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THE IMPACT OF EXTRALINGUISTIC FACTORS IN LANGUAGE POLICY

Y cmammi uguaemucs 6n1u6 eKCmpanine8icmuyHux Gakmopie Ha MOGHY ROLIMUKY U NIAHYBAHHA, AHANIZYEMbC
IPYHMOBAHULL HA NPUHYUNAX NIOXIO 00 NOMIMUKU MOBU | NIAHYBAHHS, W0 3 A6UBCs 8 pe3yibmami enodanizayii ma in-
mepecie Micyego2o HaceneHHs Kpait, 8 AKUX HAGUAHH | GUEYEHHSA AHSNIICbKOI MOGU MAE BeUKE 3HAYCHHSL.

Knrwwuosi cnosa: rpynmosanuii ha npuHyunax nioxio, noaimuKa Mogu, 2100anizayis, OueepCumueHi KOHMeKCmu.

B cmamve uzyuaemcs enusnue dKCMPATUHSEUCMUYECKUX (PAKMOPO8 HA A3bIKOGYIO NOJUMUKY U NAAHUPOSAHUE,
AHANUBUPYEMCSI OCHOBAHHBII HA NPUHYUNAX NOOX00 K NOIUMUKE SI3bIKA U NIAHUPOBAHUIO, NOSGUSWUICS 8 Pe3yibmame
2n0banu3ayUL U UHMEPECO8 MeCMHO20 HACENEHUs CMPAH, 8 KOMOPbIX 00yHeHUe U U3YUeHUe AHSTULICKO20 S3bIKA UMeem
Oonbuioe snavenue.

Knrwouesvle cnosa: ocnosannviii Ha npuHyuUnax nooxoo, NOIUMUKA A3bIKA, 2100aIU3ayus, OUBEPCUMUBHbIE KOH-
meKcmol.

The impact and influence of extralinguistic factors on language policy and planning is studied in this article.
Principles-based approach to language policy and planning that has emerged as a result of the demands of globaliza-
tion and the interests of the local populations of countries in which the teaching and learning of English is having a
major impact is analyzed.
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Introduction. The ultimate goal of any government, organization, or institution involved in developing or using
language in education policy (in the context of ELT) is to ensure that students can use the language with the profi-
ciency required to enhance their prospects in accessing better opportunities in education, community membership, and
employment within their own contexts and/or globally. Identifying the impact of social, economic, and political forces
on policymaking decisions on a macrolevel and the needs of students, teachers, and community members within par-
ticular contexts on a microlevel, can enable policymakers, practitioners, and researchers to identify and engage with
a range of issues that affect policymaking decisions. In addition, it can enable policymakers to predict any possible
challenges in relation to implementation and to ensure that the process of policymaking takes into account these issues
when developing ELT initiatives and interventions.

The collaborative development of context-appropriate standards is an important step in developing higher qual-
ity language programs in a range of contexts where there is an ever increasing demand for ELT. Ultimately, a set of
standards developed to enhance ELT in one context cannot be applied to other contexts. The unique sociocultural,
political, economic, and historical aspects of each individual country or setting need to be taken into account when
developing language policies and ELT programs and standards appropriate to these contexts.

Goals. The aim of the article is to study the impact and influence of extralinguistic factors on language policy and
planning.

Some of the issues identified in this article include the impact and influence of extralinguistic factors on language
policy and planning (LPP), such as the sociopolitical context in which policy is formulated. This issue is related to the
political and ideological orientations of LPP and the use of language policy, especially in relation to more dominant
and powerful languages, to serve the interests of particular political parties and social hierarchies. As J. Tollefson
states, «language policies are essentially political documentsy [14, p. 87], suggesting that policies serve the interests of
dominant groups in maintaining their power and prestige while marginalizing, excluding, and even exploiting minority
groups and speakers of other languages. The principles-based approach (PBA) aim to identify potential negative effects
of policy by highlighting issues that, if not considered, may further disempower local and minority communities. In
the case of English, which has been hailed a global lingua franca and the language of globalization, it is increasingly
important to identify and acknowledge the power imbalances that emerge as English is given a privileged position. In
deciding to focus on English over other majority and minority languages within these contexts, policymakers are further
enhancing the economic and sociopolitical value of English, and disempowering local languages and communities.

While understanding that LPP is motivated by primarily sociopolitical and economic forces, the LPP research
focus on the politics of the English language has shifted the gaze of LPP away from understandings about language
itself. Therefore, though LPP uses linguistic theory and knowledge about language for designing and delivering ELT
programs, the focus on language itself has often been marginalized without clear acknowledgement of the fact that
certain forms or varieties of a language, for example, can have more social, economic, and political privilege and cur-
rency than others. In addition, access to and proficiency in privileged forms of language can result in better prospects
for students and communities [12]. A further issue, which relates to the translation of policy into practice, is the limited
communication between practitioners and policymakers resulting in a conflict in perceptions between the two [8].

Classical LPP research focused on descriptions of policy and planning and goals within varied contexts through
the use of frameworks such as E. Haugen’s [5] ecology of languages, R. Cooper’s [3] accounting scheme and other
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frameworks based on understanding the delicacies of LPP from the macro to micro level of implementation. These
models are summarised and subsumed in N. Hornberger’s [6] six-dimensional framework, which divides LPP into
three types: status (about the uses of language), acquisition (about the users of language), and corpus (about language).
Each of these types of LPP can take a formal focus (policy planning) or a functional focus (cultivation planning), giv-
ing us six dimensions of LPP. The six-dimensional framework provides a useful point of departure for the analysis
of LPP from the macroscopic to microscopic level; however, classical LPP frameworks such as N. Hornberger’s
have traditionally been questioned for their lack of critical approaches focusing on power relations. In addition, the
frameworks are primarily descriptive in that they do not account for the actual «process of language planning» [9,
p. 87]. PBA incorporates the notion of «language ecology» in an education setting by taking into account the diverse
sociopolitical settings «where the processes of language use create, reflect and challenge particular hierarchies and
hegemonies» [4, p. 13]. A principles-based approach also acknowledges that «schools and classrooms and their in-
teractive practices [are]... part of a bigger and more powerful political state in which ideologies function to reproduce
particular balances of power» [4, p. 13]. Because English plays a particularly hegemonic role in most postcolonial
communities and endangers other languages through its link with globalization, it is especially important to keep these
factors in mind when considering the sociopolitical influences that language policy and practice have in maintaining,
developing, and promoting local languages (including minority languages) [1].

To further our understanding about how a PBA can contribute to the successful implementation of ELT, it is neces-
sary first to look at some of the major factors that inform LPP. As stated earlier, all language learning, teaching, and
other education practices take place within a broad sociopolitical and economic context. These factors influence the
development of ideas, theories, and policies that influence what happens in a classroom, with what resources, and how.

Theories of language teaching and learning developed in center contexts, with little influence from major theories
of language learning and teaching developed in periphery contexts, presents obstacles to both the extension and de-
velopment of these theories and their application in noncenter countries. A theory is only as good (or bad) as the data
that it draws on. Most of the dominant theoretical frameworks are developed in the West with data collected in those
contexts. These theories are then often (uncritically) adopted and promoted in the rest of the world, where the local
practices (data) may or may not support them. However, given an absence of visible local theorization, policymakers
continue to privilege the Western theories, leading to mixed outcomes.

As R. Kaplan, R. Baldauf, and N. Kamwangamalu [10] point out, language in education policy is a complex pro-
cess and includes a number of issues that must be considered for it to succeed. Policymakers face the difficult task
of planning goals and strategies that are ultimately linked to and informed by larger issues of political, social, and
ideological frameworks that function in the context in which the LPP takes place.

The impact of globalization on LPP has propelled the teaching of English with greater urgency and has major
implications for the language teaching contexts in which English is prioritised above other immediate educational con-
cerns and over the promotion of bi/multilingualism. Additionally, a lack of communication between policymakers and
implementers means that successful practices occurring within the classrooms rarely inform policymaking, and that
practitioners have access to policy only as it is filtered down through the curriculum and textbooks to the classrooms.
Policymaking decisions should be bidirectional and that within each context teachers (and other stakeholders, such as
syllabus designers, textbook writers, etc.) should be able to reflect on effective pedagogical practices and should be
able to communicate these practices to policymakers.

The three major challenges that policymakers face when designing LPP interventions include:

a) a deficit in understanding of planning goals;

b) a lack of collaboration between policymakers and implementers;

c) the problem of negotiating between local needs and the demands of globalization.

In LPP the purpose of the policy strategy needs to be considered with a view to achieving particular goals and
outcomes. Often the ELT programs’ need to enable enhanced English proficiency and to improve delivery of language
programs in local contexts conflicts with other competing agendas by both the government and aid agencies. As T.
Ricento [13, p. 85] points out, language policy is determined by the ideological and political agendas of governments
and other organizations, which create LPP strategies. Therefore, the goal of policymakers is often concerned with
factors other than ELT and associated with political and ideological issues. To ensure that the goals of LPP support
the best interests of local communities, policymakers should ensure that their policies and practices are transparent
and the public is given information regarding policy to allow them to participate in the policymaking process. As R.
Kaplan [8, p. 239] states, this includes getting the general public to buy-in to LPP ideas so that LPP can be smoothly
implemented and the general public can enter into a dialogue with policymakers regarding policy implementation and
relevance. The Australian National Policy on Languages, for example, outlines principles related to transparency in
LPP, such as «explicitness and clarity». Transparency of LPP objectives will enable various stakeholders to engage
with ELT practices that policymakers advocate. It will also enable researchers and policymakers to capture (and cri-
tique) local ELT practices to ensure that LPP decisions are made based on evidence of successful and empowering
practices from local communities.

Policy may not be effectively translated into practice for a variety of reasons. During the legislative process, for ex-
ample, policy is transformed by political processes. Although the political influence on policy formulation is abstract
and difficult to change, the role of teachers in the translation of policy into practice is currently underutilized. Teach-
ers themselves often believe that they have little power to effect policy and do not view themselves as implementers
of macro-level policies [14]. Policy is also rarely accessible to practitioners working in classrooms and communities,
and the underlying ideological motivations of policies tend to be implicit. Policy is formulated at the level of govern-
ment, but practitioners responsible for implementation often have access to the implications of policy only through the
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curriculum and textbooks. Some of the issues around formulating and implementing policy, then, are directly linked
to the lack of communication and collaboration between policymakers and practitioners — teacher trainers and teach-
ers. This lack of collaboration is detrimental to the process of policymaking because teachers working in a variety of
contexts have access to the classrooms and students in a way that policymakers do not.

Policymakers at all levels need to consider teachers’ successful classroom practices. Therefore, it is necessary to
ensure that policymaking is a consultative process that takes into account the role of teachers as the point of contact be-
tween the educational objectives of language policy and the students. The policymaking process should be inclusive.

Teachers should be able to communicate their experiences to policymakers to ensure that what is taught in schools
is relevant to the varied contexts in which they work. Practitioners should also work collaboratively with policymak-
ers to determine policy goals, and policy decisions should be made visible, transparent, and accessible to practitioners
and aligned with those goals.

English has been referred to as the language of globalization with a strong emphasis on the fact that English is
linked to technology and hence to notions of development and modernization [2]. Although this concept is not un-
problematic, it informs a great deal of LPP, which often requires policymakers to ensure that English takes a primary
position in the education system at the risk of marginalizing local languages and other school subjects. The complexity
of language planning in relation to English is also linked to the fact that the demand for ELT comes from several dif-
ferent sources such as aid agencies, which provide funding for educational programs. Policymakers are in the difficult
position of taking all these factors into account while acting in the interest of the general public and representing local
needs and global requirements.

One of the key issues in the conflict between the global and the local arises in relation to the notion of World
Englishes, which enabled varieties of English to be recognised as «cross cultural and global contextualizations of the
English language in multiple voices» [7, p. 1]. Although the World Englishes movement has helped politically em-
power and legitimize localized varieties of language in the past 30 years, the inner circle varieties of Standard English
nonetheless still claim prominence over localized varieties in many different contexts. The reason for the continued
hegemony of inner circle varieties of English becomes clear when the uses of language are considered in relation to the
users of language. On the one hand, language is shaped by its uses; on the other hand, it carries markers that identify
the users or speakers of that language. The World Englishes movement focuses on users, but, as increasing evidence
is showing, the uses of English are determined by academic, educational, and professional communities of practice,
which still rely on Standard Englishes [11].

Thus, if ELT is to empower local communities by engaging with globalization and providing them access to global
resources, then it must answer questions about the relevance of teaching English, and in particular about what vari-
ety of English is taught and for what purpose. Initially policymakers should determine the purpose of English LPP,
whether it is to enable proficiency for global or local purposes, and whether it is for predominantly written or oral
communication. In determining the purpose of English LPP, they should collaborate with local communities, practi-
tioners, industry, and other stakeholders. Policymakers should also ensure that ELT teaching practices are suited to the
needs of the particular context in which they occur. Again, consultation with local experts is key to ensuring that ELT
practices are locally and contextually relevant. Consulting with local experts and practitioners will enable policymak-
ers to assess and respond to issues that may arise when experts promote a particular teaching practice that might be at
odds with local sociocultural practices. So we can state that global, specialist knowledge needs to be readjusted to suit
local circumstances, which will ensure that language programs are suitable to a particular context. When programs are
suited to local contexts, they will be well received by the public and implemented successfully by practitioners and
other stakeholders. In addition, evidence of program outcomes should be monitored to ensure that they achieve the
goals determined at the outset of the policymaking process.

Summary. Language policy and planning seem to be a complex task with a long list of stakeholders and factors
that shape it and an even longer one of things that it influences in turn. In LPP the purpose of the policy strategy needs
to be considered with a view to achieving particular goals and outcomes. To ensure that the goals of LPP support the
best interests of local communities, policymakers should ensure that their policies and practices are transparent and the
public is given information regarding policy to allow them to participate in the policymaking process.
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