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Introduction

All but two of the chapters included in this volume, Sociolinguistics Today:
international perspectives, were originally presented as papers at the First
Hong Kong Conference on Language and Society which was held on
24-8 April 1988. At the Hong Kong conference, the various sessions
that were held were classified according to a number of categories that
reflected the interests of participants. These included sessions on (1)
‘Lingustic variation, dialects, and language attitudes’, a category which
spanned interests ranging from ‘secular linguistics’ to the social psychology
of language; (2) ‘Language, culture and society’, which included papers
on such areas as anthropological linguistics, interactional sociolinguistics,
discourse analysis and literary sociolinguistics; (3) ‘Multilingualism’, in-
cluding papers on aspects of both ‘individual bilingualism’ and ‘societal
multilingualism’; and (4) ‘Language planning and language education’,
which included papers chiefly concerned with language policies, particularly
in the Asian region.

For a number of reasons, including editorial economy, a somewhat
different arrangement of material is presented in this volume: Part I
contains an introduction to both a range of issues linked to sociolinguistics
in Asia and the west, and the volume as a whole; Part 1l is chiefly
concerned with ‘sociolinguistic theory’; Part 111 is concerned with ‘language
variation, culture and society’, and contains chapters on a variety of
issues including secular linguistics, dialectology, the sociology of language,
anthro-linguistics and literary sociolinguistics; Part IV is concerned with
‘multilingualism’ and language planning; and Part V contains three short
chapters on ‘current perspectives in sociolinguistics’.

The introductory chapter by Kingsiey Bolton in Part I, entitled ‘Sociolin-
guistics today: Asia and the west’, attempts to fulfil a number of objectives:
first, it gives the background to the organization of the Hong Kong
conference; second, it tackles questions related to the scope and devel-
opment of sociolinguistics in the west and in Asia; third, it provides a
guide to current sociolinguistic research throughout the Asian region; and
finally it provides an introduction to the various chapters included in this
volume, noting the ways in which individual authors represent a number



4 Introduction

of differing interests and objectives in their approaches to the study of
language and society. Bolton also emphasizes the ‘international’ nature
of the contributions included in this collection. Of the fourteen articles
included in Parts II-1V, six are primarily concerned with sociolinguistic
issues in Asian societies (i.e. the chapters by Chen; Cheung; Davies;
Gonzalez; Gupta; and Macdonald); five with issues in Europe and the west
(Hasan; J. Milroy; L. Milroy; Tabouret-Keller; and Trudgill); and three
with issues of international and cross-cultural significance (Fasold; Giles,
Coupland and Wiemann; and Le Page). Part V comprises three articles (by
Fasold, J. Milroy and Giles) on current directions in sociolinguistic theory.



1 Sociolinguistics today:
Asia and the west

Kingsley Bolton

BACKGROUND

The vast majority of the chapters in this volume were originally presented as
papers at the First Hong Kong Conference on Language and Society, which
was held at the University of Hong Kong from 24 to 28 April 1988.1

The Hong Kong conference

The theme of the Hong Kong conference was ‘Sociolinguistics today:
eastern and western perspectives’. In broad terms, the aims of the
conference were to provide a forum for an exchange of views between
academics working within the field of sociolinguistics in Asia and their
counterparts in western societies, to promote the study of language and
society in Asia, and to facilitate the establishing of academic contacts
between researchers in Asia and those working in western universities.

In the event, the conference was truly international in terms of the
provenance of those who attended. Approximately ninety participants
from sixteen countries presented papers at the conference. Of these
sixteen countries, six were western, i.e. Australia, Britain, Canada,
France, New Zealand and the United States of America. Ten Asian
societies were represented; Hong Kong, Macau, India, Japan, Malaysia, the
People’s Republic of China (PRC), the Philippines, Singapore, Taiwan and
Thailand. In addition, approximately ninety other linguists and academics,
primarily from the Asian region, also took part in the conference as
observers.?2

The Hong Kong conference of 1988 was neither the first conference to
be held on sociolinguistic issues in Hong Kong, nor the first to be held in
the region. Regional seminars and colloquia have been regularly held on
such issues over the years both in Hong Kong itself and in other Asian
countries, notably Malaysia, Singapore and the Philippines. Many of these
previous conferences, however, have either been predominantly regional in
focus, or been overwhelmingly concerned with language in education and
‘educational linguistics’ (e.g. the Regional Language Centre conferences in
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Singapore, and the Institute of Language in Education conferences in Hong
Kong, which are both held on an annual basis).

The Hong Kong Conference on Language and Society, then, was a “first’
in two senses. It was the first conference (to the best of one’s knowledge)
held in the territory solely on the broad range of issues associated with the
whole gamut of studies known today as ‘sociolinguistics’; and it was also the
first conference of its kind in Hong Kong which explicitly set out to attract
a large number of international contributors in the attempt to establish a
forum for both western and Asian sociolinguistics.

Hong Kong - tension and change

It was also particularly appropriate that a major international conference
of this kind was held where it was. Hong Kong has long enjoyed the
status (albeit clichéd) as ‘a meeting-place of east and west’. It is a unique
society, where western culture, politics and business mix and merge with the
cultures of the Chinese from mainland China, and the ‘overseas’ Chinese
from Hong Kong and Taiwan, as well as with the other Asian cultures —
including Indian, Japanese, Korean and Philippine — that are represented
here.

As the headlines of world media testify, Hong Kong is currently going
through a period of rapid political and social change. In 1984, the Joint
Declaration of the PRC and British governments set out the guidelines
for the political future of the territory. After what will be 155 years
of British colonial rule, sovereignty over Hong Kong will revert to the
Chinese government on 1 July 1997. Hong Kong, it is proposed, will then
become a Special Administrative Region (SAR) of the People’s Republic
of China, but will enjoy ‘a high degree of autonomy’ in a system of ‘one
country, two systems’. Under the terms of the Joint Declaration, specific
guarantees were also set out to ensure ‘the preservation of Hong Kong’s
economic, legal and social systems, and the way of life of its people for 50
years beyond 1997’ (Foreign Affairs Committee of the House of Commons,
Report, 1989).

The confidence of Hong Kong people in the terms of the Draft Agreement
(particularly after the events of June 1989 in Beijing and what many
perceive to be a subsequent ‘hardening’ of the attitudes of the Chinese
leadership) and their confidence in the future ‘stability and prosperity’
of the territory, have fluctuated wildly since 1984. At the time of writing,
confidence in the future has rarely been lower. Uncertainties relating to
the increasing exodus of local talent in the form of emigration (currently
running at around 50,000 people per annum), the right-of-abode issue
in relation to the United Kingdom, and the question of representative
government and the ‘democratization’ of Hong Kong’s political structure
all remain to be resolved.
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Sociolinguistic issues in Hong Kong

The rapid changes and resultant uncertainties in the political and social life
of Hong Kong are paralleled by changes and uncertainties in the linguistic
profile of the society. Since the Second World War, the sociolinguistic
situation in the territory has been most clearly characterized by a tension
between English, the de jure language of government, law and education,
and the dominant language of technology, commerce and international
trade, and Cantonese, which is the vernacular lingua franca of the vast
majority of Hong Kong Chinese. The prospect of social and political
changes is mirrored by the prospect of changes in the sociolinguistic
balance in the community, and many local linguists (see Pierson, 1988)
currently suggest that it is inevitable that Putonghua (the national language
of the PRC) will gain importance dramatically in the near future and may
eventually surpass both English and Cantonese in some domains of society.
The prospect, then, is one of ‘a polyglossic situation with two high and one
low language [with] Putonghua the language of politics and administration,
English the language of technology and trade, and Cantonese the language
of the family’ (Pierson, 1988).

Issues of a sociolinguistic nature, inextricably linked as they are to the
crucial political issues of the day, are therefore of acute interest in the
Hong Kong community. Such concerns, moreover, are not limited to
sociolinguistic researchers and academics in the two universities or the
two polytechnics, they are also the very stuff of daily newspaper reports
and television and radio programmes. They are the substance of daily
conversations and discussions by interested ‘lay people’ from all walks
of life and all strata of society; to a much greater extent perhaps than
is typically the case in many western societies, where issues that might
be described as ‘sociolinguistic’ in character are far less likely to make a
dramatic impact on the general population.

In this context, conferences like the Hong Kong conference potentially
have a crucial role to play. Not only can such gatherings inform and
strengthen academic work, both in Hong Kong and in the Asian region
generally, but they may also produce results in other areas as well, including
language planning, language policies and work on language in education. It
is therefore hoped that the two universities in the territory will continue to
hold regular conferences well into the foreseeable future.

In the following sections, this chapter proceeds to discuss
sociolinguistics as a field of study in terms of its development in the west, and
to attempt to provide a brief overview of current sociolinguistic theory and
research (in particular in Europe and the USA). It then goes on to present
a survey of current sociolinguistic work in a number of Asian societies.
Finally, the chapter provides a short guide to the contributions included in
the following sections (Parts 1I-V), and attempts to draw some preliminary
conclusions about the issues discussed in this, the first chapter of the volume.
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SOCIOLINGUISTICS TODAY

‘Sociolinguistics’ has been broadly defined) as ‘a branch of LINGUISTICS
which studies all aspects of the relationship between LANGUAGE and
society’ (Crystal, 1985). Whereas many sociolinguists might accept such
a formulation as a starting-point, they might also, however, contend that
such a definition is misleading. Some would argue that, whatever else,
sociolinguists are certainly not concerned with all aspects of language and
society (Trudgill, 1978a). Others might opt for an alternative gloss, one
that focuses more precisely on the linguistics of the equation, such as ‘the
study of language in its social context’ (Labov, 1972a), or ‘the study of
language in its socio-cultural context’ (Lavandera, 1988). QOthers, too,
would challenge the subordination of sociolinguistics to ‘linguistics proper’
and argue for the recognition of sociolinguistics as a discipline in its own
right (Ammon, Dittmar and Mattheier, 1987).

‘Sociolinguistics’, since its beginnings, has regularly faced a range of
issues related to the adequate definition of its terms, and there have
been frequent debates about its status as a field of study. Some see it as
a ‘discipline’ in its own right, others as an ‘interdisciplinary’ endeavour;
others view it as a part (or ‘ficld’ or ‘sub-field’) of general linguistics; while
others see it as the central focus of all linguistics, and argue, as Robert Le
Page does, that, in some senses, ‘all sociolinguistics is linguistics and all
linguistics is sociolinguistics’ (Trans., 1988).

The development of sociolinguistics

Whereas sociolinguistics is a notoriously young field of inquiry, the study
of language in relation to social life is not, and a number of accounts of
the history of sociolinguistics take due note of this. Hymes, for example,
pays tribute to such diverse influences as de Saussure, Hymes, Durkheim,
Meillet, Malinowski, Firth, Boas, Bloomfield, Sapir, Whorf, Jakobson and
Wittgenstein (see Hymes, 1972).

To some extent then, the work of linguists earlier in the century,
and specific examples would include Sapir (1921), Malinowski (1923),
Jespersen (1925), Firth (1937), Weinreich (1953) and Haugen (1956),
helped pave the way for the emergence, in the last twenty-five years or
so, of this new field. This earlier work, however, hardly anticipated the
sudden growth of sociolinguistics in the late 1960s and the early 1970s,
as witnessed by the publication of specialist academic journals in the
field (notably Language in Society and the International Journal of the
Sociology of Language), together with the rapid appearance of a large
body of published work on the study of language and society (e.g. Hertzler,
1965; Bright, 1966; Fishman, 1972a; Giglioli, 1972; Pride and Holmes,
1972; Labov, 1972a; Hymes, 1974; and Trudgill, 1974a). The reasons for
the sudden explosion of interest at this time were varied and interrelated.
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First, in the USA and Europe (Ammon, Dittmar and Mattheier, 1987),
the growing interest in the area reflected the concerns of educationalists
and sociologists in western industrialized countries about the relationship
between language and social disadvantage (and, for example, issues related
to language and social class in Britain, language and race in the USA, and
language and immigration policies in West Germany and other European
societies).

Second, there was the growing interest in sociology itself, both in
the USA, where consensus paradigms such as structural-functionalism
were predominant, and in Furope, where sociology was influenced by
a variety of ‘conflict theories’ derived from the traditions of Marx and
Weber (Giddens, 1988). Sociology as an academic discipline experienced
a rapid growth in the 1960s and early 1970s and interest in the subject
spilled over not only into the wider community (for example, through a
growing awareness in the mass media of issues related to social class and
feminism) but also into adjacent academic fields as well, of which linguistics
was one. Thus, in some senses, the growth of sociology legitimized the
interests of linguists in socially important questions, such as language
and social class, language and sex, language and race, and language and
immigration.

Third, among many linguists themselves in the 1960s dissatisfaction with
the ascendancy of Chomskyan linguistics was increasing significantly. The
central dichotomy in the Chomskyan approach between ‘competence’ and
‘performance’ (with its similarity to Saussure’s earlier distinction between
‘langue’ and ‘parole’), together with his focus on the closed-system features
of syntax, precipitated a strong reaction to the generativist orthodoxy of
the day. As Lavandera puts it, ‘a sizeable number of linguists struck out
on their own, as it were, and devoted themselves to building alternative
conceptions of language, in which its social function was regarded as
paramount’ (Lavandera, 1988). At the same time, such linguists also
began to question the Chomskyan conception of linguistic competence,
and to posit alternative theoretical constructs, most significant of which was
Hymes's (1970) model of ‘communicative competence’ (see also Hymes,
1987).

Fourth, another major influence was the redefinition and reformulation
of dialectology during this period; a process which was crucially connected
with the work of William Labov. During the late 1960s and early 1970s
Labov carried out ground-breaking work in ‘urban dialectology’ (L.abov,
1966, 1972a, 1972b) which redefined the scope and methodology of
dialectologists (and anthropologists). Thus the new ‘urban’ or ‘social’
dialectology of Labov and others (including Trudgill, 1974b) arose as
a reaction, in part, against ‘traditional dialectology’. Traditional dia-
lectologists in Europe and the USA, such as Orton and Kurath, had
been concerned to map out the regional speech-forms of typically rural
populations with largely no attention paid to social variation of any kind.
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The new dialectologists were crucially concerned with the speech of city
dwellers, and a focus on the study of the co-variation of language with social
and sociological factors (e.g. social class, age, sex) was placed at the core of
such work (Labov, 1966, 1972a, 1972b; Trudgill, 1974b, etc). Dialectology
in this period underwent a modernization, as it were, and the new urban
dialectologists began to redefine such work within the emergent field of
sociolinguistics (Chambers and Trudgill, 1980; Milroy, 1980; Romaine,
1982b) sharing objectives derived from a ‘secular linguistics’ (Labov,
1972c), which ‘aimed ultimately at improving linguistic theory and at
developing our understanding of the nature of language’ (Trudgill, 1983a;
cited in Walters, 1988).

The scope of sociolinguistics

From the beginning, sociolinguists were involved in a good deal of debate
and argumentation concerning both the goals and the scope of the new
field of study. Dell Hymes (1974) set out three important goals for
sociolinguists: (1) the social as well as the linguistic; that is, socially
oriented work with practical goals (e.g. in education, with minority groups,
and language policies); (2) socially realistic linguistics, by which was meant
work (e.g. that of Labov and his colleagues) concerned with socially
oriented approaches to ‘mainstream’ linguistic issues such as linguistic
rules, sound change, etc.; and (3) socially constituted linguistics, the most
important feature of which was that it would aim at a ‘theory of language’
not a ‘theory of grammar’, by which was meant a wide-ranging theory of
language in use, of the type favoured by Hymes himself.

In both the work cited above (Hymes, 1974) and in an earlier article
(Hymes, 1972), Hymes argued in favour of a sociolinguistics that was as
broad and as ‘interdisciplinary’, or ‘multidisciplinary’, as possible:

We find on every hand that if the goal of sociolinguistic research is
to understand language as part of social life, its approach must be
integrative. . . . It cannot be solely correlative of linguistic and social
features, as separately identified within the present frames of reference
of linguistics and other branches of the human sciences. . . . The greatest
challenge for sociolinguistic research is to develop the methods, concepts
and findings that will enable one ultimately to approach language from
the linguistic side, not only as grammar, but also as language organized
in use; from the social side, to approach social structure, cultural pattern,
values, and the like, in terms of their realization in verbal and symbolic
action. (Hymes, 1972).

Almost at the other end of the spectrum was the position taken by William
Labov. In the preface to the influential chapter on ‘The study of language
in its social context’ (1972a), Labov noted that the kind of work he
was concerned to do covered the area generally referred to as ‘general
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linguistics’, and that his concerns centred on ‘the forms of linguistic rules,
their combination into systems, the co-existence of several systems, the
evolution of these rules and systems with time’. Labov concluded his
preface with the assertion, by way of emphasis, that: ‘If there were no
need to contrast this work with the study of language out of its social
context, I would prefer to say that this was simply linguistics’.

The ‘sociology of language’ and ‘sociolinguistics’

Debates concerning the goals and scope of the field were mirrored by early
arguments about names. Joshua Fishman, in particular, was concerned to
promote the use of the term ‘sociology of language’ (Fishman, 1971, 1972a,
1972b, 1972c, etc.), although the work most easily identified with this term
comprised studies of ‘macro’ issues, such as survey work, language policies
and language planning, and the ‘sociolinguistics of society’ (Fasold, 1984).
Discussions and debate about the interdisciplinary nature of sociolinguistics
have continued up to the present day. Significantly, however, Grimshaw
(1987a) notes that up to the 1970s, if not to the present, the cross-
fertilization of sociology with linguistics has been far more noticeable in
linguistics than in the field of sociology.

Certainly, there can be little doubt of at least a uni-directional impact if
one considers the ways in which the investigative strategies and techniques
of social-scientific inquiry, e.g. methods of data collection, including survey
and questionnaire data, observation, ethnographies, data recording, etc.;
and methods of data analysis, using both quantitative (typically statistical)
techniques, or, less commonly, qualitative techniques of analysis, have
come to influence the study of language and society. The impact of
such methods and techniques on sociolinguistics has been dramatic and
far-reaching.

By the late 1970s, moreover, the term ‘sociology of language’ had come to
be seen, especially in Britain, as referring to a sub-field of ‘sociolinguistics’,
which was increasingly recognized as the superordinate term to refer to
the wide range of studies concerned with the relationship of language and
society.

‘Macro’ and ‘micro’ sociolinguistics

Another dichotomy, overlapping yet not isomorphic with that of ‘the
sociology of language’ versus ‘sociolinguistics’, also developed with ref-
erence to the classification of studies in terms of ‘macro’ versus ‘micro’
sociolinguistics (Fishman, 1972a).

Today, this opposition is discussed in a number of ways amongst
sociolinguists and sociologists. Within sociolinguistics, the ‘macro’ label
is normally attached to ‘large-scale’ studies of language use (such as
language surveys) which are concerned to describe languages in terms of
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group behaviour explained with reference to such constructs as languages,
dialects, varieties, societal multilingualism, repertoires and domains. The
‘micro’ tag is usually reserved for the description of language behaviour in
narrower detail, either as defined by the description of user characteristics
(e.g. in terms of individuals or within small groups), or in terms of the
detail accorded to linguistic description and analysis. Nevertheless, a
certain amount of imprecision exists, and different linguists use the terms
in a variety of ways; Cooper (1983), for example, distinguishes between
the ‘summative’ approach of macrosociolinguistics and the ‘interactionist’
approach of microsociolinguistics.

Similarly, within sociology, a number of related definitions have
been suggested. Grimshaw (1987b) suggests that the distinction, for
sociologists, generally marks ‘a difference in theoretical interest between
social interaction (action) and social structure — ordinarily accompanied
by a commitment to “qualitative” and “quantitative” methodologies
respectively’. Nevertheless, such a definition is only partly sufficient,
and Grimshaw goes on to examine the issues relating to the ‘level-relation’
question in considerable detail (Grimshaw, 1987b).

Within sociolinguistics the terms ‘macro’ and ‘micro’ are frequently
(and rather vaguely) used throughout the literature. Thus, a great deal
of work within ‘the sociology of language’ would be classified as macro-
sociolinguistics; although, again, this would depend on the level and type
of detail present in such work. Conversely, work in ‘secular linguistics’
(and certain kinds of studies in the ethnography of speaking, social
psychology of language and discourse analysis) is typically described as
micro-sociolinguistics.

A more detailed taxonomic framework for describing the scope of
sociolinguistics is put forward by Trudgill (1978a), which is shaped largely
by the recognition of different objectives within the field of sociolinguistics.

Objectives

Trudgill (1978a) sets out to clarify the range of issues facing sociolinguistics
by reference to the objectives of linguists working in this field (also see
Trudgill, 1988). He suggests that it is possible to divide studies of language
into three groups: ‘those where the objectives are purely sociological
or social-scientific; those where they are partly sociological and partly
linguistic; and those where the objectives are wholly linguistic’.

According to this classification, the first group of studies would comprise
the work of those linguists interested in the study of language and society
chiefly in order to make statements about society. This category would,
then, include the work of ethnomethodologists such as Garfinkel and
Turner, as well as Bernstein’s studies of ‘codes’. The second group of
studies comprises the work of those concerned to make statements about
both language and society. This second group thus comprises a wide range
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of sociolinguistic studies including discourse analysis, the ethnography of
speaking, anthropological linguistics, the sociology of language and the
social psychology of language. The third group of studies comprises the
work of linguists whose objectives are to make statements about language
and society chiefly in order to inform and illuminate areas of linguistic
inquiry, such as linguistic change, linguistic variability and the structure of
linguistic systems. In this category, Trudgill includes the ‘secular linguistics’
of William Labov, Bickerton, Le Page and others (including Trudgill
himself).

Trudgill’s classification is iluminating and relatively clear-cut. Today, it
might be argued that relatively recent subject areas in sociolinguistics, such
as ‘politics and language’ or ‘critical linguistics’ (e.g. Fowler, Hodge, Kress
and Trew, 1979; Kress and Hodge, 1979), or ‘sex and language’ (Cameron,
1985; Lakoff, 1975; and Spender, 1980), or even ‘creole sociolinguistics’
(e.g. Miihlhausler, 1986; and Romaine, 1988a) might also deserve separate
listings in such a taxonomy. Trudgill’s classification, however, framed as it is
in terms of objectives, is sufficiently robust to accommodate areas of inquiry
additional to those originally mentioned, including newer perspectives that
have emerged over the last decade or so.

Current perspectives

Since the mid-1970s, work based on the various approaches to the study
of sociolinguistics outlined in Trudgill (1978a), has expanded in scope
and depth. The work of those researchers whose interests lie chiefly at
the sociological end of the scale (e.g. ethnomethodologists and those
interested in Bernstein’s code theories) has continued to develop, and has
continued to inform work usually seen as more ‘linguistic’ in orientation
(see, for example, Schiffrin, 1988, for a recent account of the influence
of ethnomethodology or ‘conversation analysis’; and Hasan, 1988, for an
indication of Bernstein’s influence on recent work in discourse analysis).
‘Mainstream’ sociolinguistics, i.e. work by those whose objectives are
typically concerned with both society and language, has also continued
apace. Work on the ‘sociology of language’, in particular on such topics as
societal multilingualism, bilingual education, diglossia, language planning,
language policies, etc., has produced a substantial body of literature in the
last decade or so (Fishman, 1976; Fishman, Cooper and Conrad, 1977;
Spolsky and Cooper, 1978; Fasold, 1984, 1988a and 1988b, Spolsky, 1988).
Work on the ethnography of speaking and anthropological linguistics
continues to make an important contribution, particularly in the qualitative
analysis of language in use. Although work on the ethnography of speaking
was originally based, to a large extent, on Hymes’s early work (Hymes,
1964a, 1964b, etc.) the field of inquiry and research in this area has
widened in numerous ways (see, for example, Bauman and Scherzer, 1974;
Saville-Troike, 1982; Duranti, 1988). Not only has work of this kind made
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important theoretical and methodological contributions to other areas, such
as discourse analysis and applied linguistics, but cross-fertilization has taken
place in the other direction too, with practising anthropologists turning
increasingly to sociolinguistics and pragmatics for new insights concerning
the study of language (see Macdonald, 1988).

‘Discourse analysis’ serves as a wide umbrella term for a multiplicity of
studies of ‘text’, ‘conversation’, ‘talk’ and varieties of language use at a
supra-sentential level. Its scope currently subsumes work in descriptive
linguistics, psycholinguistics, artificial intelligence, pragmatics and socio-
linguistics. Sociolinguistically oriented discourse analysis includes not only
studies influenced by Hymes’s framework for the study of speech events
(Hymes, 1964a, 1964b; Saville-Troike, 1982), but also work influenced by
pragmatics, conversational analysis and ethnomethodology (Brown and
Yule, 1983; Leech, 1983; Stubbs, 1983), ‘interactional sociolinguistics’
(Gumperz, 1982a, 1982b), and is now even making inroads into areas
more closely associated with secular linguistics (see Milroy, 1988).

As far as ‘mainstream sociolinguistics’ is concerned, it is also worth noting
that work done within the ‘social psychology of language’ framework has
also grown and developed extensively. Work in this area in the early 1970s
was largely associated with ‘reactions to accent’ studies, and the study of
language attitudes (Giles and Powesland, 1975; etc.). Since that time,
however, social-psychological work on ‘intergroup’ and ‘accommodation’
theory (Giles and St Clair, 1977; Giles and Byrne, 1982) and a wide variety
of other topics (see Giles, Coupland and Wiemann, 1988, and Giles, 1988, in
Parts I1] and V of this volume) has widened considerably in range and focus.
Today, studies of this kind occupy a central position in sociolinguistics,
with important contributions at the level of theory, methodology and
findings.

Finally, we could also consider recent trends in secular linguistics, or
‘quantitative sociolinguistics’, as it is often called. Labov’s work in the
1960s and 1970s in New York has been followed by a series of associated
studies in a number of different speech communities, including Detroit
(Shuy, Wolfram and Riley, 1966; Wolfram, 1969), Montreal (Sankoff
and Cedergren, 1971; Sankoff, D. and Sankoff, G., 1973; Cedergren
and Sankoff, 1974), Norwich (Trudgill, 1974b), and Sydney (Horvath,
1985).

Important work of a somewhat different kind has been carried out in
Belfast by James and Lesley Milroy (Milroy, J. and Milroy, L., 1978;
Milroy, L., 1980; Milroy, L., 1987). The Milroys have, in their work,
rejected a methodology based purely on correlations of linguistic variation
with sociological variables such as social class, age, sex and prestige, and
have instead turned to an explanation of group, and ‘social network’,
membership as a causative factor in accounting for linguistic variation in
speech communities, thereby extending and deepening earlier work in the
Labovian framework (see Milroy, I., 1988a; Milroy, L., 1988).



Kingsley Bolton 15

A third type of approach within secular linguistics has been the con-
tribution of Robert Le Page and Andrée Tabouret-Keller. Whereas Labov’s
work has been typically ‘system-based’ in his explanation of linguistic
variation and the Milroys’ work has been ‘network-based’ (Walters, 1988),
Le Page emphasizes that the locus of all linguistic activity is the individual.
Le Page’s work on creole-speaking communities in Belize and St Lucia (Le
Page, 1972, 1978, etc.) and a number of other settings (Le Page, 1988a),
has helped Le Page to shape a durable and powerful theory of language
behaviour as ‘acts of identity’ (Le Page, 1968; Le Page and Tabouret-Keller,
1985). Le Page’s identity theory has also had a major impact on current
work throughout the whole field of sociolinguistics (Hudson, 1980; Trudgill,
1983b; J. Milroy, 1988a).

Other influential work in the field of secular linguistics has been
carried out on socio-historical linguistics and pidgins and creoles by
Suzanne Romaine (Romaine, 1982a, 1982b, 1988a, 1988b), who has also
produced important work on an impressively wide range of other topics
in sociolinguistics as well, including language acquisition and bilingualism
(Romaine, 1984, 1989).

Trudgill’s work has also extended from an earlier concentration on
‘quantitative sociolinguistics’ to encompass a number of other interests
within secular linguistics, including ‘geolinguistics’ (Trudgill, 1983a, 1983b;
1986; 1988, this volume), as well as extensive interests throughout the
whole field of sociolinguistics and applied sociolinguistics (Trudgill, 1974a;
Hughes and Trudgill, 1979; Trudgill and Hannah, 1982; Trudgill, 1984a;
Trudgill, 1984b).

The expansion of the whole field in the last decade or so, in terms of
both the scope and quantity of sociolinguistic studies, can be attested to
at a number of different levels. First, over the last fifteen years or so,
there have been an increasing number of textbooks which have aimed
at introducing university students to the subject of sociolinguistics. These
include Fishman (1972a), Trudgill (1974b), Dittmar (1976), Hudson (1980),
Penalosa (1981), Chaika (1982), Fasold (1984, 1990), Downes (1984),
Montgomery (1986), and Wardhaugh (1986). By definition almost, these
texts present only a partial coverage of the field, and, as introductions,
summarize a range of research findings on the subject, usually from
an Anglo-American perspective (although Dittmar, 1976, is an obvious
exception here).

Second, at another level, over the years there have also appeared a
number of highly influential collections and anthologies aimed chiefly at
academics; and collectively these have augmented other work and have
helped to establish a definitive canon of sociolinguistic literature. Work
at this level thus includes such collections as Bright (1966), Hymes (1964a,
1964b), Fishman (1972d), Giglioli (1972), Gumperz and Hymes (1972),
Trudgill (1978b), Ferguson and Heath (1981), Pride and Holmes (1972),
Romaine (1982a, 1982b), and Trudgill (1984b).
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Recent surveys of sociolinguistic studies

Two recent collections of pa)pers on sociolinguistics have been published
in the last few years, and both set out to present surveys of contemporary
sociolinguistic work over a wide range of areas. These are Language: the
socio-cultural context, volume IV of Linguistics: the Cambridge Survey
(1988), edited by Frederick Newmeyer, and Sociolinguistics: an inter-
national handbook of the science of language and society, volume I (1987)
and volume II (1988), edited by Ulrich Ammon, Norbert Dittmar and Klaus
J. Mattheier.

The Newmeyer volume assigns sociolinguistics a slot as a sub-field of
linguistics, which, by implication at least, is complementary to the study
of ‘linguistics proper’. The volume is dominated by North American
contributions (9 out of 14), and surveys a range of sociolinguistic issues
including dialectology, secular linguistics, the sociology of language, creole
studies, discourse analysis, the ethnography of speaking, and language and
gender. The Ammon, Dittmar and Matthcier Handbook is a massive
work (amounting to almost two thousand pages), which is altogether
more comprehensive and more ambitious. The objectives of the editors
are not only to provide a state-of-the-art review of current work (at the
level of theory and research), but also to relate the results of sociolinguistic
research to applied fields and neighbouring disciplines, and simultaneously
to chart the impact that other disciplines, especially those of the social
sciences, have made on sociolinguistics.

In the Handbook, sociolinguistics is explicitly seen as a ‘discipline’
(albeit multidisciplinary in its foundations and applications) in its own
right, informed by a distinct body of theory, with its own set of research
practices, and its own priorities, issues and applications. The Handbook
thus surveys the field from both a disciplinary and an interdisciplinary
perspective. The two volumes are divided into broad sections which
deal with topic areas such as sociolinguistic theory, including sections
on ‘theoretical aspects’ (10 articles), ‘basic sociolinguistic concepts’ (19
articles), ‘the history of sociolinguistics as a discipline’ (7 articles), and
‘historical sociolinguistics’ (16 articles). Second, there are groupings of
articles relating to sociolinguistic research and analysis, with sections on
‘social problems, theoretical approaches and research results’ (27 articles),
‘problems of method’ (20 articles) and ‘research practice’ (20 articles).

The view of sociolinguistics as an interdisciplinary and multidisciplinary
field is embedded in many other articles in the work which are grouped
according to such sections as ‘basic sociological and socio-psychological con-
cepts’ (20 articles), and ‘neighbouring and auxiliary disciplines’ (7 articles).
The former section thusincludes papers on such topics as age, class, ethnicity,
domain, social networks and identity. The neighbouring disciplines that are
identified include psycholinguistics, social psychology, ethnology,
sociology, dialect geography, social geography and political economy.
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The work also acknowledges applied sociolinguistics in a section on
‘application’, comprising a selection of work (13 articles) on such topics
as language policies, international languages, speech therapy and rhetoric.
Finally, volume II also contains a section on problem areas, which consists
of 24 articles (written largely from a macro-sociolinguistic, ‘sociology
of language’ perspective) surveying the sociolinguistic scene in such
diverse areas as Brazil, Peru, the Caribbean, the USA, Canada, Belgium,
Switzerland, Spain, Italy, Scandinavia, the USSR, the Arabian language
regions, Africa, South Africa, India, Singapore, Papua-New Guinea, China
and Japan.

The Handbook is impressive for a number of reasons. First, it sets out
to argue for the recognition of sociolinguistics as an autonomous discipline
identified by its own body of theory, research practices and methodology,
with its own areas of interest and applied studies. Second, in its discussion of
interdisciplinary (or multidisciplinary) influences it attempts to account for
the influence of theories from adjacent areas of enquiry such as sociology,
social psychology and political science with a degree of systematicity and
detail rarely attempted in any previously published works.

Third, and most strikingly, the selection of a wide range of contributions
from a variety of European and East European sources contributes a strong
collective European statement on sociolinguistics which provides a healthy
counterpoint to the normal Anglo-American dominance in the literature.
Of the 193 articles in the Handbook, 145 are from European sources,
including 78 from West Germany, 17 from eastern Europe and the Soviet
Union, and other contributions from Austria, Belgium, Bntain, Holland,
Sweden, Switzerland and Denmark. The Handbook is also a ‘bilingual’
anthology, with 98 of the articles written in German and 95 in English.
The strength of this European contribution to the Handbook has already
been acknowledged by Hymes who notes in a recent review that ‘the large
and growing body of German language publications in the last 25 years
or so has had scant attention in English language literature . . . it is now
impossible to ignore it’ (Hymes, 1989).

With only a few exceptions, ‘regional’ (i.e. non-Anglo-American)
perspectives have only sporadically established their credit in the inter-
national (i.e. English-language) literature on sociolinguistics. Attempts at
establishing alternative approaches have sometimes also been hampered by
the ideological baggage of political orthodoxies of various kinds. Jutronic-
Tihomirovic, in a review of two English-language introductions to Soviet
sociolinguistics (Svejcer, 1986; Svejcer and Nikol'skij, 1986), notes that,
although both authors criticize western sociolinguistics in terms of the
‘foreign science’ of ‘bourgeois linguistics’ practised by ‘foreign scholars’,
there is only a cursory discussion of the underlying issues (Jutronié-
Tihomirovié, 1989). In other areas, ideology of a different order has
also attached itself to the sociolinguistics of national language choice
and language development in post-colonial settings (Coulmas, 1988).
Nevertheless, ideological and regional boundaries vary greatly in their
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determinacy and it would be misleading at present to suggest that there
were neatly defined schools of ‘North American’, ‘British’, ‘German’,
‘Soviet’, or, indeed, ‘Asian’ sociolinguistics.

‘Western sociolinguistics’ versus ‘Asian sociolinguistics’

The case for ‘western sociolinguistics’, although fraught with many diffi-
culties on many levels, is probably easier to establish, however, than the
case for any other ‘regional’ branch of the discipline. First, the origins
and development of contemporary sociolinguistics as a field of study
are closely associated with a group of western scholars that includes
Fishman, Gumperz, Hymes and Labov from the USA, and Le Page,
the Milroys, Romaine, Trudgill and others from Britain. Second, the
theoretical demarcation of ‘sociolinguistics’ as a distinct field of study
occurred largely as a reaction to debates and issues that arose within
the 1960s in the USA and Europe (see the section on ‘the development
of sociolinguistics’, p. 8-10). Within the 1970s and early 1980s, moreover,
the priorities of sociolinguistics varied markedly between the developed
world, i.e. the west, and the ‘developing world’, which would include most
societies in Central and South America, Africa and Asia.

In the developed world, where perceptions of language issues were
influenced by stereotypes of such societies as relatively socially stabilized
and socially stratified speech communities, the tendency was for sociolin-
guistics to concern itself with social dialect variation and immigrant language
policies. In the developing world, by contrast, the issues of multilingualism,
national language policies and questions related to the choice and uses of
languages in education were usually perceived as the most vital issues of the
day (Mackey, 1983). Even here, however, the methods that were used in
studying such questions were often explicitly western-oriented, in that they
based their approaches to the study of language in society on theoretical
models which had come from the west; including, for example, models
of multilingualism derived from western scholarship in ‘the sociology of
language’ tradition.

Today, throughout the non-western world generally, the dominant
research paradigms followed by those working in the field of sociolinguistics
are everywhere heavily influenced by western theories, research practices
and traditions of scholarship; with many of the leading sociolinguists in
Asia, for example, having first studied the subject at graduate schools in
Britain and the USA. At the Hong Kong conference, contributors from
the Asian region, commenting on the development of sociolinguistics
in the various countries of the region, repeatedly made mention of
the influence of the ‘western’ sociolinguistics in shaping the study of
language and society in such communities as India, Singapore and Japan
(see pp. 25-40). Typically, individual societies within the region might
point to long-established traditions of literary stylistics, phonology, or
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dialectology, but acknowledge that in recent years the newly emergent
field of sociolinguistics, in their academic communities, owed a much
greater debt to the western tradition of sociolinguistics from the USA
and Britain. In this sense, then, to speak of Asian sociolinguistics may
be far less appropriate than to refer to sociolinguistics in Asia. Following
on from this, we also need to at least mention a number of related,
and potentially difficult, issues. If it is broadly correct to assert that
sociolinguistics in Asia today is dominated (especially at a theoretical
level) by western approaches to the study of language and society, how
then can this be accounted for?

One possible explanation might in general terms refer to the current
hegemony of western academic thought across the humanities generally,
which would seem to involve a complex variety of casual factors, historical,
social scientific and educational, related to the development of western
traditions of scholarship, the place of the arts and social sciences within
western universities, and also the material reality of educational funding
and the comparative wealth of western tertiary institutions.

A second explanation is more specifically addressed, in one of the few
articles (at least in the international literature) on this subject, by Jernudd
(1981). In a paper entitled ‘Planning language treatment: linguistics for
the Third World’, Jernudd makes a powerful case against the uncritical
‘importation’ of western linguistics into developing societies:

Linguistics, which is a western creation . . . threatens the respect for,
excellence in, and sensitivity of native-language study in the LDC’s
[less developed countries] because of the effects on the indigenous
system of importation of ‘modern’, ‘international’ linguistics from
‘developed’ countries. . . . With modern methods come claims that
their practitioners’ performance is superior to that of traditionally
trained language specialists. Such claims are not based on the linguists’
contribution to the speech community but are a result of the high value
placed on imported ideas and the desire to emulate at home methods that
have succeeded abroad. The traditionally stable support structure for
native languages is threatened and the consequences would be linguistic
uncertainty, academic conflict, and uncertainties in pedagogical method
for teaching the native language in school.

Jernudd suggests that the ‘Anglo-American domination’ in linguistics in
the developing world is partly the result of historical factors linked to
colonialism, and the continued interest of Britain and France, for example,
in promoting their languages throughout Africa, the Middle East and Asia.
Another reason is the dependency of scholars on ‘western models and
language interests’, including journals and other norms of international
scholarship, as well as the links between the teaching of linguistics and
the teaching of English in many universities in the developing world where
English is also frequently used as a medium of instruction. Finally, Jernudd
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concludes that ‘the full development of local, national, and regional
languages may reciprocally liberate English for use as a truly international
language, a role that today is tarnished by the misuse of English to prevent
the economic, sociopolitical and cultural advancement of those who do not
possess it’ (Jernudd, ibid.).

A number of Asian societies might resent (or, indeed, no longer qualify
for) the title of ‘less developed country’, but, nevertheless, a number of
the issues Jernudd discusses do find a resonance within such communities.
In Singapore and Hong Kong, for example, English-medium university
education is the norm, and the practice of sociolinguistics (in terms of
both teaching and research) is often closely associated with the teaching
of English studies and the English-language literature on the subject.

In such settings as these, the (literally) thousands of students studying
the subject (Luke, 1988; Tay, 1988b) are inevitably exposed to introductory
textbooks chiefly written for university students in the relatively ‘stable
speech communities’ of the west; they are presented mainly with western
paradigms of research; and the learning of sociolinguistics is typically
associated with English sociolinguistics, in a variety of forms. In other
Asian societies, the challenge from both the western (socio-) linguistics
‘establishment’ and the expansionist tendencies of English referred to by
Jernudd has been countered in a number of ways. In the Philippines,
sociolinguists such as Andrew Gonzalez (se¢ Gonzalez, 1988a) have
been concerned to extend language planning theory and research to
aid in the cultivation and ‘intellectualization’ of Filipino for educational
purposes, and in Malaysia high priority in recent years has been placed on
developing the national language to replace English in key domains such
as government and education, including university education (Ward and
Hewstone, 1985). In addition, there have been a range of other responses
from individual Asian nations, such as India, Singapore and Japan, which
have been shaped by the particular needs of their communities (see the
next section of this chapter, ‘Sociolinguistics in Asia’, which deals with
these issues in some detail).

The issues Jernudd raises deserve attention in much greater detail than
one can attempt to offer here, as they raise huge questions not only for
sociolinguistics, but also for education, political science, sociology and
international relations, about which one would feel minimally competent
to comment. One might, however, at least try to indicate a number of
possible arguments, as these questions are both important and
difficult.

They are important because the general dominance of ‘western” models
of linguistics and sociolinguistics does seem to be currently all-pervasive (as
many of the accounts in the next section of this chapter, ‘Sociolinguistics in
Asia’, testify). In a significant way, the western pre-eminence in approaches
to sociolinguistics parallels the similar dominance of western approaches to
applied linguistics, and language teaching, in many societies throughout the



Kingsley Bolton 21

world. In a 1984 essay entitled ‘The secret life of methods’, Jack Richards
mentions the way in which Anglo-American approaches to language
teaching have been disseminated internationally, and the significant role
played in this process by the apparent fortunate convergence of interest of
western educational agencies (such as the USIS and the British Council)
and the interests of Anglo-American publishing houses (Richards, 1984).
A case, then, might also be made that a similar process has occurred in the
‘selling’ of western linguistics and sociolinguistics as ‘academic products’ to
developing societies’ and other, overseas, universities (Jernudd, 1981).

For those of us, in particular, working at English-medium institutions
in Asia (and ‘western linguists’ working at other Asian universities,
one would imagine) these arguments do carry weight. At the same time,
however, they are also difficult; not least because there is an alternative
case to be made in defence of a ‘western sociolinguistics’. And that
alternative case might be most clearly made in terms of an appeal to
‘internationalism’; which would not only imply, for Asian academics, for
example, membership of an ‘international academic community’ (which
would seem desirable for all), but, also, and more importantly, the free
and unfettered transmission and exchange of ideas and information across
international frontiers; in spite of international politics, in spite of ethnic
and racial tensions, in spite of all the control and manipulation that exists
within societies as political entities and within the educational systems in
those societies; in spite of, to use Le Page’s words, ‘the millstones of
politics, economics, religion, and ethics’ (Le Page, 1984). Notwithstanding
the west’s own millstones of embedded ideologies, the counter-argument
would suggest that western linguistics and sociolinguistics, then, perform
an important role in providing international mechanisms for the relatively
free exchange of ideas and information.

At the Hong Kong conference, a related argument was raised by
Davies, who described the role of sociolinguistics (and all linguistics) as
‘liberating’, in the sense that ‘it provides views of language and language
learning which take away from myths about either’ (Davies, 1988b). In
many Asian societies, the sociolinguistic decision-making of politicians
and educationalists has often been guided by responses to stereotypes of
ethnicity, nationality and race; and the linkage between these stereotypes
and stereotypes of ‘national’, ‘official’ and ‘named languages’. Questions
relating to the ethnocentricity of nationally defined traditions of linguistics
have been raised by Loveday (1986) and Umeda (1988b) in the discussion
of sociolinguistics in Japan, but tensions of this kind also extend throughout
many Asian societies. In these circumstances, ‘western sociolinguistics’ may
also have a liberating role to play.

In this context, the best one could hope for might be a ‘creative
pluralism’, however naive this may sound, which would accommodate
both ‘local’ and ‘international’ (or ‘western’) traditions within the Asian
region. But the problems Jernudd refers to are real issues in many Asian
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contexts and they obviously deserve as much sensitivity (and as much
tolerance) as possible; on all sides, from scholars working from both ‘local’
and ‘international’ perspectives.

There is also another sense in which it is misleading, if not simply
erroneous, to speak of ‘Asian sociolinguistics’, and this is crucially linked
to the whole question of the status of the term ‘Asia’ and the range of
meanings that attach themselves to it. As Said (1978), and others have
pointed out, the term ‘Asia’ itself (together with the associated lexicon
which includes the ‘Orient’, the ‘East’, the ‘Far East’, and so on) largely
came into currency as an artefact of western geographers and ‘orientalists’
in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries; in order to internalize an
‘Orient’ of academic manageability, as much for psychic as for geographical
purposes. The term ‘Asia’, therefore, has little geographical specificity, and
it is more usual today, in regional discussions, to refer to the Asian region
in terms of subregions such as South Asia (Bangladesh, India, Pakistan, Sri
Lanka), South-East Asia (Brunei, Burma, Indonesia, Cambodia, Laos,
Malaysia, the Philippines, Singapore, Thailand and Vietnam) and East
Asia (China, Korea and Japan). Alternatively, with some overlap, other
terms such as ‘Oceania’ (which would include the Pacific islands) and the
‘Asian-Pacific Rim’ (South-East Asia, East Asia, Australia, New Zealand
and the west coast of the Americas) are also widely used.

Despite reservations about the term ‘Asia’, however, the next section of
this chapter will attempt to provide an ‘overview’ of some of the regional
sociolinguistic issues that were raised at the Hong Kong conference. At
the conference, the regional participants came from South, South-East
and East Asia, and I shall use the term ‘Asia’ to refer collectively to
countries in these regions for the purposes of our discussion. It is felt
that it is important to include such an overview of ‘regional’ sociolinguistic
issues for a number of reasons. First, there is the need to inform a
wider international audience about sociolinguistics in Asia today; and,
second, there is an equal need to inform academics and researchers in
individual societies in the Asian region about developments in adjacent
communities. Third, there is also a pressing need simply because of the
almost complete dearth of books and articles which provide an overall
guide to sociolinguistic issues from a regional perspective (although notable
exceptions here would include Kuo, 1986; Noss, 1982; and Noss, 1984,
on South-East Asia; Sebeok, 1967, on East Asia and South-East Asia;
and Sebeok, 1971, on Oceania). There have also been markedly few
international journals in the past for whom the study of sociolinguistics
in the Asian region has been a major concern (although, again, it has to be
emphasized that a crucial exception here has been the International Journal
of the Sociology of Language (IISL), which, under the editorship of Joshua
Fishman, has consistently made major contributions in establishing and
promoting sociolinguistics in Asia, in particular, through the publication
of an important series of IJSL ‘special issues’ devoted to various Asian
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perspectives). From 1990 an important new journal is to be published,
however, which will be directly concerned with such issues. This journal is
entitled the Journal of Asian Pacific Communication, and will be edited by
Howard Giles, of the University of California, Santa Barbara, and Herbert
Pierson, of the Chinese University of Hong Kong. The Journal of Asian
Pacific Communication thus promises to make a vital contribution in this
area in coming years.

It should also be noted that the following section on ‘Sociolinguistics
in Asia’ represents a synthesis of two broad sources of information.
The first source was a search of the literature on sociolinguistics in the
Asia region and research on the subject. A second, extremely valuable,
source was the Hong Kong conference itself, where participants from the
various Asian communities presented position papers on sociolinguistics
(including sociolinguistic issues, and the teaching of sociolinguistics) within
their own societies. Acknowledgements to the various position papers are
cited throughout this section.

It is intended, then, that this section will serve both as a regional survey
and also as a resource for researchers, of whatever background, who
are interested in the sociolinguistics of individual Asian societies. The
treatment of issues in such societies, however, is necessarily brief (and
frequently simplistic), but it is hoped that the bibliographical information
which is included will serve as a useful guide to more detailed research on
particular issues (especially for scholars from outside the region, who may
be unaware of the range of literature available on specific societies).

SOCIOLINGUISTICS IN ASIA

As indicated in the previous section, any attempts to characterize ‘Asian’
societies in terms of broadly shared characteristics that discretely demarcate
such societies from ‘the west’, would not only be ideologically suspect, but
would also be essentially erroneous. The Asian region, as it has been
defined, includes a wide range of societies remarkable not so much for
their similarities, but more for the individualities of their sociolinguistic
situations.

Nevertheless, in spite of the heavy qualifications that have already
been made, there are a number of obvious connections across national
boundaries that might be pointed out. First, in South Asia and South-East
Asia, a large number of communities face language policy questions related
to language planning in post-colonial contexts; such societies would include
India, Malaysia, the Philippines, Singapore and Indonesia (not represented
at the conference), and also, at a rather different level, Hong Kong and
Macau. For some of these socicties, the response to such questions has
been the promotion of an indigenous national language, as in the case
of Malaysia and the Philippines. For others, the answer has been to
compromise by adopting English as an ‘ethnically neutral’ language of
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wider communication for some official purposes, such as government and
education, within their societies, as is the case of India and Singapore.

Second, within the Asian region, a number of shared interests and aims
are also grouped around the Association of South-East Asian Nations
(ASEAN) block of countries. Not only do the ASEAN societies ~
Brunei, Indonesia, Malaysia, the Philippines, Singapore and Thailand
- share membership of ASEAN, and the complex of political and
commercial interests associated with this association, but individual
member states share other linguistic and ethnic similaritics as well.
Malay, for example, (or varieties of Malay, at least) is the chosen
national language of four countries in South-East Asia: Indonesia,
Malaysia, Singapore and Brunei. Within ASEAN, this shared heritage
of the Malay language is at least perceived as a factor contributing to
some kind of transnational solidarity. As Noss (1984) puts it: ‘Since
Bahasa Malaysia, Bahasa Indonesia, and Malay are in effect varieties
of the same language, it can be said that, in one sense, there are only
three separate national languages occurring in ASEAN countrics. The
national language of the Philippines also belongs to the same language
family, so that, in this sense, Thai is the odd man out.” In addition,
Malaysia and Indonesia have also co-operated on language planning with
reference to the promotion of Bahasa Malaysia and Bahasa Indonesia for
the last decade or so in their respective communities (see pp. 25-40).

Third, the sociolinguistic concerns of virtually all the societies in the
Asian region, including China, Japan and Thailand, who avoided European
colonialism in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries (at least in terms of
total military and territorial domination), are partly shaped today by the
need or desire to promote the learning of English as an international
language (see, for example, the sections on Japan, pp. 31-3, and
Thailand, pp. 39-40). In all societies in Asia, the English language still
has strong associations with higher education, internationalism, modernity
and, at a personal level, job mobility and carcer advancement.

In spite of the fact that we are able to make ‘connections’ (however
broad) such as these across national boundaries in the Asian region, it
would also be foolish to lose sight of both the diversity of the individual
communities concerned, and the complexity of the issues facing socio-
linguists in such societies. During the course of the Hong Kong conference,
Le Page made the point that, in many aspects, not only were Asian
societies some of the most diverse and fascinating but also ‘some of the
most sociolinguistically racked and tormented countries of the world’,
and part of the problem, here, Le Page emphasized, was that, within
sociolinguistics in Asia, ‘there seems to be an obsession, at an official or
educational level with named languages and not a great deal [is] said about
actual communication that goes on . . . how people actually communicate
rather than what governments and universities do with named languages’
(Trans., 1988; see also Le Page, 1988a).
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The confusion between standard languages and vernacular languages, or
named languages and actual behaviour (or, at another level, between what
people think they do when they engage in language behaviour and what
they actually do) is not something that is peculiar to language studies in
Asia, but Le Page’s admonition is perhaps appropriate when considering
the summary of ‘sociolinguistics in Asia’ that follows now. The summary of
Asian language issues presented here is, of course, reductive in effect (on
a number of levels), but it is hoped, nevertheless, that it will go some way
towards directing scholars to a more detailed and less simplistic investigation
of language issues in the respective societies. This section will first consider
sociolinguistics in those countries represented at the conference, and then
add a short bibliography covering recent work in other Asian societies.

China

In linguistic, demographic and geographical terms, the diversity and
complexities of the sociolinguistic situation in the People’s Republic of
China are immense.

The demographics of the language situation in China can be broadly
summarized as follows: of a total population of 1,032 million people,
93% identify themselves as Han (‘Chinese’). In addition, there are fifty-
five other nationalities, who occupy a sensitive position within China’s
multinational state, with their speakers accounting for only 6.7% of the
total population, but crucially occupying 60% of the society’s total area
of land. The Han language serves as a standard language in both the PRC
and Taiwan, and in spoken form ‘Putonghua’ is a lingua franca between
speakers of the various languages and dialects intra-nationally. The ten
largest minority (i.e. non-Han) languages of the PRC are Zhuang (with
approximately 13.4 million speakers), Hui (7.2 million), Uygur (6 million),
Yi (5.5 million), Miao (5 million), Tibetan (3.9 million), Mongolian (3.4
million), Manchu (4.3 million), Bouyei (2.1 million) and Korean (1.8
million); see Cheng and Pasierbsky (1988).

Minority nationalities are recognized partly through a system of ‘auton-
omous regions’ in the PRC. Such regions include Inner Mongolia, Zhuang,
Tibet, Hui and Uygur. The constitution of the nation formally grants
the freedom to minority nationalities to use their languages and the ten
Institutes for Minority Nationalities which exist devote a significant part
of their energies to the printing of minority language material. In spite
of the recognition granted to minority languages (which also extends to
media broadcasts and the law courts), the Chinese government has also
been concerned to promote the use of ‘the Han language’, i.e. the spoken
form (Putonghua) together with the Han writing system (Standard Written
Chinese).

The various Han dialect groups in the PRC can be classified in terms
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of eight dialect groups (this system of classification is not uncontroversial,
however; see Li and Thompson, 1987). These are set out in Table 1.1.

Table 1.1 The major Han dialect groups in China

Dialect group Estimated promotion of
the Han-speaking population

Northern dialect group
(Beijing, Nanjing and

Chongging) 71.9%
Jiangsu-Zhejian 8.5%
Hunan 4.8%
Jiangxi 2.2%
Hakka (Kejia) 3.7%
Northern Min (Fujian) 1.3%
Southern Min (Fujian) 2.5%
Cantonese (Guangdong) 51%

Source: Cheng and Pasierbsky, 1988

The majority of the Han population, Cheng and Pasierbsky (1988) suggest,
‘looks down on the way of life minorities live as being “primitive”’, and, in
effect, non-Han nationality areas have either been colonized by establishing
Han settlers in large numbers in non-Han areas, or by ‘gerrymandering’
the administrative borders of government to divide ethnic groups, as is
the case with the Zhuang, who are divided among the Guangxi Zhuang
Administrative Region, and the provinces of Guizhou, Guangdong and
Yunnan.

Language planning in the PRC since the revolution has been presented
in the form of a national ‘language reform policy’ (De Francis, 1953,
1967; Lehmann, 1975; Seybolt, 1979; Cheng and Pasierbsky, 1988; Chen,
1988). This policy attempts to tackle four main issues: (1) illiteracy, (2)
the development and promotion of a standard national language, (3) the
promotion of simplified Chinese characters, and (4) the promotion of
the Latinized alphabetic writing system, ‘Pinyin’, for certain specialist
purposes.

An attempt to tackle these issues along the policy guidelines set down by
the national government would represent a massive undertaking even for
the most economically and technologically advanced societies of the world.
Given the demographics and economics of a society like China, the task
of implementation almost defies description. Illiteracy, for example, was
estimated at over 95% at the time of the communist revolution in 1949,
and is still a major problem. The total of illiterates and semi-literates is
now estimated at 230 million, and problems in this area are exacerbated
by the obvious difficulties associated with the writing system (Cheng and
Pasierbsky, 1988).

Similar difficulties have attached themselves to the policy to promote
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Putonghua (‘common speech’) throughout the nation; and the status and
use of many dialects and other varieties is uncertain. Official policy seems
to be the promotion of Putonghua in public life and the tolerance of regional
varieties in private use, but it is currently impossible on available data to
assess precisely to what extent the former objective has been achieved.

A simplified writing system was first introduced in 1956; by 1964, 2,000
characters had been simplified and this work has continued to the present
day. There is strong resistance to the elimination of a character-based
writing system, as the system is associated with a vast complex of historical
and cultural values related to the great tradition of national thought and
identity. Nevertheless, a phoneticized, romanized system of transcription,
‘Pinyin’, was introduced in 1958 and is used for a range of specialist
functions today, including extensive use in the domain of education for
language teaching; use in dictionaries; use in sighs and on packages for
manufactured goods; use in writing systems for minority languages; and
use as the international standard for Chinese place-names.

At the Hong Kong conference, Shikai Zhao of the Chinese Academy of
Social Sciences reported on the scope of sociolinguistic studies in the PRC,
making the initial comment that sociolinguistic studies had developed only
in the last ten years or so. In particular, Zhao reported on the symposium
on sociolinguistics held in Beijing in December 1987, which was the first
national conference on sociolinguistics to be held in China. The conference
was attended by some seventy participants from twenty provinces. The
papers presented at the Beijing Symposium covered five main areas: (1)
the scope and methodology of sociolinguistics; (2) linguistic variation;
(3) bilingualism and bidialectalism; (4) ‘speech communication’; and (5)
language and culture. There was considerable discussion on a number of
these questions, Zhao reported. As far as the ‘scope’ of the subject was
concerned, some saw sociolinguistics as an integral part of linguistics,
while others viewed it as a subject that was essentially interdisciplinary in
nature.

At the 1987 Beijing conference, papers on linguistic variation considered
the relationship between sociological factors such as age, sex, occupation,
etc., and language variation, and the relationship between language
variation and standardization. The discussions of bilingualism and bidia-
lectalism typically focused on the relationship between Putonghua and
various regional dialects, linguistic minorities, and diglossia in Chinese
society. The section on speech communication was essentially concerned
with the analysis of linguistic interaction with reference to discourse
analysis, rhetoric and pragmatics. The section on language and culture
included a number of papers on such diverse topics as politeness in speech,
jargon, place-names, and the language of advertising.

In addition to the key citations given above (noting especially the
excellent review of contemporary sociolinguistics by Cheng and Pasierbsky,
1987), other references on Chinese sociolinguistics include Chen, E. S. H.
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(1988); Chen, J. (1988); Chen, S. C. (1988), Chen, P. (1988); Cheng (1986);
Davies, P. (1988); Dil (1976); Egerod, (1967); Grabe and Kaplan (1985);
Hao (1988); Jernudd (1986); Kalmar, Zhong and Ziao (1987); Lin (1988);
Liu (1986); Parker and Parker (1987); Pride and Liu (1988); Rohsenow
(1986); Sun (1988); Wang, D. X. (1988); You (1988); Zhang, X. (1988);
Zhang, Y. C. (1988); Zhao (1988a, 1988b); and Zhou (1986),

Hong Kong and Macau

Whereas a number of Asian societies, such as India, Indonesia, Malaysia,
Singapore and the Philippines, are attempting to deal with pressing
sociolinguistic issues related to language planning and national self-
development in post-colonial contexts, Hong Kong and Macau are unique
in the Asian region in that their societies still have the formal status of
European colonial territories, of Britain and Portugal respectively. This
is an anachronistic and temporary situation, and the sovereignty of the
territories will revert to the PRC in 1997, in the case of Hong Kong, and
in 1999, in the case of Macau.

In Hong Kong, English is an official language of law and government,
although Chinese was granted co-official status in 1974. In addition,
English is widely used in secondary and tertiary education, and is the
de facto language of international business, finance and trade. In Macau,
Portuguese is the official language of government and law, and the language
of the small number of Portuguese administrators that remain in the
territory. English is also widely used in Macau as the language of banking,
commerce and tourism, and it is also used as the major language of
instruction at the newly established University of East Asia.

In Hong Kong and Macau, the lingua franca for the vast majority of the
population is Cantonese. In addition to Cantonese, a wide range of other
Chinese varieties, including ‘non-standard’ Cantonese dialects, together
with other Chinese dialects such as Hakka, Chiu Chow, Hokkien and,
increasingly, Putonghua, are used in the territory. Multidialectalism in
Chinese thus overlaps with multilingualism in English and other ‘foreign’
languages.

In quantitative terms, the vast majority (around 98%) of the population
would claim Cantonese or ‘Chinese’ as a mother tongue, but in qualitative
terms, the impact of English in the key administrative and international
domains has been of crucial significance in aiding Hong Kong's remarkable
economic growth and social development in the period since the Second
World War. At the same time, conditions in the territory have also helped
create a distinctive local sense of belonging and identity, marked by a
compromise or hybridization, between ‘traditional’ Chinese values on the
one hand, and western or ‘international’ values on the other. Thus, what is
at stake in the negotiations and positioning over the future of the territory
is not just the question of the survival of an enclave of western capitalism
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in southern China, but also the survival of a sense of ethnicity or identity,
amongst ‘Hong Kong people’ themselves.

One immediate sociolinguistic correlate of such an identity, moreover,
is that Hong Kong people recognize the values of internationalism and
modernity that attach themselves to bilingualism in the English language
(Bolton and Kwok, 1990; Bolton and Luke, forthcoming). Linguistic
tensions in the community, however, not only are linked to the balance, at
a societal level, between English and Chinese, but also extend, as was noted
in an earlier section of this chapter, to the relationship between Cantonese
and Putonghua (Pierson, 1988).

At the Hong Kong conference, K. K. Luke of the University of Hong
Kong described the sociolinguistic situation, with reference mainly to the
teaching of sociolinguistics and research in the field. Sociolinguistics is
currently taught at both universities, the Chinese University of Hong
Kong and the University of Hong Kong, and at the two polytechnics,
the Hong Kong Polytechnic and City Polytechnic. At undergraduate level,
large numbers of university students opt for courses in the subject, but the
situation at postgraduate level, it was reported, was far less impressive,
with very small numbers of students opting for sociolinguistic studies
at PhD level. The research picture for academics was described as far
more encouraging, with local researchers carrying out work on a wide
range of issues, including research on Chinese dialects and dialectology;
sociolinguistic survey work; language shift and language maintenance;
bilingualism; code-switching and code-mixing; lexical borrowing; localized
varieties of English; discourse analysis; interactional sociolinguistics; and
language attitudes and the social psychology of language.

Mary Willes reported on Macau, commenting that the studies that
had been carried out had been few in number and restricted in scale.
In particular, Willes emphasized the need for a general survey of the
language situation, commenting that despite an ‘extraordinary and complex
situation’, little research had hitherto been carried out.

There is a growing body of sociolinguistic literature on Hong Kong
which includes Bauer (1984); Bolton and Luke (1985); Bond (1985);
Bruce (1988); Chan and Kwok (1986); Cheung (1985, 1988); Fu and Iu
(1988); Gibbons (1982, 1983, 1987); Kwo and Bray (1988); Kwok (1988);
Kwok, Chan and Sun (1972); Li and Cheung (1988); Lo (1988); Lo and
Wong (1988); Lord (1979); Luke and Richards (1982); Lyczak, Fu and
Ho (1976); Newbrook (1988); Piotrowska (1988); So (1988); Tsui (1987,
1988); Workman (1988); and Yu and Atkinson (1988). For Macau, see
Harrison (1984).

India

The sociolinguistic situation in India is marked by an extraordinary degree
of linguistic diversity which parallels the ethnic and religious pluralism of
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the society (Kachru, 1988). Estimates of the total number of ‘languages’
and ‘dialects’ in the society run as high as 1,600 (but vary considerably;
Le Page, 1964, for example, suggests a total of 844; see Fasold, 1984),
of which fifteen are formally recognized as national languages: Assamese
(spoken by approximately 2% of the population), Bengali (8%), Guajarati
(5%), Hindi (30%), Kannada (4%), Kashmiri (0.4%), Malayalam (4%),
Marathi (8%), Origa (3%), Punjabi (3%), Sindhi (0.3%), Tamil (7%),
Teluga (8%), Urdu (5%) and Sanskrit (for which there are no figures
available). Hindi is the official language of India, but English is recognized
as a co-official (or ‘associate official’) language (spoken by 23 million
people, according to Kachru, 1987, from which all the above estimates
are quoted). Since the 1960s, the search for a viable post-colonial language
policy has led to a compromise known as the ‘Three Language Formula’,
which involves the school study of the regional language, Hindi and
English.

With a huge population of around 780 million, India presents a picture
of diversity.and pluralism unprecedented in North American and western
European societies. There are four language ‘families’ represented in
the nation (Indo-Aryan, Dravidian, Tibeto-Burman and Munda) and
state boundaries tend to be isomorphous with the boundaries of regional
languages throughout the country. Fasold (1984) suggests that India is not
so much a multi-ethnic nation as a ‘multi-national state’, analogous to a
‘United States of Europe’, in which, usually, each state will have its own
repertoire of regional and local languages, with Hindi and English serving
as languages of wider communication. According to Kachru (1988), the
major sociolinguistic issues of the last twenty years or so have been
concerned with language contact, language variation, minority languages,
writing systems, language planning, language standardization, and ‘Indian
English’. In particular Kachru cites work in these fields by Gumperz
(1964); Das Gupta (1970); Brass (1974); and Kachru (1982a, 1982b and
1983).

Raja Ram Mehrotra of Banaras Hindu University reported on Indian
sociolinguistics at the Hong Kong conference. He emphasized that the
nature of sociolinguistic research had changed throughout recent years.
Since the 1960s the study of ‘caste dialects’ has been surpassed by
other research topics including multilingualism, especially in relation to
language development and modernization; stratificational sociolinguistics
of the Labovian type; ethnographic research, including forms of address,
politeness and deference; pidgins and language hybridization; tribal lan-
guages; language shift; and issues in applied sociolinguistics such as
language policies, mass communication, language teaching and literary
criticism. Mehrotra also reported that the study of sociolinguistics has
developed rapidly at Indian universities over the last twenty-five years, and
has been heavily influenced by western, particularly American, scholars.
It is currently taught as an academic subject at twenty universities
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and at the three government language institutes of Mysore, Agra and
Hyderabad.

Other recent references for Indian sociolinguistics include Aggarwal
(1988); Annamalai (1986, 1989); D’Souza (1987); Daswani (1988);
Khokle (1988); Khubchandani (1984, 1986); Krishnamurti (1986); Maha-
patra (1989); Mehrotra (1985, 1986, 1988a, 1988b); Mohan (1989);
Mukherjee (1989); Narang (1988); Nath (1988); Sridhar (1985); and
Srivastava (1989).

Japan

Japanese society is often characterized in terms of cultural and linguistic
uniformity, although sociolinguists vary in their description of the homo-
geneity of the linguistic situation in Japan. Sibata (1985), for example,
claims that ‘Japan is a monolingual, monocultural and monoethnic society’.
Loveday (1986) is somewhat more cautious in his assessment, noting that
while ‘the nation of 119 million Japanese reveals a remarkable degree
of linguistic homogeneity with Japanese spoken as the mother tongue
of almost all its citizens . . . [and that] literacy is officially declared to
be 99%, which underlines the uniformity (aimed at) in this community’,
such an official view might well belie the facts, as there is evidence of a
substantial rate of functional illiteracy (estimated as high as 50-60% in
the early 1960s; see Neustupny, 1984).

The largest racial minority in Japan are the 670,000 Koreans (of whom
approximately 520,000 are classified as Japanese monolinguals); 45,000
Taiwanese; 20,000 Chinese from mainland China; and a total of 5,200
refugees, of whom 2,820 are Vietnamese. In addition, there are a small
number of speakers of Ainu (a minority language unrelated to Japanese,
of much-disputed origin), thought to number 16,500, but facing imminent
‘language death’ (Loveday, 1986).

The origin of the Japanese language itself is disputed by those linguists
concerned with ‘language family’ analyses, and it has been variously
linked to a range of language groups including the Altaic, Austronesian,
Dravidian, Indo-European, Korean and Sino-Tibetan. Japanese is not
related to Chinese, but its writing system is based on Chinese characters,
used together with the two ‘kana’ syllabaries (simplified Chinese characters
used phonetically, known as ‘hira-gana’ and ‘kata-kana’) that began to
develop after the eighth century AD (Loveday, 1986; Shibatan 1987).
A large proportion of Japanese vocabulary (an estimated 50%) can be
accounted for as lexical loans from Chinese, and recent years have also
seen a dramatic growth in the scale of lexical borrowings from English
(Loveday, 1986). Given both the demographics of the Japanese situation,
and the social-cultural matrix of a community where socictal values are
seen as all-important, the high degree of linguistic conformity evinced and
discussed by Sibata and Loveday above may well be explained in terms of



