
to adopt or enforce a policy that limits or prohibits the use of any language in any workplace, unless:
(1) “the language restriction is justified by a an overriding legitimate business purpose such that the
language restriction is necessary to the safe and efficient operation of the business;" (2) “the langua-
ge restriction effectively fulfills the business purpose it is supposed to serve;" and (3) “there is no
alternative practice to the language restriction that would accomplish the business purpose equally
well with a lesser discriminatory impact.”

Like California Government Code § 12951, Section 2-102 of the lllinois Human Rights Act
makes it unlawful for an employer to impose a restriction that has the effect of prohibiting employees
from speaking their native tongues in communications that are unrelated to their job duties.”®

It is not entirely clear whether the California or Illinois workplace language laws have had
any positive impact on the perpetuation of Native American languages. Conventional wisdom sug-
gests that they have not. These laws are effectively copies of Title VIl and they create no affirmati-
ve duty to support, fund, embrace or promote Native American languages in the workplace.

(2) Hawai'i State Constitution

In 1978, the Hawai'i State Legislature amended the State Constitution to declare the
Hawaiian language the co-official language of the State, along with English.”” In the years that fol-
lowed, immersion programmes based on the M ori model began in the islands, and, at present,
approximately 7,500 students are learning Hawaiian, either as a medium of instruction or a second
language, in universities, colleges, high schools, immersion schools, preschools, and community pro-
grammes.”® To date, Hawaiian is the most widely studied indigenous language in the United States,
and it is the only indigenous language that is used officially by a state government.*

Historical accounts of the time period suggest that a renaissance of Hawaiian culture and a
renewed respect for the Hawaiian language prompted the declaration of Hawaiian as co-official lan-
guage of the State, not vice versa.” Accordingly, one cannot confidently assert that the co-official
language designation of the Hawaiian language is responsible for its present day proliferation.
However, assigning the language such a status does provide some measure of legal support for Native
Hawaiians working to preserve and protect their language.

C. Tribal Standard Setting: Tribal Laws

Rather than rely on federal or state laws, a number of Native American Tribes have enacted
tribal laws to protect and promote their native languages. Tribal laws governing native languages
take several different forms, including, but not limited to, laws that prohibit restriction of native lan-
guages in the work sphere, laws that impose an affirmative duty on tribal governments or tribal com-



munities to protect native languages, laws that make native language proficiency a required job qua-
lification and laws that make native language proficiency a preferred job qualification.

(1) Civil Rights Code of the Mille Lacs Band

Title I, Section 13 of the Mille Lacs Band Annotated Statutes affirmatively requires the legis-
lative branch of the Band's government, to "“in all its actions seek to preserve and protect the official
language of the Band as Ojibwe...

While the language of the statute is broad, it could reasonably
be interpreted to impose a duty on the Band's legislature to enact laws that both protect Ojibwe from
restrictive workplace policies and affirmatively promote the use of Ojibwe in the workplace.

(2) Constitution of the Little Traverse Bay Bands of Odawa Indians

The Little Traverse Bay Bands of Odawa Indians protect their native language,
Anishinaabemowin, through a two constitutional provisions. The first is an affirmative provision that,
similar to Title I, Section 13 the Civil Rights Code of the Mille Lacs Band, "directs the Legislative,
Executive and Judicial branches of the government to...[pJromote the preservation and revitalization
of Anishinaabemowin."" The second is a prohibitory provision, which states that “[n]o law shall be
passed that precludes the use of Anishinaabemowin in the conduct of the Little Traverse Bay Bands
of Odawa Indians' official business, or in the daily affairs of the Tribe and its members."* Although it
is similar in form to Title VIl of the federal Civil Rights Act, California Government Code § 12951 and
Section 2-102 of the Illinois Human Rights Act, Article IV, Section C of the Band's Constitution pro-
vides stronger protection for Anishinaabemowin because it contains no exception for business neces-
sities or official job duties. The affirmative and prohibitory provisions, in combination, create an
exemplary legal framework for language preservation and protection.

(3) Navajo Nation Code
1. Diné Customary Law

Title I, § 204(C) of the Navajo Nation Code states that “[i]t is the right and freedom of the
people that the sacred Diné language (nihiineéi’) be taught and preserved."® Title |, § 205(D) further
provides that “[t]he Diné have the sacred obligation and duty to respect, preserve and protect all that
was provided for we were designated as the steward for these relatives through our use of the sacred
gifts of language and thinking."* Like Title I, § 13 of the Mille Lacs Band Annotated Statutes, §§
204(C) and 205(D) of the Navajo Nation Code create an affirmative duty to protect and promote the
use of the Navajo (a/k/a, Diné) language. Pursuant to this affirmative duty, the Navajo people have
promulgated multiple rules that affirmatively promote the use of their native language in the work-
place.
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2. Language Proficiency as a Qualification for Judicial Appointment

Title 7, § 354(A)(5) of the Navajo Nation Code states that applicants seeking judicial posi-
tions in the district courts of the Navajo Nation must be able to speak the Navajo language in order
to be considered for judicial appointment.* Requiring native language proficiency as a prerequisite
for a prestigious job position, such as district court judge, increases the perceived utility of the lan-
guage and provides economic and social incentives for language acquisition. As explained in Section
I, infra, improving the perceived marketability of the native language may increase intergeneratio-
nal transmission, as parents seek to equip their children for academic and economic success.

3. Language Proficiency as a Preferred Trait in Employment

Similarly, Title 10, § 108(B) of the Navajo Nation Code makes knowledge and familiarity with
the Navajo language a preferred qualification for educational and support personnel in schools and
school districts.* In addition, Title 15, § 603(J) of the Navajo Nation Code categorizes the ability to
speak and/or understand the Navajo language as a qualification to be considered by all employers
doing business in or near the Navajo Nation when giving preference in employment to Navajos.”

CONCLUSION

Not surprisingly, the tribal laws governing native language use in the workplace create more
affirmative duties to protect and promote Native American languages than state and federal laws,
and they are more specifically tailored to the needs and sensibilities of the linguistic communities.
Accordingly, | propose that the most effective standard-setting instruments for the protection of
Native American languages in the workplace are those created by the linguistic communities them-
selves. The linguistic communities possess a unique localized knowledge and, for that reason, are the
only entities fully equipped to set standards for the protection and perpetuation of their languages.
This does not mean, however, that state, federal and international governing bodies should remain
silent. To the contrary, all levels of government share an obligation to help preserve Native American
and other indigenous languages for the benefit of indigenous peoples and all mankind. | believe that
the most effective and culturally sensitive way for states, national governments and international
governing bodies to achieve this end is to focus their standard setting instruments on empowering
and enabling indigenous peoples to develop their own standards and programmes for preserving and
perpetuating their languages. External standard setting documents should prohibit governments,
employers and other entities from restricting the use of indigenous languages in any sphere of socie-
ty, and should provide direct guidance and financial support to indigenous communities seeking to
preserve their native languages. They should not take a paternalistic approach, but rather, should pro-
tect the rights of indigenous communities to exercise their self-determination with respect to the
future of their languages and their cultures.
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WORKSHOP REPORT ON MULTILINGUALISM,
TRANSLATION,
COMMUNICATION AND LITERACY

KEY REMARKS

The participants in this workshop commented on the areas where language is used, but are
not that apparent in language policies. There areas include health services, new technologies, media,
translation and interpretation. These areas may be considered, to some extent, technical and margi-
nal in respect to what is sometimes thought to be at the heart of language policy, i.e. endangered
languages, literacy and education.

The apparently less important aspects are, however, central to our daily lives and essential to
every human being's existence. Using the Internet, going to the hospital, combating diseases, or dis-
cussing common business matters are indeed daily practices whose success is also linked to proper
language strategies and policies. Managing all of those areas well is vital to promoting sustainable
development.

It was stressed that languages are not a specialized matter reserved for language planners
and linguists. As reflected in UNESCO's slogan for the International Year of Languages “Languages
matter!". This means that they are relevant for all human and development issues, and particularly for
the achievement of the MDGs'.

Another point underlined during the workshop was that language policies should be holistic
and should focus on the ways and means of promoting multilingualism. Some of the points raised
included the following:

® Publishing textbooks is a condition for promoting literacy and multilingualism;

® Promoting the use of regional vehicular languages is as strategically important and essen-

tial as safeguarding endangered languages;

® |nternet access or technical interpretation is paramount to promoting multilingualism;

® Promoting multilingualism at the primary school level, and providing the financing to do

so is a crucial component of an effective language policy;

e All linguistic analyses should employ a holistic approach.

Given the importance of investments required in order to develop and implement effective
language policies, the group noted that a mapping of possible financing sources and mechanisms
should be an ultimate priority.
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Given the multiplicity of fields and levels concerned, effective language policies should be
multi-stakeholder-based. Different ministers (from education to culture, from trade to professional
training), different civil society groups (from languages associations to readers' clubs) and a variety
of professionals in public and private bodies (teachers, literacy experts and planners, publishers,
lawyers, interpreters, technical and scientific translators) are or must be on board in this process.

It was also stressed that a multilingual society is not necessarily a society in which everybo-
dy speaks all useful languages, but a place where communication is effective beyond language bar-
riers because a variety of means and resources, including human and technical interpretation and
translation resources, are available.

RECOMMENDATIONS

® Every language policy should follow a holistic approach, and should take into account all
possible aspects of social interaction, including technical and practical ones. Language
policies should aim to impact on all areas where social interaction takes place (school,
administration, parliament, justice, market, enterprises, financing bodies hospitals, media,
cyberspace and software engineering, sports and entertainment, charity, cultural institu-
tions, publishing, television cinema, advertisement etc).

e UNESCO, regional governmental bodies (like ACALAN?, Maaya®, the Council of Europe, and
the European Commission) and national governments are invited to organize or further
develop democratic forums, consultation initiatives and frameworks that facilitate trans-
versal participation of public opinion, research actors, public institutions, private partners,
civil society, market actors and professionals.

® Special initiatives should be taken to assist associations for interpreters and translators at
the national level (by governments), regional level (by institutions like ACALAN, Maaya, the
Council of Europe, the European Commission) or globally (UNESCO).

e Language policy monitoring tools (observatories, reports and statistics) should be created
or further supported at national, regional and global levels. Such tools should also focus on
the linguistic aspects of pertinent existing UNESCO and UN standard-setting instruments®.

® The safequarding of language should be accompanied by modernization, namely through
terminology development.

® As a priority for international institutions and UNESCO, possible sources of financing should
be mapped and publicized.

® language learning and teaching, at whatever level, both in public and private schools,
should also be encouraged as a resource and a means to better understand the world
through communication and engagement.
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WORKSHOP REPORT ON EDUCATION
AND LEARNING

The following report attempts to briefly summarise a number of key points raised during the
intense and fruitful discussions during this workshop. These points are dependent upon the necessa-
ry commitment at all political levels, acknowledging the fundamental human right to education, and
as a key part of efforts towards achieving the EFA goals and the MDGs.

LANGUAGE-IN-EDUCATION POLICY AND PRINCIPLES

® Education, language and learning are inextricably linked. As language plays a central role
in cognition and learning, the promotion of mother tongue education is necessary for per-
sonal development and access to quality education. Quality mother tongue education, in
particular in basic education, is crucial for social inclusion and effective bilingual and mul-
tilingual education. Mother tongue language education provides an essential foundation
for further language education and facilitates the life-long development of the learner's
linguistic repertoire.

Effective mother-tongue based multilingual education needs to be promoted within a stra-
tegy of 'multilinguality’ based on a coherent integrated approach to national and regional
policies with a view to accommodating local, national and international languages in the
curriculum. Access to education in the mother tongue, which is a basic right of all learners,
should form part of an additive rather than subtractive approach (mother tongue AND
other languages) by ensuring children's entitlement to the other languages readily avai-
lable, including the right to acquire the necessary competences in an official language of
the country.

The languages and cultures of all students should be valued regardless of their status in the
curriculum, thus promoting a positive self-identity, deepening cultural awareness and
understanding, raising the individual's awareness of his/her own plurilingual repertoire and
developing respect for the repertoires of others.

Language education policy needs to be properly targeted in order to create a real and inclu-
sive learning society that is responsive both to the immediate realities of learners and the
demands of globalization and rapid change.

Language education policy is a key part of social policy and needs to be developed within
an intersectoral approach to policy making.

Policy development requires strategic planning with advocacy programmes, including awa-
reness raising and consultation with key stakeholders; the particular concerns of parents
regarding multilingual education should be addressed in this process.
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e Ongoing research is necessary to a) clarify and develop the concept of multilingual educa-
tion in specific contexts and produce empirical evidence, and b) develop multilingual peda-

gogy-

SOME PEDAGOGIC CONSIDERATIONS

e The languages represented in the classroom are a resource to be exploited. Classroom (lin-
guistic) diversity should be used to promote awareness of languages, their diversity and
convergences, as a mode of thinking - developing cognitive skills and abilities, and critical
thinking. This will support the development of intercultural awareness and sensitivity, at
the individual and societal levels, also contributing to empathic understanding and, ultima-
tely, towards peace.

® Teachers are facilitators and learners. Beginning in primary school, an active pedagogy -
rather than “teacher knows everything" approach to education is necessary so that children
are empowered; learners can thus be supported in gradually assuming an appropriate
degree of responsibility for their learning as a basis for further life-long learning.

® A successful teacher does not need to know all the languages in the classroom - it is much
more important that he/she understands how to use them.

e The teacher should have the necessary competence in the language(s) of instruction and
should develop awareness of the specific language competences required by the school
curriculum. The elaboration of benchmarks - descriptions of the specific language compe-
tences required for successful learning in all subjects across the curriculum at different
levels - is desirable for curriculum planning at different levels; teacher education should
aim to make all subject teachers aware of their role as language teachers. A holistic
approach to the overall language curriculum would support the implementation of a cohe-
rent approach to the development of the learner's plurilingual repertoire.

ICTs and software localisation present educators with new ways of thinking about multi-
lingual education and language teaching pedagogy. Investment is required in multidiscipli-
nary research and developing teaching methods with a view to examining how ICTs can be
most effectively used. Both hardware and software should be carefully designed, through
dynamic interaction between educators, administrators, and computer engineers.

ICTs based on interactive pedagogical principles can offer learners new and effective ways
of developing autonomous learning strategies and help to promote an inclusive knowledge
society.
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Anthony Jukes, Research Associate, Endangered Languages, School of Oriental and African
Studies (SOAS), London, UK

Nicholas Ostler, Chairman, Foundation for Endangered Languages, Bath, UK

Hannah Vari-Bogiri, Lecturer, University of the South Pacific, Suva, Fiji
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WORKSHOP REPORT ON SAFEGUARDING
ENDANGERED LANGUAGES

INTRODUCTION

The processes associated with globalization are having a variety of accelerated impacts on
the use, knowledge and preservation of languages. Globalization puts many languages in danger
directly and indirectly as importance is put on acquiring the main international languages and tech-
nologies. International languages have the potential to displace regional and local languages, espe-
cially in education and the workplace. Through centralization in the interests of unity and identity,
certain indigenous languages have been empowered at the expense of others. It also heightens the
threat of cultural appropriations as more and more of the world has access to indigenous cultures.

Globalization also has the potential to revitalize languages and foster their use in society by
1) connecting institutions working to protect endangered languages; 2) providing the information
and communication tools needed to document languages, traditional knowledge and cultural prac-
tices for the use and benefit of communities and the wider public; 3) providing independent sources
of external advocacy for language communities; and 4) providing opportunities through internatio-
nal solidarity to breathe new life into endangered languages.

In assessing the degree of risk, it is a significant problem that there is so little reliable concre-
te information on prospects of language survival.

RECOMMENDATIONS

1) In line with the Universal Declaration on Human Rights, nation-states have the responsi-
bility to design national language policies that promote the use of endangered and mino-
rity languages in all appropriate spheres of public life (health, education, culture, tourism,
judicial and legal systems).

2) Language documentation efforts should be accelerated and focus especially on documen-
ting endangered languages, with full attention to indigenous knowledge. Communities,
businesses, NGOs and governments should ideally be actively involved in documentation
projects and revitalization efforts. Projects may include the promotion of literacy.

3) Development efforts should focus on strengthening traditional knowledge systems and
developing cultural industries in order to generate income and promote sustainable deve-
lopment and the preservation of intangible cultural heritage. They should also extend
access to ICTs and training opportunities within communities so that these tools can be
employed to further promote cultural industries for economic self-sufficiency.
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4) In order to promote positive attitudes to safeguarding languages, a holistic approach must

be developed that empowers communities to use their languages, with linguistic, socio-
political and economic dimensions so that parents are encouraged to transmit their lan-
guage to their children and so that young people are motivated to learn and use this lan-
guages.

5) Local civil society organizations and NGOs should urge governments to advance national
language policies that not only include minority languages, but also recognize the value
of linguistic diversity. At the same time, such international and regional bodies as UNES-
CO, the Organization of American States (OAS), the Council of Europe and the African
Union should also strengthen their efforts at the international level to sensitize and
encourage governments to focus more attention on the development of national langua-
ge policies. Increased prominence for indigenous language communities must be protec-
ted against improper uses and abuse.

6) Given that static language populations are not the only indicator relevant to the future
vitality of a language, it would be desirable to have more reliable data on the trends of
language survival. To this end, UNESCO should consult on measures to provide longitudi-
nal statistics on language populations.
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Iran

Rapporteur: Russ Russell-Rivoallan, Programme Specialist, Office of the Assistant Director-
General for Strategic Planning, UNESCO, Paris, France
LEAD DISCUSSANTS:

Sonia Parayre, Co-Secretary of the Committee of Experts to the European Charter for Regional
or Minority Languages, Council of Europe, Strasbourg, France

Joe Lo Bianco, Professor of Language and Literacy Education, University of Melbourne,
Victoria, Australia

Breann Yoshiko Swann, Esq., Licensed Attorney and Practitioner of Indian Law and Labor and
Employment Law;Tribal Policy, Law & Government LL.M. Program, Arizona State University,
Tempe, USA
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WORKSHOP REPORT ON STANDARD-SETTING
INSTRUMENTS

UNESCO'S ROLE

UNESCQ, as the lead Agency for the International Year of Languages, has a responsibility to
stimulate international action of a concrete nature with respect to the international safequarding of
linguistic diversity and in guaranteeing language rights. UNESCO's mandate, especially the fields of
human rights and culture, enables it to take a co-ordinating role in this domain.

UNESCO should urge Member States to fulfil their existing obligations under international
treaties to protect and promote minority linguistic rights and linguistic diversity.

THE ROLE OF VARIOUS ACTORS
WITH RESPECT TO SAFEGUARDING LANGUAGES

In view of the cross-cutting nature of safequarding languages, UNESCO should foster its
cooperation in this specific domain with other agencies of the UN.

It is the responsibility of the State to develop an effective language policy at the national
level (based on agreed criteria) with special concentration on endangered languages. States also
have a responsibility to enable citizens and communities that have shown a commitment to develop
their language and culture. This community empowerment could also take the form of public and
private partnerships.

Linguistic communities have a concomitant responsibility to seek such assistance.
All States should adopt language policies that favour multilingualism and plurilingualism.

States and communities should target children and youth, ensuring that opportunities exist
for the encouragement and promotion of inter-generational transmission of language.

POLICY CONSIDERATIONS

Language learning at the sub-national, national and extra-national levels enhances cultural
awareness, societal participation, social cohesion, intercultural competence and mutual understan-
ding and respect. This enriches the whole of society.

Recognition of cultural and linguistic rights has the potential to enhance political stability
and contribute to sustainable development.
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States should aim to develop language policies through negotiated discursive approaches to
policy formulation, thus localising decision-making as much as possible.

The retention of minority or regional languages generally does not endanger or threaten the
acquisition of the national language (if different), or the acquisition of an international language.

The trans-boundary nature of languages needs to be taken into account.

Awareness raising of the value of languages and linguistic diversity should be promoted and
should include the identification of certain domains where language can be reinforced: health, work-
place, media, education, business.

There should be some consideration of language as a Human Right, rather than simply as a
cultural issue.

PRACTICAL IMPLEMENTATION

To this end, UNESCO should adopt a political declaration that encourages the ratification by
Member States of existing normative instruments that contribute to the safeguarding of languages.

The provision of an institutional umbrella mechanism that would encourage actions regio-
nally or sub-regionally is needed.

An institutional mechanism (e.g. an Observatory) should be established as an over-arching
international framework model, in partnership with regional mechanisms to act as:

® A clearing house

® A laboratory of ideas, for example through the establishment of a glossary of terms with
the purpose of control so as to appropriately clarify and define concepts;

® A human and institutional capacity-builder in Member States;

® A monitoring/reporting body;

® Provision of a forum for indigenous peoples to enable the bringing to the fore of their
claims.

The question of funding such a mechanism will need to be considered. This could be through
voluntary extrabudgetary contributions of Member States and/or contributions from regional inter-
governmental institutions.

National inventories could be undertaken to establish certain information with a view to
future benchmarking, such as:

® what languages do exist?;

® what is their status?;

e what is the number/age of speakers?;



e what legislation exists to protect/promote languages?;

® how is the language used - solely private, public, mix of public and private?;
e |CH?;

® documentation and access?.

An International Directory of Linguistic Policies, similar to the World Heritage List, could be
established with a view to recognising good policy practices.

The purpose of such a Directory would be to:

® Allow for the sharing of information on relevant issues;

® Provide a cadre for similar legislation;

e Become a Best Practice Register (States named);

® Provide international publicity and awareness raising of the issues.

The National Inventories could feed into the international directory.

Very clear criteria for inclusion must be established - not foreign languages, but migrant lan-
guages. Criteria for vulnerability (IUCN) must also be understood.
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DAY 1

09:30-10:15

10:30-12:30

WEDNESDAY, 27 AUGUST 2008

MASTER OF CEREMONY

Obijiofor Aginam, Academic Programme Officer, Director of Studies on
Policy and Institutional Frameworks, UNU

OPENING REMARKS AND INTRODUCTION

0 Shintaro Ito, State Secretary for Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Japan
(MoFA)

[0 Hirokazu Matsuno, Senior Vice-Minister, Ministry of Education, Culture,
Sports, Science and Technology, Japan (MEXT)

[0 Koichiro Matsuura, Director-General, United Nations Educational,
Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO)

[J Konrad Osterwalder, Rector, United Nations University (UNU)

KEYNOTE PRESENTATIONS ON LANGUAGES
AND GLOBALIZATION: WHAT IS AT STAKE?

Co-Chairs: Konrad Osterwalder, Rector, UNU and Hans d'Orville,
Assistant Director-General for Strategic Planning, UNESCO

Keynote speakers will present an overview of the importance of safequarding
languages in view of their critical role in attaining the internationally agreed
development goals, including the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs)
and the Education for All (EFA) goals, and in promoting cultural diversity
and the dialogue among civilizations, cultures and peoples.

A brief Q&A period will follow the presentations.

Keynote speakers:

0 Vigdis Finnbogadottir, Former President, Republic of Iceland,
and UNESCO Goodwill Ambassador for Languages
“Education for All in the Language of their Cultural Heritage"

O Olabiyi Babalola Joseph Yai, Chairman of UNESCO's Executive Board;
Ambassador and Permanent Delegate of Benin to UNESCO
"Languages and Globalization: Time for Action"

O Stephen May, Professor and Chair of Language and Literacy Education,
University of Waikato, New Zealand
“Language Rights: Linking the Local and the Global”

[0 Adama Samassékou, Executive Secretary (a.i.) of the African Academy
of Languages (ACALAN), and President of Maaya Network
"Building shared knowledge with our languages in a globalizing
world"
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13:45-18:30

13:45-14:45

PANEL SESSIONS

Three panel sessions will be held on some of the strategic areas that
are important in providing support to the safequarding and promotion
of linguistic diversity, especially indigenous, minority and endangered
languages.

Structure of panel sessions: Moderators will introduce the topic of discussion
and the panel members. Panelists will then give 10 minute presentations

on their work as it relates to the topic of discussion, focusing on some

of the key issues from their perspective. This will then be followed by

a question and answer session.

PANEL SESSION 1: Multilingualism, translation,
communication and literacy

Moderator: Marcel Diki-Kidiri, Senior Researcher,
National Centre for Linguistic Research, CNRS, France

Panelists:

O Gregory Kamwendo, Associate Professor of Language Education and
Head of the Department of Languages and Social Sciences Education,
University of Botswana
“But Having Small Houses Spreads HIV — Problems of Language and
Communication in Health Services in Sub-Saharan Africa”

O Yoshiki Mikami, Professor of Management and Information Systems
Engineering and Coordinator of the Language Observatory Project,
Nagaoka University of Technology
"Measuring Linguistic Diversity on the Internet”

0 Osahito Miyaoka, Professor of Linguistics, Osaka Gakuin University
"My Two Endangered Languages - Japanese and Alaskan Yupik"



15:00-16:45

17:00 - 18:30

PANEL SESSION 2: Education and Learning

Moderator: Ana Luiza Machado, Deputy Assistant Director-General for
Education, UNESCO

Panelists:

0 Paulin Goupognon Djité, Associate Professor of Sociolinguistics,
Translation and Interpreting, School of Humanities and Languages,
University of Western Sydney
“The Nexus between Education, Learning and Language"

0 Ajit Mohanty, Professor of Psychology and Chairperson, Zakir Husain
Centre for Educational Studies, Jawaharlal Nehru University,
New Delhi, India
“Multilingual Education for Indigenous Children: Escaping the Vicious
Cycle of Language Disadvantage in India"

[] Gabriele Mazza, Director for School, Out-of-School, Higher Education
and Languages, Council of Europe
“The Right to Education and Language Proficiency”

[0 Barbara Trudell, Africa Area Academic Director, SIL International, Kenya
"Contesting the Default: The Impact of Local Language Choice
for Learning”

0 Rama Kant Agnihotri, Professor of Linguistics, University of Delhi
“Multilinguality, Language and ‘a language': Implications for
Education”

PANEL SESSION 3: Safeguarding endangered languages

Moderator and panelist: Herman Batibo, Professor of African Linguistics,
University of Botswana

“Reversing Attitudes as a Key to Language Preservation and
Safeguarding in Africa”

Panelists:

O Victor Montejo, Professor, Department of Native American Studies,
University of California, Davis
“Naming and Renaming in the Process of Safequarding Endangered
Languages: The Case of Jakaltek Maya Language in Guatemala”

[ Anthony Jukes, Research Associate, Endangered Languages Academic
Programme, School of Oriental and African Studies (SOAS),UK
"A Balancing Act: Community Interests and Language
Documentation”

[ Nicholas Ostler, Chairman, Foundation for Endangered Languages, UK
“Is it Globalization that Endangers Languages?”

O Hannah Vari-Bogiri, Lecturer, School of Languages and Media, University
of the South Pacific
"Safeguarding Endangered Languages: Vanuatu — A case-study”
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DAY 2

9:30-10:45

11:00-11:20

THURSDAY, 28 AUGUST 2008

Panel session on standard-setting instruments, workshops, and opening/clo-
sing plenary sessions

PANEL SESSION 4: Standard-setting instruments

Moderator: Janet Blake, Assistant Professor, Faculty of Law, University
Shahid Beheshti, Tehran, Iran

Panelists:

0 Sonia Parayre, Co-Secretary of the Committee of Experts
to the European Charter for Regional or Minority Languages,
Council of Europe
"“European Charter for Regional or Minority Languages”

0 Jo Lo Bianco, Professor of Language and Literacy Education, University
of Melbourne, Australia
"The Role of Standard-Setting Instruments in National Language
Policy Planning"”

0 Breann Yoshiko Swann, Esq., Licensed Attorney and Practitioner of
Indian Law and Labor and Employment Law; Tribal Policy, Law &t
Government LL.M. Programme, Arizona State University
"Changing the Language of Industry: Setting Standards for the
Protection of Indigenous Languages in the Workplace”

Plenary Session

Opening remarks and clarification of the structure of the workshops and the
main objectives and aim

Co-Chairs: Govindan Parayil, Vice Rector, UNU and Hans d'Orville, Assistant
Director-General for Strategic Planning, UNESCO



11:30-13:00

Parallel Workshops

Structure: The aim of the workshops is to give participants the opportunity
to examine in more depth, the key issues that were raised during the panel
sessions, and to develop policy recommendations on the strategies

and approaches needed to protect endangered languages and foster their
use in societies. Moderators will facilitate the discussions,

and the rapporteurs will be responsible for drafting the recommendations
of the group for discussion and adoption during the plenary session held
later in the afternoon.

WORKSHOP 1: Multilingualism, translation, communication and literacy

Moderator: Marcel Diki-Kidiri, Senior Researcher, National Centre
for Linguistic Research, CNRS, France

Rapporteur: Mauro Rosi, Programme Specialist Creative Industries for
Development Section, UNESCO

Lead discussants:

0 Gregory Kamwendo, Associate Professor of Language Education and
Head of the Department of Languages and Social Sciences Education,
University of Botswana

[ Yoshiki Mikami, Professor of Management and Information Systems
Engineering, and Coordinator of the Language Observatory Project,
Nagaoka University of Technology

[J Osahito Miyaoka, Professor of Linguistics, Osaka Gakuin University

WORKSHOP 2: Education and learning

Moderator: Gabriele Mazza, Director for School, Out-of-School, Higher
Education and Languages, Council of Europe

Rapporteur: Nicholas Turner, Research Assistant, Peace and Governance
Programme, UNU

Lead discussants:
[ Paulin Goupognon Djité, Sociolinguist, University of Western Sydney

[ Ajit Mohanty, Professor of Psychology and Chairperson,
Zakir Husain Centre for Educational Studies,

Jawaharlal Nehru University

[0 Wanna Tienmee, Director, Foundation for Applied Linguistics
in Thailand
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14:00-15:30

16:00-17:30

WORKSHOP 3: Safeguarding endangered languages

Moderator: Herman Batibo, Professor of African Linguistics,
University of Botswana

Rapporteur: Clare Stark, Assistant Programme Specialist,
Office of the Assistant Director-General for Strategic Planning, UNESCO

Lead discussants:
O Victor Montejo, Professor, Department of Native American Studies,

University of California, Davis

[l Anthony Jukes, Research Associate, Endangered Languages,
School of Oriental and African Studies (SOAS), UK

O Nicholas Ostler, Chairman, Foundation for Endangered Languages,
UK Hannah Vari-Bogiri, Lecturer, University of the South Pacific

WORKSHOP 4: Standard-setting instruments

Moderator: Janet Blake, Assistant Professor, Faculty of Law,
University Shahid Beheshti, Tehran

Rapporteur: Russ Russell-Rivoallan, Programme Specialist,
Office of the Assistant Director-General for Strategic Planning, UNESCO

Lead discussants:
[ Sonia Parayre, Co-Secretary of the Committee of Experts to the

European Charter for Regional or Minority Languages, Council of Europe

[ Jo Lo Bianco, Professor of Language and Literacy Education, University
of Melbourne, Australia

O Breann Yoshiko Swann, Esq., Licensed Attorney and Practitioner
of Indian Law and Labor and Employment Law; Tribal Policy,
Law & Government LL.M. Programme, Arizona State University

Parallel Workshops

Concluding Session

Co-Chairs: Govindan Parayil, Vice Rector, UNU and Hans d'Orville, Assistant
Director-General for Strategic Planning, UNESCO

Reports of the workshops

Discussion of conclusions, and adoption of recommendations
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