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Abstract 
A language policy for multilingualism must aim at maintaining a functional network of languages from which follows the maintenance of individual languages. The distribution of functions to languages includes both public and private domains. Given that the domains are not equal in power and status, the equilibrium that sustains the network is the principle that no language disadvantages the person speaking it. This principle must underlie a multilingual policy. The policy must recognize the limitations and special interests orientation of the government as the prime agent of language policy and allow agency to communities and individuals to shape the policy through negotiation with the government to accommodate their language policy as exhibited in their language behavior. The community needs to be sensitized to see the negative consequences to the public good of adopting a language behavior dictated by the market forces. The conflict that arises between the language behavior preferred by the community to express solidarity and the one forced by the market to acquire power will be reduced if the government and the market are localized.
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Universal Multilingualism

The countries in the world are necessarily multilingual demographically given the universal historical facts that people migrate to new lands and the states annex new lands. Both migration, voluntary and forced, and annexation, by war and other means, give rise to a population in a country that speak more than one language. The oft-cited instance of Japan as a monolingual country ignores the demographic existence of other languages (Ainu and Korean) in that county, which are politically invisible (Maher and Yashiro 1995). 

The difference between countries lies in the nature of multilingualism whether it is subtractive or additive neither of which is indicative of a static linguistic situation. In subtractive multilingualism, the languages existing or entering the population of a country may lose out to its dominant language. Nevertheless, new languages will keep coming or the lost languages may revive (Fishman 2001) keeping the country demographically multilingual. There will, therefore, be more than one language at any given point of time even in a country with subtractive multilingualism. Its languages will be in a flux on a temporal continuum.  Additive multilingualism produces not just a numerical increase in languages, but the added languages add new nodes to the existing network of languages. It is not suggested that no language is lost in additive multilingualism at the level of the community or the country. India, known for its additive multilingualism, for example, has 315 tribal communities that are heterolingual (out of the 432 tribal communities identified in the Survey of People of India, Singh and Manoharan 1993). Those communities that are ethnically homogenous are linguistically heterogeneous with two or more mother tongues distributed across the community. It is somewhat similar to the transient stage in subtractive multilingualism, where some in the community have adopted another -- usually the dominant -- language as their mother tongue while others keep their native mother tongue for a longer time, delaying the shift to the other tongue. The crucial difference in heterolingualism, however, is that the distributed mother tongues in the same ethnic community are stable. When one of the mother tongues is a new language, for example a Creole, born out of contact with the other linguistic community, it adds a language while losing one. A language lost for some in the community is replaced with a newly formed language resulting in a community with two languages distributed among its members. It is one community by the accepted defining features of a community, including self-perception, except for language. The loss of language in additive multilingualism is not in linear progression in the community, resulting ultimately in having one language that is dominant and that replaces the native language. Heterolingualism is different from stable multilingualism of the additive kind, which has no loss of language. 

The loss of a language changes the pattern of the multilingual networking, as does an addition. The constant in multilingualism is the language network itself, though the functional relation between the languages in the network changes. In other words, the over all system remains, but the relational pattern of the units within it changes. This is similar to changes in the network of adaptation between organisms in an ecological system, when a new organism appears. The difference between additive and subtractive multilingualism, whether it is in the individual, the community or the country, lies in the nature of the dynamics of change in the functional relation between the languages in the repertoire and in the direction of change, whether it is unilateral or multilateral, with regard to hierarchy in the network.

Language and Nation

When a country is viewed as a geographical area, it is possible to think of the many languages in that area as a cluster with no functional relation between them. But a country is obviously more than a geographical area. It is a political unit with a delineating boundary and a controlling authority within the boundary. It is more than a politically controlled territory as well with a lot more things for the people to share than a boundary. The most important of the shared things is the idea of a nation defined by a set of values, institutions and symbols. Language plays a role in defining the nation as a value, as an institution and as a symbol. 
The country is also a social entity structured on some principles. Language plays a role in social structuring. The functions of languages in a country reflect its national value or ideology and its social structure, which are indicative of the relationship of the languages with each other on political and social grounds. The difference in multilingualism between countries is in the kind of social and political relationship between the languages of the country. Differences in the social and political relationship between languages relate to the nature of the society and polity of the country.  Indian multilingualism, for example, is constituted by the kind of society (a hierarchical structure based on ritual purity with religious and tribal groups outside it) and polity (a federal structure with each state having one language in the majority and having linguistic minorities of different sizes and kinds) that the country has. It is consequently different from the multilingualism of other countries that have different kinds of societies and polities. 

One structural relationship significant to multilingualism is the majority versus minority relation, which derives from the size of the population and/or extent of the power of the speakers of the languages. The notion of minority language is a consequence of the ideological formation of a nation on the symbol of language from the time of the French Revolution and has acquired the meanings of being subordinated to national identity and being in the periphery of the national culture. If the nationhood is redefined in terms of language network rather than a single language, there will be no validity in defining language relationship in terms of majority and minority in their acquired meanings. 
Globalization forcing national boundaries to be transparent and permeable makes the national majority languages into global minority languages on the power dimension. The problems of the national majority languages become similar in the global context to the problems of the minority languages in the national context. This points out that for a healthy relationship between languages, it is important to strengthen centrifugal forces not only at the national levels but also at the global level.  This idea must underpin, philosophically and strategically, any language policy for multilingualism.                     

Language Network

The universality of many languages in countries and the ubiquity of minority languages in national and global contexts mean that the language policy and planning in every country relates to multilingualism, more specifically to multilingual networking, and not to one language and its development as a necessary step in nation building or global trade. The network is built on the functional relation between languages, as mentioned earlier. The language policy must be seen to have a greater impact on the language network than on any one language. Language policy, then, is not about a language but is necessarily about languages, about the functional (or ecological) relationship between languages. It must be informed by a theory of networking applicable to multilingual living, such as that of Barabasi (2002) applicable to the flow of information on the Internet with multiple nodes as well as to movement of vehicles on the crisscross of roads, transmission of information in the gene structure and sequencing etc.  Such a theory must be concerned about efficiency, not in the sense of maximal outcome at the end but in the sense of maximal benefit to each node in the network. It must go beyond a theory of social networking and language use in it (Gal 1979), as it includes also language use in the public domain and at the macro level. The details of a theory of multilingual networking are yet to be worked out.

Language Policy Objectives

The language policy objective of the State, coinciding with its political objective in the real world, ranges from attaining and maintaining dominance for one language (or a few languages) over others to balancing the power between languages by containing the dominance of one language (or a few languages) exercised at the cost of others. The balancing of power may be restricted to granting the right for survival alone to a majority of languages or be extended to sharing the power in a distributed manner between a majority of languages. 
The common thread in objectives in the range of policies is the distribution of public resources between languages and their speakers and the distribution of power to control the resources. At one end is the commonly observed policy of appropriating all or most of the resources to one language and its speakers, which engenders language dominance and at the other end is the policy of equal distribution of resources between all languages and their speakers, which can be expected only in countries decentralized economically and politically. This paper tries to suggest some principles for a policy for multilingualism without linguistic dominance in the specific sense of granting equity in opportunities to the speakers of all languages for availing the resources, which ensures that there is no denial of opportunities by language to its speakers in any aspect of their life. In other words, every language is an asset in different ways and no language is a liability. Such a policy may not eliminate linguistic hierarchy, but will eschew linguicism (Skutnabb-Kangas 1988), i.e. reproduction of inequality by unequal opportunities of access to resources (educational resources to begin with) on the basis of one’s language. The language networking turns out to have the languages in a hierarchy because the functions they perform in the network are not equal in the social, political and economic rewards they offer. But the policy aims to ensure that the speakers of languages with lower social, political and economic values redeem these values.

Units of Language Policy

The unit for the networking of languages is not the country alone. The community and the individual are other units of operation of the network (Annamalai 2001). The patterns of language networking may not be identical in the three units, and often they are not. The individual, for example, may need to know the language of the nearby market place and the country may want the individual to know the language of the capital. The individual may desire, for the sake of progress, to replace her native language with the dominant language of the country or the world, but the community concerned for its cultural and political identity may stand for keeping the native language. The language policy of the community, like the country’s, may be shaped by its elite, which could be its traditional or cultural elite, or the older generation, and all the individuals of the community may not share that policy.
  The language choice of the country and the community are motivated by considerations of solidarity while the language choice of the individual is motivated by considerations of mobility. As the language needs of the individual, the community and the country may be different, the multilingual networking based on their needs is bound to differ for each of the three units. To make the networking between the three units non-exclusive of each other and cohesive across them is an issue to be addressed by language policy. Language policy in education must provide the cohesion through language choices made available for satisfying the needs of the individual, the community and the country. The pattern of networking of languages in different communities in a country is often different, as in individuals. The difference between the multilingualism -- i.e. in the language repertoire -- of the majority linguistic community and the minority community is well attested. The former tends to live with one language while the latter uses more than one. To make this difference non-universal and to make the majority linguistic community as multilingual as the minority communities (Skutnabb-Kangas 1995) is another issue to be addressed by language policy. Language policy in education is a means to do this also.

Limitations of Government

Language policy, as is clear from the above, is basically about aiding the networking of languages. It involves matching functions with languages in such a way that the matching makes the network inclusive of all languages. This entails choice of language(s) for the networked functions. Any choice is made to serve the felt need of the maker of the choice. The common assumption in Language Planning is that it is the government, or a central body authorized by it, that makes the choice of language and the matching of function, i.e., the policy. This policy will naturally be to meet the needs of the country such as building national solidarity, identity, skill pool etc. It is assumed that the community and individuals will not have a different choice or will subordinate their choice to the government’s choice. It does not mean the government’s policy cannot be changed. It is not uncommon for the policy to change, particularly in a democratic polity. India, for example, changed the policy of having Hindi as the official language of the federal government to having both Hindi and English bowing to the demand of the people in some non-Hindi speaking states (Srivastava 1979, Dua 1991). In the state of Karnataka in India, the state government’s policy of having Kannada, the majority language of the state, as the compulsory first language in education was changed by the political and legal actions of the linguistic minorities of the state (Mallikarjun 1980). Not withstanding this, the needs of communities and individuals are taken to be secondary to the government’s choice.  At best, those needs are taken to naturally flow from the government policy. Communities and individuals might be allowed to have their own choices additionally, but not replacing the government’s choice. Some governments do not allow any choice to them at all, additionally or otherwise. 

The exclusive or preeminent right of the government to make language policy is a result of the commonly held view of the government that it makes policies and implements them in the interests of all people. The historical experience shows that this view is not necessarily true.  The government represents the interests of those groups in the country that hold power or have access to power. The interests of the groups who neither hold nor access power are not represented in the policy. When the centrality of the government is not accepted as a given in language policy formulation, it becomes imperative to plan how the communities and individuals are interfaced with the government in making the language policy. Before going into the question of interface, an over view of government language policies will be helpful.

Kinds of Policy Goals

The language policies of governments may broadly be classified into three kinds in terms of the goals of the policy, implicit or explicit: policy of elimination of multilingualism, tolerance of multilingualism, and maintenance of multilingualism (Skutnabb-Kangas 1988). Elimination is sought to be achieved primarily by prohibiting and penalizing the use of minority languages even in private domains. Tolerance is being indifferent to minority languages and their exclusion in the policy formulation about language use in public domains. Maintenance could be fine-grained into allowing non-governmental efforts and funds for the use of minority languages in public domains (like education), disallowing discrimination by language, and institutionalizing the use of minority languages in public domains. The last one may be called promotion of multilingualism. These goals may not be explicitly stated as language policy, but they may remain implicit and embedded in other policies proclaiming non-discrimination of any minority, equal treatment of all and such other humanistic political concerns (Skutnabb-Kangas & Phillipson 1994).
  These policy goals have correlation with the political form of the country and the strength -- demographic, economic and cultural -- of the linguistic communities in it. Language policies are not independent of these factors. This paper, however, does not bring up the interplay between these factors and language policy when discussing language policy for multilingual countries. That requires a separate paper.

The three kinds of goals of the policy may be understood with the notion of domains of language function. The domains broadly divide into public domain and private domain. The public domain is the one where linguistic communities converge and compete regarding language use. Some examples of locales of the public domain are the government, court and school, each with multiple levels. The private domain is that where individuals contract with others with regard to language use. Some examples of locales of the private domain are home, local market, place of entertainment. The policy of language use at home where the husband and wife speak different languages is a prototypical example of contract and consent -- or adherence to social convention -- with no law to enforce the choice. The language use in the public domain may need legislation for resolving competition between languages and so the government will come into play in this domain. It is also the domain of power because the language legislated for use in the public domain gives material and social rewards to its adopters. Language use in the private domain, on the other hand, is by the preference of users. It is a domain of solidarity, which expresses cultural and social identification with the chosen language and with the users having the same language choice.  In either domain, the choice may be more than one language indicating legislation or preference of the use of multiple languages.

It is not suggested that the public policy is divorced from private choice. There is, however, some tension between legal force and social consent in implementing a policy. This tension is manifest in post-colonial countries with regard to law about the discontinuation of the use of the former colonial language like English in public domains such as education and the preference of people to use it, thus dichotomizing policy and practice. That the legal sanction alone is not sufficient for a language policy to succeed in the public domain is clear from the planning experience that more laws are enacted when there is less acceptance of a policy at the societal level.

The most negative policy to achieve the goal of elimination of multilingualism is the legal ban on the use of the language of speaker's choice even in the private domain with punitive action for any violation. This is, however, uncommon. Closure of the public domain to languages, generally the minority languages, is a common policy tolerating multilingualism demographically, but it leads to reduction of languages.  This closure devalues the language politically and economically and makes their speakers perceive their language as a natural liability. This commonly leads to language shift unless the cultural value of the language is strong. Even when there is no language shift, multilingualism will be functionally not viable and existentially precarious. 

The policy of tolerance of multilingualism may also include continuance of historically distributed functions of languages, however imperfect they are. This policy of status quo is not a durable one because of political and demographic dynamics (Khubchandani 2002), which will bring in changes in the relationship between languages and in turn will bring policy into play. When the policy of tolerance aims at any change in the nature of the existing multilingualism that promotes emergence of dominant languages, it keeps itself out of the private domain, and thus differs from the policy for the elimination of multilingualism. At the same time it does not take any measure to counter forces outside language policy that encourage language shift. 

A strong policy of tolerance of multilingualism, while not permitting the use of minority languages in the public domain, may be willing to grant some measures of amelioration to their speakers (like providing interpreters in a court of law, providing crutch-programs to go through the medium of the dominant language in education) and to provide support to the cultural activities carried out in their languages. The policy itself recognizes the functional dichotomy between the use of language for cultural expression and identity and the use of language for material progress and political power. Such division of languages on symbolic and substantive use inherently has the potential for making multilingualism unstable.

The policy of maintenance of multilingualism aims at positive measures that eliminate, or at least reduce, the factors that lead to language loss. Ideally the measures are not exercised through language policy alone but also through policies in other areas like economics. It actively encourages the use of many languages in the private domain. It ensures institutionally that the use of languages in the public domain is non-discriminatory and that no language is a disadvantage to its speakers. Non-discriminatory use is not necessarily the equal use of all languages, but is enabling the languages for any use. Using the minority languages up to the level of education that is universally mandatory, requiring the knowledge of the official language as a post-selection condition (as opposed to pre-selection condition) for the minority language speakers are some examples of a policy that enable the speakers of minority languages to avail the opportunities for access to resources. The policy of maintenance of multilingualism is basically concerned with the functional distribution of languages in the public domain and with provision of linkage between languages in the hierarchies in each of locales of the public domain. This is the policy frame work institutionalized by the government for multilingual networking, which is linked to the policy of language use by the communities and individuals.

Language Choice in the Public Domain

The important areas in the public domain where the functional distribution of languages is of critical importance are public administration, law enforcement & justice dispensation and education. Each of these areas is a government enterprise and so the policy of the government is crucial for its effect on multilingualism.  Judiciary is independent in its functioning, but is bound by the language policy of the government. Though education could be a private enterprise, the government has a responsibility to make it universally available at affordable cost up to a certain mandated level. Language has a significant bearing on making education universally available and hence the language policy of the government in education becomes important. It becomes central because it enables implementation of the language policy in administration, law and justice by producing people with necessary language competence and attitude. A multilingual policy in other areas, for example, will not work with a monolingual policy in education. 

The distributed functions of languages may work in two ways. There could be more than one language in each of these areas of the public domain, as a policy. As in India, for example, there could be two official languages of the country. This depends on the historical, demographic and political circumstances of the country. What is more common is the functional distribution of languages across regions and across levels. The states in India have official languages different from the official languages of the Union; they have different media of education. This distribution derives from the political power of the states with different languages in a federal political structure of the country. It follows that the use of more languages for one function within a state also goes with the political strength of the languages. Some states in India have two official languages, the majority language and a minority language, whose use in office may be restricted to certain regions, where it has a sizable population. The limited official status of Urdu, a minority language, along with the full status of Hindi, the majority language, in the state of Uttar Pradesh is an example of such functional distribution.  The minority language gets such a function in the public domain because of the voting power of its speakers and the constitutional provision for non-discrimination of minority communities.

Language and its Values

Language networking based on distributed power obviates the need for a politically autonomous homeland for a smaller language to survive. Territorial autonomy for the minority language in itself does not work for multilingualism, as shown by numerous instances across the world where the political authority obtained by the community of a dominated language is used by it to dominate the smaller languages amongst it. Maintenance of multilingualism depends on distribution not only of power between languages but also values. The value of a language is derived from its function correlating with the domain of its use. Three sets of values arise out of the functions of the language, which are economic, political and cultural. The economic value of a language accrues by its ability to offer material reward to its speakers, which could be at different levels from the local to the global. The political value of a language is derived from its position to negotiation in the policy formulation a legal or institutional status for it, which is necessary to improve its economic value. It may happen that such a status may remain symbolic and unused, which helps the language to survive, but not to acquire material benefits from its status. The cultural value of a language lies in its preserving communal identity and heritage, which is necessary for claiming political status. All languages do not have a value at the same level in all three spheres. The maintenance value of a language in the network increases when it has at least the cultural value at a high level. 

The economic values of languages could be diffused with a functional distribution of languages across levels in each public domain. Each of the public domains mentioned above has hierarchically organized multiple levels, as mentioned earlier. Administration is structured from village or town to national administration with many levels in between. So are the police departments and courts of law. Education starts with primary schools and ends with universities. A policy of multilingualism will allow the use of more languages at the bottom levels gradually reducing them at higher levels. This is done on the consideration of efficiency in terms of economy of resources and feasibility of management. This pyramidal structure of functional distribution viewed as combining multiplicity with practicality will be flawed if moving up the pyramid by the speakers of the languages at the bottom is not structurally built in. It will be flawed if it does not promote multiple language use in other areas where the functional relationship is not strictly hierarchical. Artistically creative use of language, use in the media for information generation and dissemination, use of language for recreational pursuits etc. do not have any inherent hierarchy; they connect languages in many different ways.  It is true that there is some hierarchy in literature and other arts like oral and written, folk/ethnic and classical; but these distinctions are more easily amenable for fusion than the hierarchy in the material domains.  A multilingual policy will provide support, financial and infra-structural, for such use of languages to help their enrichment and their mutual feeding and bonding. Such support will not be expected to come from the linguistic communities alone. This will help make language networking more linear and reciprocal than what the pyramidal structure allows. Such a linear network will be the super structure over the hierarchical structure in the public domain. A viable model of multilingual policy must balance the hierarchical and linear relation between languages.

Right to Make Policy Decisions 

All this does not mean that the government alone does the balancing in the policy. Given the nature of government to serve special interests, it would be natural not to expect the government to have a balanced multilingual policy on its own, which has a place in the public domain for the languages that are not privileged to be in it historically. Language Rights come in here to correct the imbalance in the policy made unilaterally. The demands for the rights spring from the linguistic communities and force the government to include them in the policy it makes. Stimulus for the formulations of linguistic human rights come from international covenants, which bind national governments and which provide some scaffolding for the marginalized communities to make demands for their rights. The rights include the right to their language, however marginal they might be historically and demographically, to be used in the public domain up to an appropriate level. The level will be appropriate when the speakers of minor languages become confident of performing in the language(s) of the public domain chosen by the policy. It is similar to leaving in Indian language policy the decision about the time of total replacement of English by Hindi in the national administration to non-Hindi speakers.  The rights up to an appropriate level are about the medium of transaction, be it in administration, law or education, which necessarily goes beyond one community. The right to learn and transmit the minor language or to create new content in it has no such ceiling. This right does not cease when the minor language speakers feel confident about their proficiency in and the use of the dominant language as the second language without any fear of discrimination. It is the unconditional right of the community to keep its language alive and make it grow. And to let its growth over a period of time challenge the dominance of the language chosen for the public role by the policy. In other words, the multilingual policy does not pre-empt the emergence of languages given a peripheral role in the public domain to challenge the policy at some later point in their development. 

 Opportunity for Development 

This takes us to the question of language development. Language development has two aspects: enhancement of power (what the language planners call getting status) and enrichment of language (what planners call improving code). Both aspects of development require the actual use of language in various domains. The domains of use are not equal in giving power or opportunities for enrichment. The languages favored by the policy for use in the public domain, particularly in its higher levels, have a natural advantage for development in both aspects of it. The other languages that are not used in that way are deprived of the opportunity for similar development, though they might have enriched themselves in creative use. This is a paradox in the functionally distributed multilingual policy, which means to be open for new languages to challenge the functional arrangement sanctioned by it. For the challenge, the minor languages must develop and they cannot develop in the sense of language planning, if their use is restricted. The dichotomized functions for languages in public and private domains do not give the idea that the policy intends to keep the multilingual network dynamic and open to changes. Solution to this paradox lies outside language policy and it will be taken up later after dealing with another paradoxical resistance to the multilingual policy from the speakers of the minor languages, even though it is favorable to them.

Dissonance in Policy at Different Levels

The preference for dominant languages is to be expected when language policy favors monolingualism. But it is widely known, even in countries where policy supports multilingualism, that the speakers of minor languages often do not favor the use of their language in education, specifically as the medium. Their preference for the use of their language in the public domain including education expressed in attitude surveys or even in their political demands turns out to be symbolic, not substantive, in nature.  They want their languages to appear to have legal status and power, but in practice they want to have their personal power enhanced through the dominant language(s). Language posturing in the name of policy attributed by Khubchandani (1997) to governments is equally true of communities and individuals.

This situation is widely reported in post-colonial countries where the policy of the government is to change the function of the former colonial language, notably English, in the public domain. An integral part of that policy is to change the medium of education to the native languages, which may be major languages. But people subvert this policy by preferring the colonial language – English or French -- medium for their children. Their preference leads to opening private schools on commercial basis. There are then parallel streams of education with native language medium in poorly funded public (government) school and English-medium in richly endowed private schools (Annamalai 2003, Krishna Kumar 1996). The preference for the dominant language to be the medium from the beginning of education is found with regard to native dominant language(s) also, and is not restricted to global language(s) alone. A related case of differing language behavior of the communities and individuals from some form of the multilingual policy of the country is where the immigrant community does not opt for its native language in school even when the policy offers it, as in a bilingual education program (Crawford 2002 for this phenomenon in the U.S., Annamalai 2000 for it in India).

In these cases, the policy of language choice by individuals or community does not match with the policy of the state. The individuals and the community are not always the object of state policy; they are also subjects having their own language policy applicable to their lives. The explanation for the divergence in the policies of the state and the community is not simple when the state desires to redistribute the power of the dominant language favoring the language of the minority community, but the community goes for the dominant language. It is not that people want to move towards monolingualism while the policy wants to promote multilingualism. It may be that the multilingual policy is defective, making the people behave contrary to its policy goals, but it is not as simple as that. The difference in the perception of the language need by the community and the state stems from different factors. At the process level, the community may not appreciate the strategy followed in the policy to achieve the goal. To illustrate it with the desire for English medium education in India, there is no major difference in the goal of the state and the community, both majority and minority, to keep English as a part of multilingualism with a redefined functional relationship with Indian languages. There is, however, a difference in the strategy for achieving this goal. The strategy preferred for acquiring proficiency in English, or any other dominant language, by the community is to use it as the medium of education, whereas the strategy followed by the state is to teach it as a language. At the policy level, the community believes that redefining the place English has a cost to personal progress whereas the state believes that not doing it has a cost to nation building. The community's beliefs are shaped also by the market, not by the government alone. The community does not share the government's belief that it could change the language needs of the market with its language policy. 
It is a problem in language planning theory in general whether language policy reflects socio-political and economic change taking place independent of it or initiates the change. The relationship between policy and change is not unidirectional in either case, but is interactive. A language policy that does not accommodate the changes at the societal level will be ineffective and at the same time a policy that is not an instrument of social change will be worthless. A policy for multilingualism must recognize the changes in multilingual networking induced by social, political and economic forces and must at the same time arrest any trend towards monolingualism by the same forces.

Hidden Agenda of the Policy

More importantly, the community does not trust the government on its policy claim of being impartial and not catering to special interests. It suspects that the government's claim of national interest is really elite interest. This is why the sum of individual interests does not translate into national interest, and there is conflict between the two. Such mistrust and suspicion are fostered by what is not apparent in the policy. The policy of multiculturalism with regard to immigrant population, for example, may be viewed by the community as a potential means of discrimination in future, including deportation. The policy of native language medium in education may be perceived as a means of keeping the privileges of the colonial language to themselves by the elite. Such fears are real for the unprivileged communities, though they are unfounded in the views of the policy makers. They emanate from seeing the actual behavior of the elite that is contrary to the expectations of the policy (like, for example, opting for English medium education for their own children, as in India) and from seeing gray areas in the policy that the elite use to circumvent the policy (like having expensive English medium schools in the private sector outside the policy purview, as in India). This suggests that promotion of multilingualism may fail not because of what is in the policy but because of what is not in the policy, i.e. because of hidden elements in the policy (Annamalai 1994). A multilingual policy therefore must be reviewed for any hidden agenda in it as well, like the hidden curriculum in education (Jackson 1968).
 There must be a campaign to expose the hidden elements, as there must be advocacy groups to educate the people how the policy will serve their interests in short and long terms. This is the kind of interaction between policy making and the civil society that will sustain a good multilingual policy.

The negation of a multilingual policy may not be hidden in the language policy, but may be transparent in other areas of policy like economic policy, science policy, culture policy etc. The economic and science policy may indirectly and discretely promote one language while the education policy promotes many languages. When there is such a contradiction, people choose their policy, which may be different from the language policy of the government. Such contradictions explain the language behavior of the individuals that differs from the country’s policy. Lack of coordination between different areas in the implementation of language policy also induces people to choose their own policy. When the implementation of a multilingual policy moves slowly, for example, in matters of law (and therefore of power), people make their own inference about the language policy in education ignoring what is stated explicitly in it. Language policy in education must operate in unison with language policy in other areas like law and administration. Further, as mentioned above, language policy does not in general work when framed in isolation of other areas, like employment, which touch the lives of the people directly, but where language does not figure explicitly in their policy formulation. Lack of coordination and contradictions across areas in the public domain are not necessarily instances of bureaucratic inefficiency or indifference in the government, as often assumed, but it could be part of the elite agenda hidden to subvert the language policy. Language policy is not made for the sake of language alone; it is made for a better life of equity and dignity for the people. A policy for multilingualism is inadequate if it stops with keeping many languages as its goal and does not address itself to the concerns of the people in different aspects of their life. It means that the government must evolve other policies like economic policy, which address to the concerns of material and social progress of the people, in such a way that they do not weaken their ability to keep their languages. 

Counter Forces of the Policy

The government, however, is not insulated from the forces that operate beyond its control, like the interests of former colonial governments and of multinational companies. The global market force with the Western technology that drives it may shape the government’s economic policy, which undermines its multilingual policy, leading to what Fishman (1975) calls counter-planning. The conflict between differences in perceptions about the language choice in the public domain, particularly at its higher levels, for national progress on one hand and national solidarity building on the other, both of which constitute nation building, must be resolved for a multilingual policy to be viable.

Government is not the only actor in shaping the language behavior of the people through its policy. Another forceful actor is the market of the nation and the world. It directly influences the language choice of the community and individuals. The market does not make a language policy as the government does; nevertheless, it rewards certain language choice over others and this choice-making has the properties of policy, though in disguise. The power of the market makes that choice a de facto language policy in contravention to government's de jure policy. This de facto policy is in the direction of reducing linguistic diversity following the market principle of efficiency of reduced variation. This alternative force to shape language behavior becomes the formidable challenge to the multilingual policy made by the government, which serves elite interests.  The policy for multilingualism must have built in mechanisms to counter the combined forces of hidden policy and counter planning from subverting it. 

Check on Counter Forces

One way of meeting this challenge and arresting the monolingual preference by the people is to emphasize the necessity for the language(s) of solidarity against the inevitability of the language(s) of power. The economic forces working on language behavior will be counter-balanced by the cultural forces, modifying that behavior. The paradox of linguistic inequality in multilingualism by this dichotomy induced by instrumental (at global and national levels) and integrative purposes (at the local level) can be solved only by a fundamental change in the way economics and politics operate presently and in the current notions of market and government. The change involves localizing them both and making the decentralized locales of economic action and political action cooperative, not competitive. Like the land or forest, language is a resource; the rights over it must reside locally and the functions of it must be vitalized locally. It is also to accept alternative models of development in which development is not predicated on elimination of diversity, biological, cultural and linguistic, on control of natural resources by distant entities unconnected to the local population (Gadgil & Guha 1992) and on involuntary displacement of people from their habitat by mammoth development projects. The murmuring heard world wide against these gives hope that a fundamental change in the way the world is perceived and organized will come to aid the language policy for multilingualism, in which even the smallest and the weakest language has a place, value and voice. It also gives hope that such a policy is not relegated to the realm of theory, but is operable in practice.
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� This raises a question about the defining features of a linguistic community like the shared value about its language. Any definition of the linguistic community must allow for variation in the language behavior of individuals who constitute it.


� The categorization of policy goals are drawn from the reference given, but are not the same as there. Skutnabb-Kangas and Phillipson propose a grid to characterize national constitutions and international covenants in terms of language rights sanctioned to linguistic minorities. This stems from their view that the policy for multilingualism is basically characterized by the policy about linguistic minorities and the use of their languages. This paper views multilingualism as a relationship of networking between all languages rather than a dichotomous relationship between minority and majority languages. Non-discrimination based on language in this paper is closer to promotion of multilingualism, the highest in the grid, instead of being second from the top. The paper gives some illustrative details for each kind of the policy, which may not be in full agreement with Skutnabb-Kangas and Phillipson. It should be noted that the hidden policy described below is different from their covert policy in that the former refers to manifestations in the policies of areas other than language that are contra-indicative of the goals underlying the language policy, overtly or covertly.


� The term hidden curriculum refers to those values and patterns of behavior, which are not explicitly mentioned and formally taught in the curriculum, such as racism, sexism etc., which are replaced by linguicism in hidden policy regarding language.
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