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1. Introduction  

 

One of the key characteristics of the Nordic sense of affinity and cohesion is the idea of 

a shared and common language community. The Nordic language community is based on 

the concept of inter-Nordic language comprehension, meaning (in short) that the three 

Scandinavian languages – Danish, Norwegian and Swedish – are so closely related, that 

their native speakers can understand and communicate with each other using their own 

mother tongue. Due to historical and cultural reasons, Danish is acquired in school as a 

foreign or second language in Iceland and in the autonomous territories of Greenland and 

the Faroe Islands. For similar historical reasons, Swedish holds the status of an official 

language in Finland, is the mother-tongue of roughly 5% of the population, and a 

mandatory school subject in all Finnish-language schools. In one way or another, all 

Nordic countries are thus bound to the common Nordic linguistic culture and community, 

and Skandinaviska1 is traditionally used as the common working language – as the lingua 

franca – in official Nordic cooperation.  

 

Another aspect of the Nordic sense of community is the common Nordic efforts in 

language policy and planning, which, since the establishment of the official bodies for 

Nordic cooperation – the Nordic Council (NC) in 1952 and the Nordic Council of 

Ministers (NCM) in 1971 – have coordinated various networks, research projects, 

meetings, policy agreements and recommendations; all with the aim to preserve, 

strengthen and promote the use of Nordic (Scandinavian) languages in both official and 

non-official Nordic communication. For example, since 1980, the Nordic institutions 

have issued a handbook on how to “speak Nordic” and “understand each other in 

Norden”, containing advises for smooth communication in Skandinaviska and guidelines 

for interpretation and translation in official Nordic activities and encounters.2 This is 

meant to guarantee the linguistic equality of all Nordic languages as it enables everyone 

to use their own mother tongue in Nordic cooperation. The main responsibility for Nordic 

language policy work on the institutional level is currently held by the Nordic Council of 

 
1 Maisa Martin defines Skandinaviska as “a hybrid language based on the three Scandinavian languages, 

where each speaker uses the language with which s/he is most familiar, tries to pronounce it clearly, and 

replaces the most language-specific words, expressions and forms with more widely known variants”. 

Martin 2012, 180–181. 
2 Grünbaum 1980, Grünbaum & Reuter 2009, Grünbaum & Reuter 2013. 
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Ministers for Education and Research, while the Nordic Council of Ministers for Culture 

maintains sectoral responsibility for language cooperation – both of which “prioritise the 

Nordic language community”.3 In this manner, the Nordic language community 

represents an important symbol of Nordic unity and ideology, both as a cultural 

phenomenon and a political ambition.4  

 

This study examines the language policy efforts of the Nordic institutions to coordinate 

inter-Nordic language services and communication by analysing two fundamental 

language policy agreements: the Nordic Language Convention (1981/1987) and the 

Declaration on a Nordic Language Policy (2006). The former is an agreement on the 

rights of the Nordic citizens to use their own mother tongue when in contact with 

governmental institutions in other Nordic countries (legally binding only in criminal 

cases). The latter is a visionary strategic document for a common Nordic language policy 

with the objective to increase and improve inter-Nordic communication, understanding 

and awareness. 

 

Using a motivational, discursive and intertextual approach to language policy and 

planning (LPP) research, the study seeks to uncover and understand the motivation (goals, 

attitudes and motives) behind and the discourses used in the Nordic language policy 

agreements. Intertextual LPP analysis relates language policies to one another, and using 

a comparative approach, the study explores differences and similarities in the two 

language policy agreements. As far as my understanding of Nordic language policy goes, 

there has not been a comparative study on the Nordic Language Convention and the 

Declaration on a Nordic Language Policy in English, and as such, I hope to contribute 

with something new to the field. 

 

Motivation for formal action on language behaviour involves, among other things, the 

question of what goal(s) the policy action aims to achieve.5 This relates back to the 

aforementioned idea of a Nordic language community. The mutual understanding of each 

other’s (Scandinavian) languages is generally considered to be both the cornerstone of 

and the key to Nordic cooperation and identity. It is quite understandable then, that the 

 
3 The Nordic Council and the Nordic Council of Ministers n.d. 
4 Agazzi, Grünbaum, Hauge & Reuter 2014, 15. 
5 Ager 2001.  
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vision and mission of Nordic language policy and planning centres around the desire and 

long-term ideal to maintain, facilitate and foster something of such high symbolic value 

to the Nordic ideology6. However, the very action of drawing up policy agreements 

suggests that there is a need for it, something that needs a (resolving) strategy. The 

linguistic and communicative situation in Norden is indeed far more complex than what 

has been described so far. The idealised vision that members of the Nordic community 

effortlessly can communicate in the Scandinavian languages “if they really want to” has 

been more or less deflated by a number of studies throughout the decades.7  

 

The mutual intelligibility and comprehension of the Scandinavian languages between 

those with Danish, Norwegian or Swedish as their first language – the so-called primary 

language community8 (this includes Finland-Swedes as well) – seem to have remained 

more or less the same since the first study was conducted on this matter in the early 1950s. 

All studies paint a similar picture: Norwegians understand their neighbouring languages 

Swedish and Danish relatively well (although Danish to a lesser extent), while Swedes 

(including Swedish-speaking Finns) and Danes generally have a hard time understanding 

each other.9 Even in today’s globalised and technologically advanced world, where 

language contact for long has not been bound by national borders or geographic location, 

the level of mutual comprehension of the Scandinavian languages among Danish, 

Norwegians and Swedish seems to still be essentially the same as it was 60 years ago. 

 

Finnish-speaking Finns and Icelanders learn a Scandinavian language as a second or 

foreign language (Swedish respectively Danish) and are thus categorised as the secondary 

language community10. However, unlike Icelandic and the other Scandinavian languages, 

Finnish originates from a completely different language family than the North Germanic 

one, namely the Finno-Ugric. This affects Finnish-speaking Finns’ understanding of the 

Scandinavian pronunciation of Sweden-Swedish, as Finnish (and Finland-Swedish) is 

spoken with a different, distinctively “Finlandic” accent. Furthermore, the struggle that 

Finnish-speaking Finns have with spoken Danish has long been labelled the “biggest 

 
6 Östman & Thøgersen 2010. 
7 Haugen 1953, Maurud 1976, Bø 1978, Börestam Uhlmann 1991 and 1994, Delsing & Lundin 2005, 

Börestam 2008, Östman & Thøgersen 2010 and Theilgaard Brink 2016. 
8 Vikør 1993, 112. 
9 Grünbaum 1980, Grünbaum & Reuter 2009, Grünbaum & Reuter 2013. 
10 Vikør 1993, 112. This community also includes Greenlanders, Faroese and the Sami languages.  
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language comprehension issue in Nordic cooperation”.11 The Finnish language 

comprehension issue and linguistic disadvantage in Scandinavian was a driving force 

behind the recommendation on a Nordic Language Convention, and Finland played an 

active role in its drafting process. 

 

In the past three decades, the Nordic language community has faced several changes and 

challenges. The process of globalisation, internationalisation and migration have 

contributed to changing dynamics of linguistic and cultural diversity in the Nordic region. 

More recent studies found a general decrease in inter-Nordic language comprehension 

among young Nordic people overall, and an asymmetry in comprehension between first- 

and second language (immigrants) speakers. What is more, many Nordic youths have 

been reported to understand English better than the neighbouring Scandinavian 

languages.12 These findings may contradict the long-held argument that English should 

not be used in Nordic cooperation because “the knowledge a listener needs to understand 

a neighbouring (Scandinavian) language is far less than the one needed to speak a foreign 

language (English)”13 – building on the debates on the practicality of using English versus 

the importance of preserving the vitality of the Nordic (Scandinavian) languages in inter-

Nordic communication. Furthermore, the case of English spreading as a world language 

has long raised worries on the Nordic languages losing important domains such as 

academia and business.14 These developments have had a large impact on official Nordic 

language policy and cooperation, and the Declaration on a Nordic Language Policy was 

an attempt to consolidate and find solutions to the aforementioned challenges. 

 

1.1 Research Aims and Questions  

 

The purpose of this study is to analyse the motivation behind the formulation and the 

language policy discourse of official Nordic language policy and cooperation, more 

specifically, in the making of the Nordic Language Convention, signed in 1981 and 

ratified in 1987, and the Declaration on a Nordic Language Policy, signed in 2006. The 

main focus thus lies on top-down language policy initiatives in formal Nordic language 

 
11 Grünbaum 1980, Grünbaum & Reuter 2009 and Grünbaum & Reuter 2013. 
12 Delsing & Lundin 2005, Börestam 2008 and Östman &Thøgersen 2010. 
13 Grünbaum 1980, Grünbaum & Reuter 2009 and Grünbaum & Reuter 2013. 
14 Höglin 2002. Various reports on these issues have also been published within the joint Nordic project 

“Moderne importord i språka i Norden” (2001–). 
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cooperation; whereas the common Nordic language planning activities in language 

cultivation and development (standardization, terminology, norms, vocabulary…) are 

reviewed within the broader scheme of Nordic language cooperation, as measures taken 

within language policy.  

 

The temporal range of the study is determined by the two selected language policy 

agreements. The analysis is divided into two time-periods, or so-called eras, of official 

Nordic language cooperation, representing the socio-political, -cultural and -historical 

context of each language policy agreement. The idea to break up Nordic language 

cooperation and policy into defined eras is inspired by Mikael Reuter’s division of the 

history of the Nordic language meetings into three time-periods: an “old era” starting in 

1954, a “middle era” beginning in the mid-1970s, and a “new era” from the mid-1990s 

until today.15 However, to better suit the aims and objectives of this study, I have slightly 

redefined the two contextual eras of relevance: an “early era” starting in 1971 with the 

establishment of the NCM and ending with the ratification of the Nordic Language 

Convention in 1987; and a “late era” beginning where the previous era ends, stretching 

until the signing of the Declaration on a Nordic Language Policy in 2006. 

 

The early era is characterised by the desire to facilitate inter-Nordic immigration and 

integration by deepening Nordic language cooperation through language activities and 

efforts within LPP, and by solving (accepting) the equality issue of the non-Scandinavian, 

state-bearing languages (Finnish and Icelandic) in Nordic cooperation. The late era is 

strongly marked by a general Nordic language policy offensive16, reacting against the 

problems and attempting to navigate the possibilities of the linguistic changes and 

challenges emerging in the 1990s and early 2000s: Europeanization, multilingualism, the 

global English, digitalisation, and the decrease in inter-Nordic language comprehension.   

 

The theoretical and methodological framework of this study is connected to perspectives 

on and approaches to LPP research, accounting for its conceptual issues and 

 
15 Reuter 2015, 438–439. The first Nordic language meetings were held between the national language 

councils, until the institution for joint language cooperation, the Nordic language secretariat (1978–1997), 

was formed under the NCM. Since 1997, varying (less successful) organisations for common Nordic 

language cooperation have been formed, reformed and dissolved. For more information see Reuter 2015 

and Agazzi et al. 2014. 
16 Josephson 2015. 
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epistemological foundations. My usage of language policy adapts Harold Schiffman’s 

definition of and theoretical approach to language policy as being grounded in the 

linguistic culture of a speech community. This definition captures both the explicit 

policies made by an authoritative body – in this case, the two aforementioned language 

policy agreements enacted by the NC and the NCM – but also policy as a cultural and 

social construct, which relies on implicit language beliefs, attitudes and ideologies within 

a speech community – here, the Nordic ideology and language community.17 My model 

is further expanded by including Dennis Ager’s motivational dimension, where a specific 

language policy is determined by its underlying goals (idealistic, objective or target-

specific), its motives which can be 1) political (Nordic identity, ideology, image, 

insecurity), 2) social (linguistic equality in Norden) and 3) economic (labour market 

integration, freedom of movement, linguistic instrumentality), as well as the attitudes 

(knowledge of and strong emotions towards the Nordic languages) of the policy-making 

body.18 The Nordic language community is thus analysed as the underlying cultural 

element and goal as well as the political, social and economic motive to Nordic language 

policy and planning. Methodologically, this study is inspired by the approaches of Critical 

Discourse Analysis, intertextuality and interdiscursivity as strategies within LPP, in order 

to explore the general contents and language political discourses of the two language 

policy agreements in question, their differences and similarities and possible links, as well 

as how they relate to the broader historical and motivational, discursive context. 

 

Within Nordic language policy discourse, the Nordic language community and inter-

Nordic language comprehension are in fact highly established concepts.19 However, these 

concepts conceal the fact that the Faroese, Greenlandic and Sami languages, despite 

discussions on and efforts for their inclusion, still are excluded from the regulations 

determined by the Nordic Language Convention. Additionally, one essential aim of the 

Declaration on a Nordic language policy is that all Nordic residents preferably20 would 

communicate using one of the Scandinavian languages. Therefore, it could be argued that 

Nordic language policy is still overlooking the communicative problems and actual 

linguistic diversity in Norden (the non-Scandinavian Nordic languages, minority and 

 
17 Schiffman 1996. 
18 Ager 2001. 
19 Ekberg 2015. 
20 The Declaration on a Nordic language policy 2006, 93. 
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immigrant languages), and the language equality issue between those who are native in a 

Scandinavian language, and those who are not, still remains somewhat unsolved. 

Consequently, the observation that it actually would be more correct to speak of the 

Scandinavian language community and inter-Scandinavian language comprehension 

seems rather fair.21 

 

Accordingly, my research questions are: 

• What explicit and implicit goals, attitudes and motives for language policy and 

planning action can be detected in the two defined eras of Nordic language policy 

and planning and respective language policy agreements?  

• What language policy discourses and concepts are used in the Nordic Language 

Convention and the Declaration on a Nordic Language Policy? What are their 

differences and similarities? How do they relate to each other? 

• How do the Nordic language policy agreements mirror the complexity and 

diversity of the Nordic language community? 

 

1.2 Research Material 

 

The Nordic Language Convention between Denmark, Finland, Iceland, Norway and 

Sweden on the rights of Nordic citizens (of the aforementioned nation states) to use their 

own mother tongue (only applicable to Danish, Finnish, Icelandic, Norwegian and 

Swedish) when in contact with official, governmental institutions in another Nordic 

country, signed in 1981 and ratified in 1987, was the result of a long drafting process 

based on a recommendation put forward by the NC in 1966 (no 29/1966).22 The idea 

behind the recommendation was to take another step forward towards legal equality 

between Nordic citizens, a natural extension of the implementation of a range of social 

political agreements the 1950s, for example the agreements on a common Nordic labour 

market (1954) and social security (1955). The common Nordic efforts in social policy, 

aiming to make Norden a well-working unity within which citizens could freely and with 

similar social rights move from one Nordic country to another, inevitably meant that 

 
21 Ekberg 2015, 15. 
22 Lundström 1989, Palmgren 2003 and Palmgren 2004. 
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citizens in one Nordic country often would have reason to be in contact with various 

official institutions in another Nordic country.23 

 

The NC’s initial recommendation for a Nordic Language Convention aimed for a 

generally universal and quite comprehensive arrangement: to improve the provision of 

language services (interpretation and translation) in all Nordic languages, when a Nordic 

citizen is temporarily in contact with any official and governmental institution in another 

Nordic country, both in writing and orally, without it causing any particular personal 

expenses – provided that the Nordic citizen cannot understand the language of the 

institution in question.24 However, during its negotiation processes, it quickly became 

clear that in order for any kind of unity to be achieved in this matter, the Convention 

needed to, for the most part, take the form of a recommendation. This was mostly due to 

practical and economic concerns of not being able to live up to any more legally binding 

provisions. Sweden especially raised these concerns, as the Convention would to a 

significant extent serve the large number of Finnish-speaking immigrants in Sweden. This 

was determined in a large-scale investigation (1968–1972) done by the Swedish 

government, which sought to identify issues and propose various societal measures for 

an improved immigration policy in Sweden, among other things examining the 

consequences of a Nordic Language Convention for Sweden.25 The extended 

investigation was one of the main reasons behind the delayed drafting process of the 

Convention. 

 

The Nordic Language Convention, as signed in 1981 and as it still stands today, does not 

include Faroese, Greenlandic and Sami, despite efforts to expand the Convention to these 

languages in the early 2000s.26 Since the Convention had to be designed more in the form 

of a recommendation, the actual rights provided by the Convention are rather limited and 

its terms quite general. The Convention is legally binding only in criminal cases, where 

a Nordic citizen is to always get the language services he or she needs. Noteworthy is that 

the Convention does not provide any linguistic rights in a Nordic citizen’s own country, 

only in another Nordic country. Furthermore, the Convention focuses on the right to, 

 
23 Invandrarutredningen 1972, 70–72. 
24 Dufholm 1981, 65 and Holmstedt 1972, 55. 
25 Invandrarutredningen 1972 and Dufholm 1981. 
26 Palmgren 2003 and Palmgren 2004. 
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when necessary, use one’s own mother tongue, even if communication in e.g. English 

would be possible; differing from other international agreements which usually 

emphasise the right to be met in a language one understands. Generally, the knowledge 

of the Nordic Language Convention, by both Nordic governmental institutions and 

citizens, does not appear to be very good.27 

 

The Declaration on a Nordic Language Policy, signed in 2006 by the five Nordic 

Ministers of Education and a member of government of each of the three autonomous 

territories, was a part of what Olle Josephson labels the Nordic language political 

offensive28 in the early 2000s, characterised by increasing language political activities in 

all Nordic countries – a manifestation of the worries about the changing linguistic realities 

and developments in the Nordic region, generated by the process of globalisation 

(migration, multilingualism etc.) The offensive was not against globalisation per se, but 

against the risk of being overshadowed by it – particularly in light of the increasing 

dominance of the English language in many areas of public and cultural life, forming a 

possible threat against the (internationally small) Nordic languages.  

 

In view of these challenges, within the first decade of the 2000s, all Nordic countries took 

turns to set up their own national language political goals and to issue comprehensive 

actions plans for a national language policy; all of which were influenced by each other.29 

Hence, the outset of the Declaration on a Nordic Language Policy – timewise placed right 

in the middle of the “language political offensive” – was to coordinate and consolidate 

the national language political initiatives on a common Nordic level, to secure the vitality 

of the Nordic language community by promoting and improving (the decreasing) inter-

Nordic language comprehension and communication (in the three Scandinavian 

languages), and to acknowledge the equality of all (over 200) languages spoken within 

the borders of the Nordic region. As such, the Declaration does not oppose linguistic 

diversity, but instead attempts to sustain and maintain it, “so that English does not become 

the only alternative to mother-tongue languages”30. In doing so, the Declaration sets the 

ambitious goal of developing Norden into a linguistically pioneering region31.  

 
27 Palmgren 2004, 12–13. 
28 Josephson 2015, 85–87. 
29 Josephson 2015, 86. 
30 Breivik & Lindgren 2006, 21. 
31 Nordisk Ministerråd 2006, 95. 
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The Declaration on a Nordic Language Policy is not legally binding. Each Nordic country 

and autonomous region decide how they realize and finance the goals of the Declaration 

themselves; responsibility for following up the results is also national.32 The Declaration 

is to function as a central document for a common Nordic language policy strategy, 

offering guidelines and basic principles for national and regional language political 

initiatives. Although somewhat praised within Nordic language political contexts, the 

Declaration is seldom well-known outside of its immediate circles, and at large, the 

realisation of its broader, ideal goals seems to remain within the realm of rhetoric. The 

Declaration considers all languages in the Nordic region equal, but as it organises these 

languages in to different (hierarchical) categories (complete and/or essential to society, 

special status, immigrant/non-Nordic), one could question if some languages are 

considered to be more equal than others.33 

 

1.3 Structure of Thesis 

 

In order to analyse and compare the motivation and language policy discourse of official 

Nordic language policy and planning in the two defined historical eras, manifested by the 

Nordic Language Convention and the Declaration on a Nordic Language Policy, this 

study is divided into five succeeding chapters. Functioning as a background and a 

sounding board to the analysis, the second chapter outlines central concepts related to the 

linguistic repertoire of Norden (2.1), perceptions of the Nordic language community (2.2) 

and the ideological dimension of the Nordic sense of community (2.3), as well as how 

these relate to the common Nordic efforts in language policy and cooperation (2.4). The 

third chapter focuses on theoretical and methodological perspectives on and approaches 

to LPP research (3.3 and 3.4), reviewed against the background of its conceptual issues 

(3.1) and historical foundations (3.2), outlining the toolkit with which I intend to analyse 

my research material. 

 

The fourth chapter addresses the first research question, where I first briefly outline the 

outsets for a common language policy in the Nordic region (4.1) in order to further 

analyse motivation for LPP in the early era Nordic Language Convention (4.2) and the 

 
32 Aurstrad 2015, 35. 
33 Josephson 2015, 85 and Hakulinen et al. 2009, 50–52. 
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late era Declaration on a Nordic Language Policy (4.3) from a historical-contextual point 

of view. Chapter five, focusing on the second research question, traces what language 

political discourses (and related power relations or social dilemmas) can be found in the 

two language policy agreements in question, and how they possibly relate to each other. 

The third research question, discussing how the aforementioned motivational and 

discursive instances might mirror the actual complexity and diversity of the Nordic 

language community, is present throughout the fourth and the fifth chapter. The sixth and 

final chapter presents and discusses the conclusions of the study. 

 

2. Background 

 

2.1 What Scandinavia, What Norden? 

 

When exploring the Nordic region and its languages, there seems to be one fundamental 

question that often needs clarification, sometimes even regardless of whether the target 

audience is Nordic or international: what is Scandinavia, and what is then Norden? Is 

there a difference between these two, and if so, what? Like much other research literature 

on the Nordic region and its languages, I will dedicate one section to briefly discuss these 

terms and define my use of them in this study. I begin this discussion by underlining 

Østergård’s observation that “Norden and Scandinavia are by no means synonymous, 

although the terms are often used as if they were interchangeable”.34 I will therefore not 

be using the nouns Scandinavia and Norden, nor the adjectives Scandinavian and Nordic, 

synonymously. 

 

A dear child has many names, as the old saying goes – and this is quite applicable in the 

case of the historical, cultural, social and political region in the North of Europe that is 

the subject of this study. “North(ern) Europe”, “Scandinavia”, “the Nordic 

region/countries” and “Norden” are all part of what Jalava and Stråth call the internal 

(ideological) and external (mythological) conceptual cluster35 of the North – a complex 

construction and reconstruction of a distinct regional community and identity in the 

 
34 Østergård 1997, 31. 
35 Jalava & Stråth 2017, 36. 
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temporal and spatial mental mapping of Europe, dating from the antiquity until today.36 

The Nordic countries thus have a long tradition of being conceptualized as a unity, from 

both within and outside of the region. Like with most labels, the abovementioned 

concepts all take on their own historical and political connotations, and are never as clear-

cut as they might seem, as they may depend on what kind of unity one wishes to 

emphasise and from whose perspective. 

 

The term Scandinavia has a variety of applications, and this is why its actual meaning 

can be experienced as vague. In its narrowest, geographical sense, Scandinavia refers only 

to the Scandinavian peninsula, meaning the peninsular states of Norway and Sweden (and 

the very North-Western parts of Finland). The purely geographical definition of the 

Scandinavian landmass does not, in other words, include Denmark. Consequently, this 

terminology has little if no historical, cultural or geopolitical meaning, and therefore 

seems to seldom be used within the humanistic or social science disciplines. The three 

“old”37 Nordic countries of Denmark, Norway and Sweden are bound closely together by 

a common linguistic and historic heritage, and because of this, Scandinavia is most often 

used with reference to the area made up of these three countries. Another term for this 

area, although less common, is Scandinavia proper38. Adding to the confusion, the 

Scandinavian languages belong to the Indo-European, North Germanic family, which 

encompasses not only Danish, Norwegian and Swedish, but Icelandic and Faroese as 

well. I will further discuss the languages in the Nordic region in chapter 2.3. 

 

As described above, the concept of Scandinavia does not include the “new” Nordic 

countries of Finland and Iceland, nor the autonomous regions of Greenland, the Faroese 

and Åland Islands – nor, could one argue, do their people feel very much included by the 

term (for geographical, historical and linguistic reasons).39 If “Scandinavia” 

(Skandinavien) and “Scandinavian” (skandinavisk), as used within the Nordic region 

itself today, is more of a linguistic, cultural concept – then “Norden” and “Nordic” 

 
36 The origin of the term Scandinavia first occurs in Pliny’s work Naturalis Historia, ca AD 79. For more, 

see Jalava & Stråth 2017 and Helle 2008. 
37 The kingdoms of Denmark, Norway and Sweden, dating back to cirka the 11th century. 
38 Östman 2011, 359 and Delsing 2007, 232. 
39 Geographically, Iceland, the Faroe Islands and Greenland are island communities detached from the 

mainland peninsula. Historically, since Sweden lost Finland to Russia in 1809, Scandinavia has long 

signified unification without Finland. Linguistically, Finnish, Sami and Greenlandic do not belong to the 

North Germanic language family, but the Fenno-Ugric and the Eskimoic language family.  
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(nordisk) could be described as a wider political, cultural and ideological concept. Norden 

is the post-1945 preferred and established umbrella term for the larger entity, which the 

communities of Denmark, Finland, Iceland, Norway and Sweden as well as Greenland, 

the Faroese islands and the Åland Islands perceive themselves as being part of – 

especially in terms of institutionalised political cooperation, but also with regards to more 

informal contacts (culture, business, art, sports, science, academia etc.) Within the Nordic 

region, Scandinavia/-n as a term has not been completely replaced by Norden/-ic, but 

typically only Danish, Norwegian and Swedish people would refer to themselves as 

Scandinavians. Arguably, those who do not formally belong to the Scandinavian sphere 

– Finns and Icelanders – are warier of distinguishing between the two terms.40 

 

Outside of the Nordic region, especially in the English-speaking world, Scandinavia is 

the most common term used to characterise the whole, broader geographical and cultural 

region in question.41 Norden (literally meaning, the “North”) is not an English word but 

a Scandinavian one, and as Vikør explains, there exists no equivalent term for Norden in 

the English language. Vikør further notes that Northern Europe in turn may be contrasted 

to Southern Europe, and is therefore too broad and imprecise.42 Østergård implies that 

the use of Norden/Scandinavia instead of Northern Europe is an indication of the Nordic 

countries’ strong will to be perceived as something “fundamentally different from the rest 

of Europe”43. As Norden has not taken root in English, and as Scandinavia in its essence 

includes only three out of five of the region’s countries, the Nordic countries is in fact the 

closest noun to Norden in English. 

 

Norden, as stated above, is a Scandinavian word, and is therefore rarely used by the 

people of the so-called secondary language community, Finns and Icelanders. In Finnish 

both Pohjola (Norden, the North) and Pohjoismaat (the Nordic countries) refer to the 

region, although the latter is much more widely and actively used. Similarly, Icelandic 

people use Norðurlöndin (the Nordic countries). It is rather safe to say, that Norden and 

Scandinavia conceptually would not – neither intentionally nor unintentionally – be used 

 
40 The autonomous regions of Greenland, the Faroese and the Åland Islands are not mentioned here, as 

they are under Danish and Finnish sovereignty. 
41 Scandinavia is also a common name for the five Nordic countries in e.g. French, Spanish, Arabic and 

Japanese. Närhi, 1988. 
42 Vikør 1993, 15. The same could be said for the even less precise concepts of the North and the South. 
43 Østergård 1997, 26. 
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interchangeably in Finland, and one would dare to assume that the situation is the same 

Iceland.  

 

For the intents and purposes of this study, and with respect to as many Nordic languages 

as possible, I will therefore be using Norden and the Nordic countries/region 

interchangeably to denote the whole region (meaning all five Nordic countries and three 

autonomous territories). Correspondingly, the Nordic languages will refer to all 

languages in the Nordic region (see next subchapter). Any other minority languages in 

the region will be addressed as such. The expression the Scandinavian languages 

designates specifically Danish, Norwegian and Swedish, and Scandinavia only Denmark, 

Norway and Sweden. In my approach, Norden is not viewed as an extended part of 

Scandinavia, but rather, Scandinavia is viewed as a section of Norden.  

 

2.2  The Nordic Language Community 

 

In the introduction of this study, I stated that there are essentially two aspects of the 

Nordic language community: inter-Nordic communication and the common Nordic 

efforts in language policy and cooperation. This subchapter (2.2) touches upon the former 

aspect of the two, laying down the basics of the languages in the Nordic region, their 

interrelations and inter-Nordic language communication as a goal and as an ideal for the 

Nordic language community. The following subchapter (2.3) will further elaborate on 

inter-Nordic communication as an ideological expression and construct of the Nordic 

sense of community. Lastly, this background chapter will conclude with a section (2.4) 

on the latter aspect, that is, a historic overview of Nordic efforts in language policy and 

cooperation. 

 

The languages in the Nordic region are inherently quite different, belonging to different 

genetic groups with various degrees of mutual intelligibility, resulting in quite 

complicated communicative situations. From a geographic and political point of view, 

the Nordic region is considered to accommodate eight languages: Danish, Faroese, 

Finnish, Icelandic, Greenlandic, Norwegian, Swedish and Sami. In this “Nordist” 

perspective, Norden thus accounts for all the languages spoken “from Greenland in the 
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West to Finland in the East”, five national and three indigenous minority languages.44 

The eight Nordic languages represent altogether three different language families: Indo-

European (North German), Uralic (Finno-Ugric) and Eskimoic (Inuit). Like with most 

broad categorisations, these may as well be scrutinized. Norwegian is counted as one, 

although it is codified in two written forms, Bokmål and Nynorsk. There are also seven 

different varieties of indigenous Sami in the Nordic region, spread throughout Norway, 

Sweden and Finland. Several other different languages are spoken in the region as well, 

often referred to as “non-indigenous” (non-Nordic) languages, which, for the sake of 

categorisation, could be divided into (“old” and “new”) minority/migrant languages of 

various special statuses determined by the constitutions of the individual Nordic states.45 

Additionally, all Nordic states have national sign languages.  

 

Linguistically, Karker, among others, argues that “Nordic” in theory only designates the 

five languages of Indo-European, North German descent: Danish, Faroese, Icelandic, 

Norwegian and Swedish.46 This language family can further be divided into two separate 

language groups: the insular Nordic (Faroese and Icelandic) and the mainland 

Scandinavian languages (Danish, Norwegian and Swedish). As smaller and more isolated 

languages, Icelandic and Faroese have remained more traditional and closer to the Old 

Scandinavian (Old Norse) of their 9th century Norwegian settlers than the mainland 

Scandinavian languages, which the past millennium have been much more influenced by 

other languages (English, Latin, French, German etc.) This process has over time created 

a gap between the insular Nordic and the mainland Scandinavian languages, meaning that 

while mutual intelligibility is possible within, it is no longer possible between the two 

language groups.47 Language comprehension between Icelandic and Faroese is however 

not as high as the one between the mainland Scandinavian languages. For these reasons, 

Icelandic and Faroese are not first-hand part of the Scandinavian speech community, but 

second-hand, via learning Danish as a second or foreign language in school – the result 

of a historical process, as the Faroese Islands is an autonomous territory in Denmark, and 

Iceland gained its independence from the union with Denmark in 1944. The Faroese 

 
44 Karker & Molde 1983, 1 and Börestam Uhlmann 1994, 10.  
45 ”Old” historical and traditional minority languages of various statuses are for example Romani and 

Yiddish, branches of Finno-Ugrian (Mäenkieli in Sweden and Kven in Norway), and varieties of German 

(Denmark). The “new” (post-1945) migrant languages, about 200 or so, have as of yet not been 

recognised to the same extent. Östman 2011, 362. 
46 Karker & Molde 1983, 1. 
47 Doetjes 2007, 217–218. 



 16 

people are to some extent more Nordic bilingual than the Icelandic, who nowadays tend 

to favour English as a second language in school instead of Danish. The Icelandic, 

together with the Finnish-speaking Finns, are indeed rather pro-English with regards to 

inter-Nordic communication. The Faroese on the other hand have been shown to have the 

highest level of comprehension in the Scandinavian languages, and are therefore very 

supportive of using Scandinavian in inter-Nordic communication.48  

 

Danish, Norwegian and Swedish are linguistically so closely related, that they are often 

considered dialects of the same language: Scandinavian. However, as standardized 

languages of national speech communities, they are officially defined as separate 

languages – “a sociological rather than a linguistic definition”, Vikør specifies.49 The 

three mainland Scandinavian languages are understood as being neighbour languages, 

where each speaker is able to understand the others’ and make themselves understood in 

their own mother tongue. Based on this perception, Scandinavians are not only highly 

encouraged but also expected to use their first language in inter-Nordic communication. 

An expectation that several studies have proven somewhat difficult to meet. Historical 

processes of language drifts and national standardisations have created phonetic 

divergences between Danish and the other two Scandinavian languages. While Danish 

and Norwegian have a similar vocabulary, and Swedish and Norwegian a somewhat 

similar pronunciation, Danish and Swedish struggle with both.50 This is partially why 

previous research based on language comprehension indicates that Norwegians tend to 

understand their fellow Scandinavians the best, Norwegian is the best understood 

language by Danes and Swedes, and Swedes and Danes display the largest 

communicative issues – especially in spoken language.51 Einar Haugen coined the term 

Scandinavian semicommunication52 (partial communication) to describe the 

communicative strategies native speakers in Scandinavian resort to in order to overcome 

their respective linguistic differences – a term which Börestam Uhlmann interprets as “a 

dynamic step on the way to full communication”, wherein Scandinavian mutual language 

comprehension is a process of mutual efforts and compromises, and a certain will to 

 
48 Delsing & Lundin Åkesson 2005, 140–141 and Östman & Thøgrsen 2010, 107 and 115. 
49 Vikør 1997, 27. 
50 Haugen & Dil 1972, 216. 
51 Haugen 1953, Maurud 1976, Bø 1978, Börestam Uhlmann 1991 and 1994, Delsing & Lundin 2005, 

Börestam 2008, Östman & Thøgersen 2010 and Theilgaard Brink 2016. 
52 Haugen & Dil 1972. 
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making it work.53 For example, the handbook on strategies and tips for inter-Nordic 

communication in Scandinavian, published by the NCM, advises its readers to i.a. not 

speak too fast, articulate properly and be mindful of one’s choice of words.54 

 

The second language family represented by the Nordic languages is the Finno-Ugric one, 

to which Finnish and Sami belong. The linguistic structure of Finnish (sound structure, 

vocabulary, grammar…) diverges quite strongly from the North Germanic one.55 For 

Finnish-speaking Finns, learning a Scandinavian language means learning a new way of 

processing speech and grammar that is completely different to their mother tongue. In 

both theory and practice, Finland is thus linguistically bound closer to the Nordic 

language community by its second national language, Swedish – a result of the long, 

common history between Finland and Sweden. Members of both the Finnish- and 

Swedish-speaking speech communities learn the other national language in school, but 

demographically, the relationship between the Finnish (88,6 %) and Swedish (5,2 %) 

speaking population in Finland is quite asymmetrical.56 Many Finnish-speaking Finns 

therefore have minimal contact with the Swedish language outside of school, and 

proficiency in Swedish varies largely throughout the country. The Swedish spoken in 

Finland, Finland-Swedish, is an Eastern dialect of Sweden-Swedish; the most notable 

difference being pronunciation and intonation. This means that even with a reasonable 

level of proficiency in Swedish, and a larger familiarity with Finland-Swedish, 

comprehension of spoken Sweden-Swedish may still be challenging for Finnish-speaking 

Finns. Furthermore, Danish and Norwegian represent a third and/or fourth foreign 

language, and therefore pose further comprehension issues (most notably in speech). 

Studies have indeed found that Finnish-speaking Finns are the weakest in inter-Nordic 

(Scandinavian) language comprehension.57 Noteworthy is however, that despite the 

strong linguistic distinctiveness, linguists do concurrently emphasise that Swedish and 

Finnish are semantically and conceptually quite similar – another consequence of the 

long, common history between Finland and Sweden.58 Therein, inter-Nordic 

 
53 Börestam Uhlmann 1994, 204. 
54 Grünbaum & Reuter 2009, 9–11. 
55 Martin 2012, 178. 
56 Official Statistics of Finland, 2018. 
57 Delsing & Lundin Åkesson 2005, 141. 
58 Karlsson 1991, 43. For example, the Finnish written language was to a large extent developed by 

people with a Finnish Swedish background. 
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communication for the Finnish-speaking community is more realistically based on a 

common history, value system and worldview than actual language comprehension.  

 

The Finno-Ugric languages Finnish and Sami are not mutually intelligible – not even all 

Sami languages are mutually intelligible. As earlier mentioned, seven indigenous Sami 

languages are spoken in the northern parts of Norway, Sweden and Finland. 59 Most Sami 

languages have very few speakers and are considered endangered. The number of Sami 

speakers in relation to each majority national language is very small – all in all, there is 

estimated to be about 30,000–35,000 speakers of Sami.60 Northern Sami is the largest and 

most widely used Sami language (ca 16–18,000 speakers), spoken across Norway, 

Sweden and Finland, and has become something of a lingua franca for the Sami.61 All 

Sami learn or speak the national language of the country they live in, and today, Sami is 

in one way or another protected by the national language laws of Norway, Finland and 

Sweden. Nationally, the Samis have organised themselves politically into Sami 

Parliaments, and together these Parliaments cooperate transnationally and internationally 

in the Sami Parliamentary Council (SPC).62 Another example on transnational 

cooperation is the Nordic Saami Council, founded in 1956.63 The SPC has applied for full 

membership in the NC, with reference to the Sami’s status as an acknowledged 

indigenous population in Norden, but has as of 2016 only been granted “extended 

observer rights”.64  

 

Greenlandic belongs to the Inuit subgroup of the Eskimoic language family, the third 

language family representing the Nordic languages. Similarly to Finnish, Greenlandic is 

in no way related to any of the North Germanic languages – instead it is naturally closer 

to other Inuit languages spoken in the very northern parts of North America. Accordingly, 

 
59 South Sami, Ume Sami, Pite Sami, Lule Sami, North Sami, Skolt Sami and Enare Sami. Two other 

Sami languages are also spoken on the Kola Peninsula of Russia, Kildin Sami and Ter Sami. Östman 

2011, 362. 
60 Vikør 1993, 72 and Karker & Molde 1983, 98. The number is much smaller compared to the estimated 

number of Sami people in total (ca 60,000), as all who identify as Sami do not speak a Sami language.  
61 Östman 2010, 362.  
62 In Finland: Sámediggi, in Sweden: Sametinget and in Norway: Sámediggi/Sametinget. 
63 Strang 2016, 62. 
64 The extended observer rights mean that representatives of the SPC have the right to participate in NC 

committee meetings where issues concerning the Sami are dealt with. This decision was based on the 

Helsinki Agreement (1962), stating that the NC consists of representatives of sovereign parliamentary 

assemblies of states. The autonomous territories of the Faroe Islands, Greenland and the Åland Islands 

have their own legislative assemblies, and have therefore been granted an exemption from this rule. The 

Nordic Council and the Nordic Council of Ministers 2016. 
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Greenlanders have equally difficult prerequisites as the Finnish-speaking Finns to learn a 

Scandinavian language. Furthermore, the Greenlandic language and culture differs from 

the other two other insular Nordic languages, Icelandic and Faroese, in the sense that 

Greenland was inhabited by Inuit population long before any contact with (or colonisation 

by) Nordic culture, while Iceland and the Faroese Islands were populated directly from 

the Nordic region.65 Like the Faroese Islands, Greenland is an autonomous territory in 

Denmark. Greenlandic is spoken by about 50,000 people and has since the Home Rule 

Act of 1979 been the main official language in Greenland, equal with Danish. Many 

Greenlanders are bilingual as both languages are taught in school. Greenlanders are 

therefore expected to be able to take part in Nordic cooperation and the Nordic language 

community based on knowledge in their second language Danish, just like in the case of 

Swedish for Finnish-speaking Finns. As a much smaller language compared to a national 

language like Finnish, however, speakers of Greenlandic more often need larger 

languages – such as Danish or English – to find relevant information, knowledge or 

entertainment.66 The same can be said for Faroese and Sami as well. 

 

The Nordic language community is based on Scandinavian inter-comprehension; an idea 

that centres around a certain reciprocal attitude, effort and positive will to communicate 

in the Scandinavian languages. Spelled out, Östman and Thøgersen define it as “the inter-

Nordic use of Scandinavian languages as mother tongue(s) and/or foreign language(s)”67. 

In this sense, Danish, Norwegian and Swedish are essentially elevated to a primary, 

majority position, whereas the five remaining languages – both official national (Finnish 

and Icelandic) and not (Faroese, Greenlandic and Sami); both North Germanic (Icelandic 

and Faroese) and not (Finnish, Greenlandic and Sami) – become secondary and end up in 

a minority position. The three majority languages of the primary language community 

have the privilege to use their own native language in Nordic contact situations, and may 

thus act as an ideal or norm on how to appropriately be a member of the Nordic language 

community. Although geolinguistically, Östman underscores that this is not something 

that is specifically unique to Norden – in most language contact situations, there are 

 
65 Karlsson 1991, 96. 
66 Delsing & Lundin Åkesson 2205, 141–142. 
67 Östman & Thøgersen 2010, 99. 
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majority languages of higher prestige or power than others.68 From the perspective of the 

secondary language community, participation in the Nordic language community requires 

a complex level of bilingualism: not only should they learn a Scandinavian language, but 

also, preferably, they should be able to understand the other two Scandinavian languages, 

spoken by natives and non-natives alike. For example, a Finnish-speaking Finn and an 

Icelander should ideally be able to interact using Swedish and Danish. For the secondary 

language community, participation in the Nordic language community is therein a 

conscious act, somewhat of a priority or preference – or, perhaps, a responsibility or the 

only alternative available, at least as long as the use of English is somewhat frowned upon 

in inter-Nordic communication. It comes as no surprise then, that some have experienced, 

and still do experience, this linguistic relationship as both undemocratic and unequal, 

especially within the activities of the Nordic institutions, where the linguistic asymmetry 

becomes more apparent. 

 

The ideal seldom corresponds with reality. The goal of effortlessly fluent and spontaneous 

communication in the Scandinavian languages is not even a given between all native 

Scandinavian speakers, not to mention the experiences of linguistic inequality or 

inadequacy by the Nordic secondary language community. The idea that everyone can 

use their mother tongue in inter-Nordic interaction is quite obviously not a reality for 

many people outside of Scandinavia proper, and translation or interpretation services are 

not always a completely unproblematic solution (time, cost, availability…) These issues 

in inter-Nordic communication and comprehension have been addressed and debated in 

Nordic forums for decades, yet still, as several empirical studies have shown, the same 

comprehension issues are largely still there today. Linguistically, the Nordic language 

community is a complicated concept, where the goal perhaps is more important than the 

actual means – perhaps the essential objective is that the Nordic language community is 

experienced as something positive, something that is “more or less a given”69, and 

therefore worth fighting for. By this, I refer to the ideological dimension of the Nordic 

language community, and conclude this subchapter with Börestam Uhlmann’s 

 
68 Östman 2010, 365. For example, the European Union, where the Nordic membership languages 

(Danish, Finnish, Swedish) are transcended by the dominating working languages of English, French and 

German. 
69 Agazzi et al. 2014, 15. 
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observation that Norden indeed is best considered a speech community if the main 

criterion is symbolic integration instead of linguistic similarity or interaction.70 

 

2.3 The Nordic Sense of Community 

  

Language is certainly not only a means for communication, it has a symbolic power that 

is considered to be integral to identity formation, culture and coherence. Language and 

language competence is a prerequisite and an instrument for us to be able to conceive, 

define and verbalise ourselves and our self-image.71 Based on our understanding of 

ourselves and others who share our language and its culture, a collective worldview and 

sense of belonging may be constructed. With regards to the Nordic region, a central 

linguistic perspective is Östman and Thøgersen’s notion that the ideology of the Nordic 

is “expressed through the use of Scandinavian in inter-Nordic communication”, and, at 

the same time, “the very ideology of the Nordic supports understanding of the 

Scandinavian languages”.72 According to their view, inter-Nordic communication and 

comprehension in the Scandinavian languages is both the outcome and foundation of the 

many similarities between the Nordic countries (linguistic and other).73 This means that 

the kinship and similarities between the Scandinavian languages is just one part of inter-

Nordic communication. The outset is that the ideology of the Nordic is a 

multidimensional phenomenon that supports and has kept communities of akin yet 

contrasting language traditions, competences and attitudes together (contrasts both 

between and within the individual Nordic speech communities). Börestam Uhlmann 

complies: the symbolic dimension of the Scandinavian speech community as an 

integrated, cultural unit bridges the many communicative distances in Norden.74 A Nordic 

language political group has further noted that symbolic integration and close linguistic 

interaction are the two most important factors for a common Nordic language policy to 

have any real effect.75 

 

 
70 Börestam Uhlmann 1994, 199. 
71 Løland 1992, 90. 
72 Östman & Thøgersen 2010, 113. 
73 Östman & Thøgersen 2010, 120. 
74 Börestam Uhlmann 1994, 40. Börestam Uhlmann’s research on the Scandinavian speech community 

adapts Joshua Fishman’s theories on the sociology of language (1971). 
75 Nordisk Ministerråd 1998, 12. 
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Broader discussions on the Nordic language community entail, in other words, not only 

the dimension of language (comprehension, contact, attitudes, cooperation and 

policymaking) but also the wider cultural and societal dimensions of identity and 

traditions.76 In order to better understand the Nordic language community as a mainstay 

of Nordic mutual understanding and cohesion, it is necessary to look at the cultural and 

social raw material that bind the Nordic societies and people together. According to the 

traditional understanding and foundation of Nordic cooperation, the historical, 

geographical, societal and linguistic communities constitute key factors of the Nordic 

identity – and based on this understanding, the language policy agreements analysed in 

this study have largely been drawn.77  

 

The ideology of the Nordic has given the existence of the people in the Nordic countries 

a special character of togetherness that has been shaped and reshaped through histories 

and societies. Beyond its geographical contiguity, Norden is the historical, cultural, 

political and social space for the Nordic mental and linguistic ecosystem – an ecosystem 

for cooperation and community over national borders, and a common rhetoric of “the 

Nordic”, that has been carefully projected and conceptualised, reworked and rephrased 

since the first half of the 19th century. In the 1860s, the political pan-Scandinavianist 

movement’s nationalistic dream of a unified Scandinavia started to become replaced by 

a more pragmatic, Nordist civil society movement based on cooperation and meetings 

within a number of societal issues and associational activities. For example, the first pan-

Nordic meeting on language issues was held in 1896.78 The developments during the first 

half of the 20th century further strengthened the Nordic sense of community and brought 

forth the benefits of cooperation between the emerging nation states. The post-war period 

was, in short, devoted to forming political institutions and traditions for the community 

(the NC and NCM), establishing political cooperation. The Nordic mentality was thus 

born out of cooperation on various societal levels, through comparison, inspiration, best 

practices, negotiations and reflections – it is the result of a cultural construction and a 

political act of will. The “Nordic” and the “national” do not cancel each other out, as the 

Nordic identity has been constructed to function as an additional, constitutive layer to the 

national identities. 

 
76 Simonsen 1996, 8. 
77 Nordisk Ministerråd 1998, 8. 
78 Agazzi et al. 2014, 15–16. 
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The ideological construct of Norden builds on a narrative of homogeneity, of sameness 

and unity in a number of areas, making the people and societies of the Nordic region 

appear as a natural entity. The Nordic people are considered to be united by among other 

things: geography (small states in a European “periphery”), a common historical and 

cultural heritage (some might add continuity, even “destiny”), a common linguistic 

heritage (a lingua franca, Skandinaviska), common values and ideals (humanity, 

modernism, solidarity, peace and diplomacy, education and science…), a distinct model 

for social organisation (welfare, democracy, equality, rule of law, social trust, 

Lutheranism…), institutional and structural similarities (parliamentary democracy, 

transparency…) as well as similar economic, material and geopolitical prerequisites and 

interests. Furthermore, the Nordic sense of community often entails a certain sense of 

pride in as well as a will to preserve and further develop these common characteristics. 

The sense of pride goes hand in hand with the political and moral assumption of the 

superiority of the Nordic model – this “Nordic exceptionality” legitimises the uniqueness 

and success of the Nordic way of life, distinguishing Norden as something exclusive in 

comparison to the rest of not only Europe, but in some cases the rest of the world. This 

exceptionality finds its points of reference in, and is continuously reproduced by, positive 

stereotypes projected from within (self-understandings, autostereotypes) and outside 

(understandings of the “other”, xenostereotypes) of the region.79 

 

The unifying elements and ideas make for a long list, and although they are all intertwined 

and interdependent in one way or another, it is good to keep in mind that the importance 

of each may vary depending on perspective, discipline or intention. For example, from a 

linguistic point of view, the Nordic language community is naturally highlighted as the 

key to Nordic cooperation, but from an economic perspective, other institutional 

similarities might be of larger importance then the linguistic ones. Neither does every 

Nordic community use each ideological element in the same way nor to the same extent. 

The constructed Nordic narrative often disregards contradictions, dissimilarities and 

asymmetries, such as those found in inter-Nordic communication and the Nordic 

language community. As Østergård further critically reminds us: “there are no objective 

laws binding the people of the North together”80. 

 

 
79 Kythor 2020. 
80 Østergård 1997, 70. 
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Like with many imagined communities81, the meaning and interpretation of the 

specifically “Nordic” is in its essence quite ambiguous, not least to the inhabitants of 

Norden themselves. At the same time, the diffuse concept of Nordic identity has played, 

and still does play, a major role to the people and societies of the Nordic region, evoking 

almost exclusively positive associations.82 In fact, the conservancy of the Nordic identity 

may lie in its very elusiveness: constantly questioning and searching for the specifically 

“Nordic” is actually a way to manifest it.83 Nordic cooperation is built on a motivation 

and willingness to shape and reshape a justifying narrative84 of Nordic ideology, and 

therein bind the Nordic communities together.  

 

Most Nordic people do not carry a well-thought-out language ideology, and far from all 

even recognise or feel affiliation with the Nordic identity – at least not constantly. Yet 

still, it is somehow collectively there. Expressions like “Because we are, after all, 

family”85 and “We know each other”86 are examples on what Henningsen describes as 

“that unique feeling of regional, international cultural cohesion that characterizes the 

North of Europe” – a feeling that doesn’t always need a clear and coherent description, 

since it is “free from objective reality”.87 This sometimes indescribable yet oftentimes 

present feeling of mutual understanding, awareness and solidarity, belongs to the so-

called informal88 dimension of Nordic collective consciousness, transcending and/or 

reinforcing the national. It is informal, because it is spontaneous and hard to grasp – it is 

a potentiality, an ambition and an opportunity that is employed and made conscious under 

circumstances when cooperation or cohesion is needed, like in moments of common 

threats or goals (e.g. tensions of the Cold War, European integration, Anglo-Saxon 

internationalisation and globalisation).89 The formal dimension of Nordic ideology again 

is made up of the cooperative activities of the political bodies the NC and the NCM, such 

as administrative routines, political strategies and documents, institutional agreements 

and praxis – an area that I will dive deeper into in the next subchapter. 

 

 
81 Anderson 1991. 
82 Karlsson 1991, 185 and Østergård 1997, 29. 
83 Hällström-Reijonen 2009, 194. 
84 Henningsen 1997, 91. 
85 Karlsson 1991, 195. 
86 Karlsson 1991, 186. 
87 Henningsen 1997, 95 and 116–119. 
88 Henningsen 1997,  
89 Karlsson 1991. 
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Östman and Thøgersen’s notion on the ideology of the Nordic as being both the product 

and result of the Nordic language community is central to this study on the common 

Nordic linguistic ambitions, manifested in the motivation and discourse in the two 

language policy agreements. The fact that the Nordic language community is such an 

established term and is often viewed as the cornerstone of Nordic ideology and 

cooperation makes it a highly politically relevant concept. The fervent loyalty to the idea 

of a common language community bridges the informal “feeling” of a common cultural 

and linguistic heritage with the formal political desires and actions to maintain it. Östman 

and Thøgersen further see that “there is a (dialectic) relation between official language 

policy and investment in the ideology of the Nordic”90. Next, I will adapt this political-

ideological relation to the common Nordic efforts to promote and organise the Nordic 

language community. 

 
2.4 The Nordic Language Community in Nordic Cooperation   

 

The discourse on the Nordic language community and ideology is, as we have seen, a 

mishmash of ideals and realities, categorisations and perspectives. The common, 

idealistic goal is clear: spontaneous inter-Nordic communication in both official and non-

official Nordic activities – i.e. using a Scandinavian language (as a first or second 

language) instead of a foreign language, English being the most natural alternative. On a 

general level, however, the experiences and perceptions of this common, idealistic 

venture may vary significantly depending on, for example, language background, 

comprehension, attitudes and realities; as well as opportunities for and habits in language 

contact (geographical, personal, business, media…).91 Consequently, the Nordic 

language community proves difficult to fully rationalise on a linguistic basis. What is 

more, the linguistic situation in Norden is not in itself very unique – Delsing points out 

similar communication patterns in various other mutually intelligible language 

communities, such as the Slavic or Bantu languages. Instead, Delsing considers the 

situation to be far more exceptional as a political phenomenon, due to the strong political 

consensus to continuously promote and deepen the Nordic linguistic fellowship.92 

 
90 Östman & Thøgersen 2010, 122. In their study, they refer to the language policies and investments of 

the individual Nordic communities, not the common efforts in the NC and NCM. 
91 For more on the connection between language attitudes, comprehension and contacts in Norden, see 

Delsing & Lundin Åkesson 2005 and Östman & Thøgersen 2010. 
92 Delsing 2007, 231. 
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Because of its strong symbolic power, language is also a powerful tool and motive when 

it comes to politics. The fact that the Nordic people are both urged and expected to speak 

to one another in their own languages (Scandinavian, directly or through 

interpretation/translation) is a clear politico-cultural act of will to preserve what is 

considered to be fundamental for the unique Nordic unanimity. This wider dimension 

gives the Nordic language community more weight in the general political debate on 

Norden, where language political positions are justified with political and cultural 

considerations, and vice versa. Simonsen elaborates on this by noting that the Nordic 

language community is seen as something so politically positive because not only does it 

provide historic and cultural affiliation, it also serves a democratic and even economic 

community of interest.93 To this, one could also add the market value of the international 

Nordic brand, wherein the constructed image of Norden projected to the outside world 

today overtly emphasises the region’s shared culture, history and base of values. 

 

Nordic debates on and cooperation in issues related to the Nordic language community 

have a long tradition, first within the fields of language cultivation and planning, 

gradually becoming more politicised with the establishment of the institutions for official 

Nordic cooperation. If the main criterion is language coordination in the Nordic region, 

one could even trace possible common efforts as far back as the 9th century, when the old 

Germanic 24-letter runic alphabet was replaced with the new Viking-era 16-letter runic 

alphabet throughout the whole of Scandinavia in a notably harmonised manner. Reuter 

however reminds us that we do not know how this seemingly successful linguistic 

coordination actually went about, we only know it somehow did take place.94 With 

regards to a more seemingly deliberate attempt to language planning and cooperation 

between the Nordic languages, the first step was taken in the spirit of 19th century cultural 

and scientific Scandinavianism, in the wake of the downfall of political pan-

Scandinavianism: the Nordic spelling reform conference (det nordiska 

rättstavningsmötet) in Stockholm in 1869, where a number of Scandinavian linguists 

discussed the possibility of bringing the Scandinavian languages closer together through 

reforms in spelling and orthography (norms in systems of writing). The conference was 

however not official and its recommendations did not result in any immediate, common 

 
93 Simonsen 1996, 8 and 34. 
94 Reuter 2015, 436. 
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significance – the national writing norms prevailed.95 Nordic language cooperation would 

not be resumed until the 1930s, when two language meetings (1937 and 1938) on the 

prospects of a common Nordic terminology in certain professional fields were arranged 

by the national Norden Associations.96 

 

Further common efforts were put on hold due to WWII, most notably the idea for forming 

a pan-Nordic language commission. In the aftermath of the war, the torch for promoting 

Nordic language cooperation was passed to the national language councils in Norden, 

which were gradually established throughout the 1940s (Swedish 1944, Finland-Swedish 

1942 and Finnish 1945), 1950s (Norwegian 1952, Danish 1955) and 1960s (Icelandic 

1964). The Sami (1974), Sweden-Finnish (1975), Greenlandic (1982) and Faroese (1985) 

language councils slowly followed suit. The aim to promote the Nordic language 

community through cooperation in the field of language cultivation was an important 

background factor in the establishment of the aforementioned language councils.97 After 

the war, official Nordic cooperation also started to take form, first within the field of 

cultural cooperation with establishment of a Nordic Cultural Commission (Nordiska 

kulturkommissionen) in 1947, then with the creation of a common Nordic 

interparliamentary body, the NC, in 1952.98 The idea of a pan-Nordic language 

commission was soon brought up again: just a few weeks before the official forming of 

the NC, the Nordic Cultural Commission formally encouraged the Nordic governments 

to implement a Nordic language committee, arguing that it would be “of great importance 

to the culture life in the Nordic countries” – this encouragement was partly answered by 

the NC’s 1953 recommendation for the Nordic governments to provide the national 

language councils all the support they need to “open up opportunities for genuine 

cooperation”.99 

 

 
95 Agazzi et al. 2014, 15–16 and Venås 2005, 2014–2015. 
96 The Norden Associations, Föreningarna Norden, promoting Nordic cooperation, were established in 

Sweden, Norway and Denmark in 1919, Iceland in 1922, Finland in 1924, the Faroe Islands in 1951, the 

Åland Islands in 1979 and Greenland in 1991. 
97 Reuter 2015, 435–436 & Vikør 1993, 173. The exceptions here are the two language councils in 

Finland, for which national motives were initially of higher priority than Nordic language cooperation. 
98 The success in “soft” political areas (e.g. culture, academia, welfare), and correspondingly, the failure 

in “hard” political areas (e.g. defence, customs, economy) has traditionally marked the common efforts in 

Nordic cooperation. For example, shortly after the establishment of the Nordic Cultural Commission, 

negotiations on a Nordic Defence Union fell apart. For more, see Strang 2016 and chapter 4.2. 
99 Hamburger, Sundmann & Molde 1970, 69–70. 
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Soon thereafter, the national language councils arranged their first annual Nordic 

language meeting in Oslo in 1954, and from then on, such language meetings have been 

organised every year, rotating between cities in the Nordic countries and autonomous 

regions. Representatives from Iceland were first present in 1962 – the Faroese, 

Greenlanders and Sami have been included since 1974. These meetings have represented 

an important common forum for exchanging experiences, ideas and information, 

inspiring research and other initiatives on language planning and policy in Norden. Each 

year, a special theme with relevance to the common Nordic perspective is selected, often 

reflecting various contemporary linguistic issues. Reuter’s research arranges the Nordic 

language meetings and their respective themes into three eras: the “old era” (1954 to mid-

1970s) focusing on terminology and orthography, the “middle era” (mid-1970s to 1995) 

discussing inter-Nordic comprehension and language education, and the “new era” (1996 

to present) largely characterised by different language policy related issues.100 Material 

and discussions from each year have since 1955 been published in an annual report, Språk 

i Norden101 (“Languages in Norden”), many of which are of relevance to this study. 

 

The earlier indicated idea on a Nordic language commission was brought up again in the 

late 1960s. The cooperation between the language councils had proven to not be extensive 

enough. As cultivation of the own national language was a priority for each individual 

language council, the resources and time left over for Nordic matters was simply not 

sufficient. The need for more effective cooperation to promote inter-Nordic language 

comprehension, and to prevent language drifts between the Nordic languages, had only 

increased with time – the importance of improving and maintaining the Nordic language 

community in a more coordinated manner caught the attention of Nordic politicians. In 

1978, the quite recently established inter-governmental body NCM, acting on a 1977 

report recommending an inter-Nordic forum for Nordic language cooperation, eventually 

launched the Nordic Language Secretariat (Nordiska Språksekretariatet). The Secretariat 

was the first inter-Nordic institution focusing solely on linguistic matters, with a 

permanent staff, financed by and working directly under the NCM. Under the Secretariat, 

Nordic language cooperation was elevated to a new level and its responsibilities in 

 
100 Reuter 2015 and Agazzi et al. 2014, 19–25. This timeframe is the inspiration behind the temporal 

range of this study, as mentioned in chapter 1.2. 
101 The title Språk i Norden (in Swedish and Norwegian) or Sprog i Norden (in Danish) was first used in 

1970. 
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coordinating and advising language planning activities and language political matters 

became quite extensive. During its course, the Secretariat arranged numerous 

conferences, courses and seminars and prepared several publications. In Delsing’s 

opinion, the Secretariat was “well-known and highly respected” and “made an impressive 

and lasting contribution” in Nordic language cooperation.102 This indicates why many, 

including the national language councils, were disappointed with the NCM’s 

discontinuation of the Secretariat in 1996, partly because it was deemed to have too high 

administrative costs. From here on, the NCM’s organisation of Nordic language 

cooperation has undergone several reconstructions – the responsibilities and activities 

have been dispersed between various newly formed and reformed institutions, projects, 

networks and advisory bodies. Without a deeper description of each dissolved and active 

organisation, the foundation of them all has still, in one way or another, remained the 

Nordic language community. Today, the responsibility for Nordic language cooperation 

is divided between various specialised sectors working under the Nordic Council of 

Ministers for Education and Research and the Nordic Council of Ministers for Culture. 

The individual Nordic language councils continue their cooperation within their own 

network – Nätverket för språknämnderna i Norden – inspiring and/or initiating 

discussions and research on language policy and planning matters of common interest. 

 

The diffusion of the responsibilities of Nordic language cooperation can partially be 

explained by the fact that within Nordic cooperation, “language” has been thematised to 

belong to both to the area of culture and the area of education. For example, the Helsinki 

Treaty (signed in 1962, formalising the role and focus of the Nordic institutions) and the 

Cultural Agreement (signed in 1971, establishing Nordic cooperation in culture, 

education and research) both oblige the Nordic countries to encourage and ensure 

teaching in the Nordic languages, cultures and social conditions – the Helsinki treaty does 

this under the area of cultural cooperation, the Cultural Agreement under the sphere of 

educational matters.103 In the late 1990s, the Nordic institutions acknowledged that the 

political will to maintain the Nordic language community may risk being undermined by 

vague definitions and understandings, the lack of a holistic approach or intra-

organisational diffusions. Furthermore, changing circumstances (Europeanisation, 

 
102 Delsing 2007, 2018. 
103 The Nordic Council and the Nordic Council of Ministers 2019 and Nordisk Ministerråd 2018b, 6. 
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migration, internationalisation etc.) and the wave of national language political initiatives 

of the time implicated the need for a redefined Nordic approach to the Nordic language 

community and coherence in language political initiatives. The attempts to resolve these 

needs resulted in the Declaration on a Nordic Language Policy (2006), where the judicial 

rights according to the Nordic Language Convention (1981/1987) are acknowledged as 

an essential area of focus.104 

 

Wrapping up this background chapter, one could with relative inurement claim that inter-

Nordic language comprehension is believed to promote and enhance the Nordic sense of 

affinity – and this does not only concern the general Nordic level, but also the level of the 

Nordic institutions. In official Nordic cooperation, the basic idea of the Nordic language 

community is that everyone has the right to use their own mother tongue in all activities 

of the Nordic institutions. Yet according to long-standing practice, the three Scandinavian 

languages are the official working languages of the NC and the NCM and their respective 

secretariats, both in speech and in writing. Employment within the NC and the NCM 

traditionally requires knowledge in at least one of the Scandinavian languages. 

Translation and interpretation services are available between Finnish, Icelandic and the 

Scandinavian languages for central documents and meetings (some documents are 

translated into English as well) – these services are however not available between the 

Scandinavian languages.105 In 2018, Finnish and Icelandic were elevated from equal to 

official languages in the NC, promoting budgetary needs and reprioritisations for 

effective interpretation and translation services. This decision was the result of a 

compromise on the call for Finnish and Icelandic to become working languages in Nordic 

cooperation, presented in a membership proposal by the Finnish and Icelandic NC 

delegations in 2016. The compromise was partly reached due to the fact that the need for 

interpretation and translated documents at NC meetings had increased by almost 30 % 

from 2005–2017, a consequence of poorer skills in the Scandinavian languages in Finland 

(Swedish) and Iceland (Danish).106 

 

 

 

 
104 Nordisk Ministerråd 2006, 94. 
105 Nordisk Ministerråd 2018a.  
106 The Nordic Council and the Nordic Council of Ministers 2018. 
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3. Language Policy & Planning Research 

 

Language Policy and Planning research, or LPP for short, is both the main theoretical and 

methodological tool of this study. A central question of this chapter, and the study as a 

whole, is therefore surely: What is language policy? This question easily leads to a 

plethora of sub-questions; for what is then language planning? Does language policy and 

language planning differ from each other, and if so, how? How is language policy 

implemented and planned, for what reasons, by whom and for whom? Attempting to dig 

deeper into these type of questions, this chapter will explore and offer a general overview 

of the relatively young yet nonetheless manifold, interdisciplinary academic field of LPP 

research. I will also present my own model for studying LPP, in which I intend to 

understand LPP as construct of socio-cultural, -political and -historical development, and 

as an overt/explicit and covert/implicit process on the institutional level of the NC and 

NCM, with underlying goals, attitudes and motives (motivation). The study of the two 

language agreements chosen for this study finds support from the strategies of Critical 

Discourse Analysis, intertextuality and interdiscursivity. 

 

3.1 Conceptual Issues 

 

At first brush with theoretical and methodological discussions on LPP, it quickly becomes 

apparent that one issue quite often takes the forefront: there seems to be no concrete, 

dominant definition or theory on language policy, nor does the field offer much 

methodological guidance. Designing and conducting LPP studies therefore entails sifting 

through a lot of LPP scholarship, concurrently relying on other disciplinary traditions, in 

order to find and/or piece together the concepts and approaches that best apply to the 

research venture in question. This becomes tangible already when one attempts to find a 

somewhat straightforward answer to the first, basic question posed in this chapter as to 

what language policy is. In fact, there is such a diverse, ever-expanding group of 

conceptual definitions and characterizations as to what can or should be considered 

language policy, that Johnson argues it may soon “become so loosely defined as to 

encompass any sociolinguistic phenomena and therefore become a very general 

descriptor in which all language attitudes, ideologies, and practices are categorized”, 
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arising the question “What isn’t language policy?”.107 This is further complicated by the 

often-diffuse dichotomy between language policy and its preceding term, language 

planning. Again, we are therefore confronted with the issue of inconsequent or 

interchangeable usage of concepts, as research literature on the matter often treat 

language policy and language planning as the same thing. 

 

Further intricacies in terminology stems from other frequently used, closely related 

typologies, such as language politics, language management and language governance. 

Regarding the difference between the aforementioned typologies and language policy, 

Kingelin-Orrenmaa offers the explanation that they, including language planning, can be 

associated with a dynamic process of concrete measures and efforts, whereas language 

policies may be perceived as static plans or guidelines that reflect perceptions, norms and 

ideologies about language(s).108 Language policies may be overtly expressed in official 

documents, and/or implicitly understood within a speech community. Language policy 

therefore involves more than politics and explicit measures to affect the use of languages, 

which most probably is why it today has become the dominatingly preferred term in 

international literature in the field. Another dimension relevant to this study is how these 

English language typologies relate to corresponding typologies in the Nordic languages, 

as all primary sources and many secondary sources used in this study are written in one 

or many of the Nordic languages. According to Josephson, the best English-language 

equivalent to the Swedish term språkpolitik is indeed language policy.109 This 

observation is further demonstrated by the use of this particular term in the official 

translation of the Declaration on a Nordic Language Policy (which apart from English is 

available in eight Nordic languages), as in Swedish, which is the original language of the 

Declaration, the title is Deklaration om Nordisk språkpolitik.  

 

In chapter one, I clarified that in the pursuance of analysing motivation and discourses in 

Nordic language policy and cooperation, I will adapt a combination of Harold 

Schiffman’s and Dennis Ager’s definitions of language policy as a culture-specific, social 

construct of a speech community (Schiffman), expanded by the motivational dimensions 

of specific language policies (Ager). Schiffman views language policy as a social 

 
107 Johnson 2013, 24. 
108 Kingelin-Orrenmaa 2019, 61–63. 
109 Josephson 2012, 16. 
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construct, that may consist of elements of an explicit nature (juridical, administrative, 

constitutional…), yet primarily rests on other more implicit conceptual elements (belief 

systems, values, attitudes, ideas…) within the linguistic culture of a speech community.110 

Ager’s motivational dimension determines a specific language policy by various blends 

of political (identity, insecurity, ideology, image), social (inequality, integration) and 

economic (instrumentality) motives as well as the attitudes (knowledge, emotion) and 

goals (ideals, objectives, targets) of the policy-making body.111 These two dimensions, 

the socio-cultural and the motivational, complement one another quite well, serving as 

additional layers to each other, encompassing many elements of the social and human 

fabric of both a speech community and a language policy. Furthermore, in order to 

understand the underlying motivation and discourses of how the two policy documents 

fundamental to Nordic language policy have evolved over time, given the ideological and 

discursive setting in which the policy ideas were conceptualised (early era) and 

reconceptualised (late era), I will adopt a Fairclough-inspired critical discursive, 

intertextual and interdiscursive approach to the study of language in texts. 

 

With regards to the oftentimes diffusive and inconsequent dichotomy between the two 

notions of language policy and language planning, I shall build on the following 

distinction: 

The term language policy here refers, briefly, to the policy of a society in the area 

of linguistic communication – that is, the set of positions, principles and decisions 

reflecting that community’s relationship to its verbal repertoire and 

communicative potential. Language planning is understood as a set of concrete 

measures taken within language policy to act on linguistic communication in a 

community, typically by directing the developments of its languages.112 

 

Although I choose to distinguish between the two notions, and view language policy as 

something that subsumes language planning, my deliberate use of LPP – that is, language 

policy and planning – suggests that both the policy and planning aspect are as important 

to the process. At the same time, this considers the case that the two have essentially 

consolidated to form one academic field, while at the same time, makes for some 

terminological simplicity. Based on these definitional issues and the combined defining 

features of Schiffman’s cultural dimension and Ager’s motivational dimension, Nordic 

 
110 Schiffman 1996, 5. 
111 Ager 2001. 
112 Bugarski 1992, as cited in Schiffman 1996, 3. 
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language policy is accordingly examined as something more than the political statements 

and commitments manifested in the documents and reports that overtly express it. With 

“more”, I mainly refer to the Nordic language community – often experienced as the 

cornerstone of and the key to Nordic cooperation and identity, as expressed through and 

in the overall Nordic ideology. The Nordic language community is analysed as the 

underlying cultural dimension, and the political, social, ideological and economic motive 

to Nordic language policy; wherein both explicit and implicit language planning efforts 

are pursued. Keeping in mind the scope of the study, the focus will remain on the macro 

level of the NC and NCM – mainly leaving the national, regional and local levels, as well 

as more grass-root or bottom-up policies, to further research. 

 

While my approach is mostly influenced by the works of Schiffman and Ager, this chapter 

will, in order to more concretely capture the breadth of LPP research, also find support 

from the historical and epistemological foundations of LPP. Being an interdisciplinary 

academic discipline, there are, and have since at least the early 1960s been, various and 

diverging definitions and approaches to LPP, often depending on the field or focus of the 

researcher or study in question – may it be for example education, linguistics, language 

sociology, culture, Nordic languages, political science, ethnography, history or law; or 

various combinations of these all. Theoretically and methodologically, LPP is not (yet, at 

least) based on a coherent or dominant unity. Instead, it forms a space where multiple 

fields and frameworks are employed, interconnected and refined, making each LPP study 

unique in its own way. Languages (language practices, beliefs, attitudes etc.) are indeed 

in one way or another embedded in all aspects of our social lives, making the ways to 

influence them, and the disciplinary perspectives from which to study them, rather broad, 

to say the least. 

 

This chapter continues with an overview of the historical foundations of LPP, intended 

to provide a conceptual outline and to cover the most important, general insights and 

developments of the field. Against this background, the chapter delves into a few selected 

theoretical and methodological perspectives and approaches to the field, presenting the 

pieces put together to form the framework of this particular LPP study. 
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3.2 Historical Foundations  

 

Language policy and planning are not in themselves new phenomena – or to put it in 

Herbert’s words: “language policy and related attention to language questions and 

problems have been ongoing concerns throughout much of recorded human history”113. 

Indeed, the idea of unifying people – and correspondingly, consolidating power structures 

within or across speech communities – through one or many shared and standardised 

languages has been part of our ways of living for a long time. This idea is in one way or 

another dependant on some sort of belief, rationalisation and decision-making about 

languages and the use(s) of them. While the decision-making actors may have changed 

through time and space – from religious institutions, to members of the élite, to state or 

military officials – and the motives may have varied, language and related linguistic 

activities (planning and shaping its form and practice) have long proven to be a useful 

and important domain for various political, religious, ideological and socio-economic 

issues. LPP activities have surely occurred long before LPP developed as a distinct 

scholarly field, and the history of determining, influencing and planning the use of 

languages proves to be strongly linked to general historic developments. 

 

With regards to the historical background of LPP as a field of inquiry, most literature on 

the matter finds its starting point in the aftermath of the second world war, more 

specifically in the 1960s. Heller however shows that the institutionalised emergence and 

intellectual history of LPP can also be viewed in a wider historical perspective, as she 

links LPP activities to the process of capitalism, colonialism and the construction of 

Western liberal-democratic nation-states in the 19th and early 20th century. By placing 

LPP in a broader frame of ideas about power and languages, Heller persuasively argues 

that LPP has always had a socio-economic element, as the forms of linguistic engineering 

that emerged in the 19th and early 20th century, i.e. “the construction of a public sphere 

and standardized language, legitimization of inequality through ideologies of language as 

reason, modes of intercultural and international communication”, were essentially about 

“the political-economic relationship between industrial capitalism, colonialism and the 

nation-state”.114 Heller’s wider historical frame of reference and political-economic 

 
113 Herbert 2011, 199. 
114 Heller 2018, 39. 
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approach to LPP makes for an interesting perspective, as the Nordic language community, 

in the mythological Nordic post-WWII transformation “from poverty to affluence”115, has 

arguably not only served political or socio-cultural interests, but largely also economic 

(e.g. labour market mobility and the Nordic brand).  

 

Focusing on the epistemological and methodological foundations of LPP in the 20th 

century, Ricento divides the history of the field into three historical phases: 1) 

decolonisation, structuralism, and pragmatism (classic language planning theory); 2) the 

failure of modernisation, critical sociolinguistics, and access (a so-called intermediary 

stage); and 3) the new world order, postmodernism, and linguistic human rights (critical 

language policy).116 Johnson elaborates on this historical review with a fourth phase of 

an empirical turn in the field in the 21st century. As earlier noted, LPP builds on core 

principles of many other fields in the social sciences and humanities, which is why 

paradigm shifts in related fields have been instrumental in the shaping of LPP throughout 

the earlier mentioned historical phases, beginning in the latter half of the 1900s. 

 

The first period identified by Ricento entails the so called early, “classic”, language 

planning scholarship, more specifically the early 1960s and 1970s. At this time, Western 

linguists and sociolinguists were engaged in solving (what was by their standards 

considered to be) language problems in emerging post-colonial, developing nations in 

Africa and South Asia/Southeast Asia.117 This engagement spurred a streak of theoretical 

and conceptual publications, historical investigations and case studies that laid the 

foundations (frameworks, planning stages and terminology) for LPP as an area for 

policymaking and academic field. In 1959, the Norwegian-American linguist Einar 

Haugen, regarded by many as “the father of the field”118, coined the term language 

planning, describing it as “the activity of preparing a normative orthography, grammar, 

and dictionary for the guidance of writers and speakers in a non-homogenous speech 

community”119. Haugen’s theoretical and practical model of language planning included 

 
115 Hilson 2008, 84. 
116 Ricento 2000, 196 and Johnson 2013, 30. 
117 Tollefson lists some LPP related questions that were at the centre of the processes of nation formation 

and modernisation in many postcolonial states, for example: “should colonial languages continue to be 

used as media of instruction in schools?” and “should new writing systems be developed for previously 

unwritten varieties?”. Tollefson 2011, 358. 
118 Johnson 2013, 27. 
119 Haugen 1959, 8 as cited in Johnson 2013, 27. The term was used in Haugen’s study of the 

development of the Norwegian language. 
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steps of status planning (efforts to influence the social status and function of language in 

society through selection of a norm and the implementation of it) and corpus planning 

(efforts to influence the body, the “corpus”, of language through codification and 

elaboration), and was particularly influential during this formative period of LPP. The 

step of acquisition planning (efforts to engender language learning and the role of 

education in language planning) was later added to the model by Robert Cooper in 1989. 

According to Ricento, early language planning research was highly dominated by 

structuralism, the pragmatic idea that linguistic homogeneity equalled modernism and 

Westernization, and the belief that language problems in general could be solved through 

planning, particularly on the macro level (public sector).120 For these purposes, languages 

were considered to be ideologically neutral resources and tools for modernisation and 

democratisation, and essentially, divorced from their socio-historical contexts.121As the 

objective of early LPP was to find explicit tools and techniques to achieve specific social 

and linguistic goals in predominantly (post-colonial) national communities, the 

conceptual frameworks developed during this era included fixed epistemological 

assumptions and objective categorisations that placed languages in neatly defined 

national and ethnic categories.122 In Josephson’s view, the Haugen model and early LPP 

scholarship is the product of the postwar “optimistic decades”, typical for the modernity 

and social engineering for the time-period, where the attitude of “one can steer language 

and language planning to a large extent if one plans well” prevailed.123 

 

During the second, intermediary phase, in the 1970s through the 1980s, LPP research 

elaborated on some of the principles developed during the first phase, yet saw some 

critical developments too. The criticism and growing awareness that swept the field had 

important implications for problematizing and scholarly thinking in LPP research. It 

became increasingly clear that earlier optimistic models on LPP generally had not 

managed to decrease historical conflicts and inequalities in newly independent states, as 

LPP was often “used by dominant groups to create and sustain their system of 

privilege”124. The modernisation and economic development that LPP was supposed to 

 
120 Ricento 2000, 197. 
121 Ricento 2000, 200. 
122 Tollefson & Ṕerez-Milans 2018, 6. 
123 Josephson 2012, 86–92. 
124 Tollefson 2011, 364. Tollefson especially underlines the example of apartheid South Africa, where 

language policies (e.g. mother tongue education) were used to sustain the position of white Afrikaans. 
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help bring about in developing countries (by “rationally” following the political and 

economic model of the West, and favouring major European languages over local 

languages), proved to instead, in many cases, leave them even more dependent on the 

former colonial powers. The field thus began to reconsider its position and goals, and new 

(primarily qualitative) methodologies and approaches were developed. The supposed 

ideological neutrality and structuralism of language was put into question, and a number 

of scholars became more concerned with the social aspect of language and the relations 

of speech communities. Whereas early LPP scholars primarily were concerned with 

“economic development, politico-administrative modernization, and sociocultural 

integration” (issues connected with status planning), LPP research soon started to direct 

it focus more to the ideological nature of LPP and the “experiences of linguistic 

minorities, and democratic models for planning and policymaking”.125  

 

The third wave of LPP as defined by Ricento – roughly the 1990s to the first decade of 

the 2000s – has been characterized as the “critical turn”126 and the “revival of LPP”127. 

This describes the phase where LPP was largely impacted by theoretical developments 

and broad movements in the social sciences (most notably, postmodernism, critical social 

theory and political theory), focusing increasingly on discourse and the ideological and 

socio-political aspect of LPP. This implied the emergence of a wide range of critical 

social scientific approaches, undermining and sharply criticising previous LPP (corpus, 

status and acquisition) models and taxonomies as being too narrow (characterising 

language as a fixed phenomenon), naïve (supposed objectivity, positivism), neo-classical 

(individualistic) and limited to national language policy issues (nation-building, 

nationalism, official languages, political integration, economic development). Building 

on the ideas of the second, transitional phase, the field thus shifted focus to analysing the 

relationships between power, ideology and inequalities as the results of sociocultural and 

sociolinguistic discourse; hence linking LPP with important issues in the social and 

human sciences. Johnson calls this period in LPP research a watershed moment128, 

because “there is a critical element in much of the modern-day language policy 

scholarship, whether it is called ‘critical language policy’ or not, and certainly the notion 
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that language policies create social inequality among dominant and minority language 

users […] is a central tenet in a lot of work”129. 

 

As Ricento’s analysis of the historical phases of LPP was made twenty years ago, Johnson 

proposes an additional phase to the field in the 2010s: the empirical turn. Propelled by 

more diverse interests and studies on e.g. language ecology, language policies in 

education, language preservation and language rights, using ethnographic and discourse-

analytic approaches, new generations of LPP scholars are utilizing empirical data 

collection and analysis to examine not only macro- but also meso- and micro-level LPP 

agents, processes and discourses.130 LPP studies are increasingly inclined towards 

interdisciplinary connections; and as more and more researchers draw on and combine 

theories and methods from their own disciplinary spaces when conducting LPP related 

studies, an increasing number of techniques and approaches are being proposed to 

conceptualise and study LPP. Which takes us back to the discussion on conceptual issues 

and dichotomies, reviewing LPP as space where multiple fields are employed, 

interconnected and refined – for better (one of a kind, multidisciplinary and 

interdisciplinary studies) and/or for worse (no clear, dominant conceptual framework). 

 

3.3 Linguistic Culture and Motivation 

 

Postmodern studies of the critical and empirical turn (ca 1990s until today) thus 

problematize the somewhat narrow ideas of earlier LPP studies, for which language was 

a fixed code, and “a finite, stable, standardised, rule-governed instrument for 

communication”131. Instead, language came to be viewed as a code with many forms, 

values and functions; and with various connections to ideology, power-relations and 

social structures. Sociolinguistic arrangements were no longer perceived as logical or 

inevitable, but the results of socio-political processes and decisions – a perspective in 

which Dennis Ager developed his motivational understanding of LPP. The grounds for 

this eventual turn was set by increasingly critical scholars in the 1970s and 1980s, among 

others, Harold Schiffman, who first used the term linguistic culture in relation to language 

policy in the late 1970s. By now, it should be clear that the basic tenet of LPP in this 
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study is based on Schiffman’s cultural dimension and Ager’s motivational dimension. 

The following subchapter thus encompasses primary aspects of these two perspectives, 

that is: LPP as a socio-cultural construct (linguistic culture), and a motivational account 

of LPP (goal theory). 

 

To begin this discussion, I will first address one of the most basic issues in LPP: the 

meaning and notion of language. In policy formulation, Schiffman identifies three 

conceptions of what is meant by language: 1) Language as a code (a rule-governed human 

communicative system, setting the rules that can be used to construct texts), 2) Language 

as text or discourse (the produced body of texts which constitutes the literature of a 

specific linguistic culture), 3) Language as a cultural system (combining language-as-

code and language-as-text with the notion of linguistic culture).132 The theoretical 

assumption underlying this study is the third perception, conceptualising language as 

culture – that is, Schiffman’s main thesis of language as both a cultural construct and the 

primary vehicle of culture (its construction, transmission and replication). This 

conceptualisation does not rule out the first two conceptions, but rather views language-

as-code as being embedded in language-as-text (there is no text without a code), whilst 

language-as-text again is embedded in (although not necessarily identical to) linguistic 

culture.133 In relation to the sociolinguistic notion of language behaviour – i.e. how 

humans behave when using language – Ager analyses two forms of language: language-

as-instrument (used by people to express themselves and interact) and language-as-object 

(something about which people have opinions and feelings, and use to influence the 

behaviour of others).134 According to Ager, both forms of are employed by organisms 

(individuals, communities, governments…) when influencing the language behaviour of 

themselves and/or that of others. 

 

LPP as a socio-cultural construct 

The notion of linguistic culture is integral to Harold Schiffman’s conceptualisation of 

both language and LPP. In fact, Schiffman perceives language policy and linguistic 

culture to be indistinguishably connected to each other. The notion of this connection 

came into being through his studies on language policies in various linguistic cultures, 
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such as the Tamils (India), the German-American immigrant community and the French, 

most notably analysing the connection between long-established ways of thinking about 

language and implicit language policies of diglossia (i.e the coexistence of two languages 

in one and the same language community, often with one primarily literary and one 

spoken variety). Schiffman neatly summarises the complexity that is language policy and 

linguistic culture, and their relation, as follows: 

“[L]anguage policy is primarily a social construct. It may consist of various 

elements of an explicit nature – juridical, judicial, administrative, constitutional 

and/or legal language may be extant in some jurisdictions, but whether or not a 

polity has such explicit text, policy as a cultural construct rests primarily on other 

conceptual elements – belief systems, attitudes, myths – the whole complex that 

we are referring to as linguistic culture, which is the sum of ideas, values, beliefs, 

attitudes, prejudices, myths, religious strictures, an all the other cultural ‘baggage’ 

that speakers bring to their dealing with language from their culture.”135 

 

In other words, by this definition, Schiffman not only inexplicably links language policy 

to linguistic culture, but he also highlights the importance of defining language policy by 

both its explicit (overt, official, written, top-down, de jure, i.e. concerning law) texts and 

statements, and its implicit (covert, unofficial, unwritten, grass-root, de facto, i.e. 

concerning fact) notions and assumptions, that may influence how the policy actually 

works on a practical level. Schiffman further argues that conceptual elements within a 

linguistic culture too often are viewed as the outcome of language policy, when “it is clear 

that they are elements underlying the policy”136. In this sense, thorough LPP research 

should not draw supposed causal conclusions between language and policy, as some 

language practices could have developed without or before the formulation of an explicit 

policy. 

 

The existence of a myth about a language, deeply rooted within a linguistic culture, can 

make a covert language policy seem more overt than it actually is or has been, such as in 

the case of the US, where there still is no explicit language policy on a federal level 

declaring English as its official language, while implicitly, that certainly is the case. 

Another example is France, where actual official provisions about the use of French did 

not in fact exist until the 1990s (the Toboun law), although “the French believed so 

strongly that they had the most explicit and ancient language policy in the world that even 
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though the provisions they thought existed did not exist, their belief in these supposed 

laws made for a policy that was quasi-legal, since everyone believed it”137. On a side note, 

the law on the usage of French was part of a general language political shift in Europe in 

the late 1990s and early 2000s, when many European nations began to worry about the 

status of their languages in light of the growing influence of English – suddenly there was 

a need for more explicit policies and laws, the implicit could no longer be taken for 

granted. Fears of global English, diglossia and domain loss spurred debates on language 

policy in the Nordic region too, resulting in language political strategies and juridical 

clarifications, not only on a national level, but on a pan-Nordic too (the Declaration on a 

Nordic language policy). 

 

So far, I have been using the notions of explicit/implicit and overt/covert language 

policies quite interchangeably, simply because Schiffman essentially equates the two. 

However, it would be appropriate to provide some more clarification as to the possible 

nuances between these two. In Johnson’s table on language policy types, overt/covert 

refers specifically to means and goals, i.e. openly expressed policies in spoken or written 

texts, and intentionally hidden policies on the macro- or micro-level. The 

explicit/implicit, division instead, describes the documentation and status of a policy, i.e. 

a policy is either officially documented or occurring in spite of official documentation.138 

Schiffman uses both categories rather synonymously, yet also with quite the same 

meaning as Johnson (although he tends to favour the usage of overt/covert over 

explicit/implicit). Schiffman however expands his definition of covert policies, 

describing them as both collusive (intentional or hidden agendas), and in some cases also 

subversive (e.g. actively resisting an overt language policy).139 Schiffman argues that 

there usually is a dichotomy between the overt and the covert – that language policy often 

conflicts reality, as many policy-makers and researchers only direct their focus at, or 

simply believe, the overt formulations on the macro-level, discounting the covert aspects 

that are actually taking place on the ground. Central or federal policies may guarantee 

overt policies, but the effects of these may be, for various reasons, inadequate on the local 

level.140 
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Schiffman presupposes that language policies do not emerge from out of nothing (ex 

nihilo), and that the choice of a certain language policy is never completely random (off 

the shelf).141 The relationship between language policy and the historical, cultural, social, 

or religious raw material that comprise a linguistic culture cannot and should not be 

ignored – indeed, Schiffman’s primary argument is that there needs to be a broader scope, 

and studying one without the other is “probably futile, if not simply trivial”142. To scholars 

from other disciplines who criticize his notion of linguistic culture (disliking the term 

“culture” for being poorly defined or misused in general, or preferring the more 

established term “ideology”) Schiffman responds that “we need a theory that can handle 

as many variables as in fact seem to be involved in language-policy formulation”143, 

including unforeseen factors and unintended consequences. Schiffman’s theory on LPP 

as a socio-cultural construct attempts to take on the challenge of providing a framework 

for studying the multiple and varying socio-cultural factors and features, behaviours and 

habits, that underlie and affect the formulation and implementation of language policy. 

 

A motivational account of LPP 

“Why should communities and governments wish to influence language 

behaviour? Is governmental language policy simply a selfish pursuit of elitist 

advantage? What exactly are the conscious or unconscious motives planners and 

policy-makers have for carrying out language-related actions, where the benefits, 

if indeed there are any, are likely to be long term?”144 

 

It is questions such as these – targeting specific acts of language behaviour in both human 

beings and human groups – that Dennis Ager’s motivational account of LPP sets out to 

explore with the help of goal theory (the need to set goals as intrinsic to motivation) and 

the study of attitudes, both of which are central theories in social psychology. In language 

issues, Ager focuses on three traditional types of actors: individuals, politically dependent 

or powerless communities, and states or governments with more or less political control 

over a society – a neat division for the sake of simplicity, that admittingly does not 

completely fit all types of modern, more complex polities, such as global multinationals 

or supranational institutions like the European Union.145 As this study is concerned with 

language policy and planning efforts of primarily the Nordic institutions, I will mostly 
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account for Ager’s thoughts on the last actor of the three. Ager, like Schiffman, loosely 

differentiates language planning from language policy, describing language planning as 

unofficial means for influencing the language(s) of a community (religious, political or 

ethnic), and language policy as being strictly official planning and exercise of political 

power, carried out by those in political authority (e.g. states, governments and religious, 

ethnic or economic elites).146 A more narrow definition than that of Schiffman’s, 

especially regarding language policy, but what Ager’s definition does have in common 

with Schiffman’s is essentially the assumption that language policy subsumes language 

planning, as the former is defined as official and the latter as unofficial. Although Ager 

does not specifically refer to covert or explicit language policies, which are inherent to 

Schiffman’s socio-linguistic theory, he does however analyse the underlying and possibly 

unconscious attitudes (beliefs, emotions, values…), motives (representing phases in the 

construction of identity), and goals (vision, mission and targets) of LPP actions – which 

fit in to Schiffman’s definition of the “cultural baggage” that makes up a linguistic 

culture. 

 

Motivation for planning and enacting policies on language behaviour is best analysed, in 

Ager’s view, as a ”three-part psychological and social phenomenon” 147, that is, goals, 

attitudes and motives. Goal theory, an approach that emphasises the need to establish and 

set up goals as being intrinsic to motivation, provides a useful tool for studying language 

behaviour – especially individual linguistic behaviour (influenced by psychological needs 

such as belonging and self-realisation), although Ager applies it to the linguistic 

behaviour of communities and states as well. Ager considers the range (immediate, short-

term or long-term) and nature (concrete or idealistic) of goals to vary depending on three 

terminological distinctions: 1) an ideal: a vision, end-point or intention, towards which 

LPP is directed – e.g. the Nordic region as the most integrated region in the world, 2) an 

objective: a mission or purpose, more immediate and realisable although future-oriented 

means of achieving the vision – e.g. a socially sustainable Nordic region, and 3) a target: 

an even more precise and measurable point on the way towards achieving the objective – 

e.g. increasing young people’s knowledge of neighbouring countries languages.148 
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In a social psychological approach, language attitudes, then, represent the individual and 

collective beliefs and values, emotions and feelings behind the ideal, objective or target. 

Emotions and feelings about one’s own language, which can be very strong, are generally 

positive, and are often transferred towards those who speak it; while negative feelings are 

most often projected to the opposite direction (in-group and out-group, social 

comparison). Knowledge about the language (its code, its interactive and social aspects 

in different domains) and the desire to take action on language (such as correcting social 

inequality) is also inherent to Ager’s use of the term attitudes. And finally motives for 

LPP actions, closely related to attitudes, exist in seven phases of identity construction: 

identity, ideology, image, insecurity, inequality, integration, and instrumental motives for 

advancement.149  

 

To sum up what has been discussed so far, motivation in LPP is dynamic and takes on 

many forms, in Ager’s theory consisting of three main components – goals, attitudes and 

motives – which in turn are divided into several further subcategories. This implies that 

motivations for LPP actions may often entail several and mixed somewhat identifiable 

motives, that may be dependent on varying individual and collective language attitudes, 

and may be directed towards rather utopian and long-term policy ideals, with more or less 

concrete and achievable objectives and targets somewhere in-between. 

 

LPP is seldom – if ever – only about language. There are hidden and/or open motives that 

according to Ager can be identified in seven different varieties, as listed above. Focusing 

on the language behaviour of states, governments and the elite (primarily affecting 

language-as-object), the first four motives – identity, ideology, image projection and 

insecurity – are organised under the umbrella term of political motives. Identity is a term 

of a variety of different realities on both the social and individual level. The goal of LPP 

deriving from the identity motive is usually about either maintaining or defending identity 

– often with strong connections to nationalism and the national project. Language is 

generally highly symbolic for a political (ethnic, religious, cultural) community, as its 

identity is created in and through the language that symbolises it. Political ideology (in 

short, the set of aspirations, principles, myths, or doctrines of political/social movements 

or institutions) is an important element in Ager’s motivational structure of LPP, in which 
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the political motive for action on language behaviour is about controlling political 

discourse and conceptualising society in a desired way. Ager defines image as a reflection 

and intended projection of identity, which individuals, companies and countries use and 

manipulate to create and generate the most favourable impression of their “product”, both 

internally and externally. LPP motivated by feelings of insecurity, again, is essentially 

based on the fear of an identifiable, easily projected external (political, economic, or 

communicative) threat of some sort – the fear that the identity of others might somehow 

alter or destroy the already established identity and image. The motives of inequality and 

integration are organised as predominantly social motives. The first is about either 

maintaining or correcting linguistic inequalities in a society; where policy on the latter is 

usually the result of demands for political action on injustices (e.g. the European Charter 

for Regional and Minority Languages). Ager primarily analyses the integrative motive 

and the last instrumental (economic) motive from the individual’s or the powerless 

community’s perspective, for whom changing language behaviour may be a question of 

improving life, career or economic chances in a linguistic environment. For language 

policy-makers and planners at the official level, motivation for integration and 

instrumentality are often the results of actions on inequality (corpus and/or acquisition 

planning) but may also reflect a larger goal of social cohesion and stability through 

pluralism (multilingualism).150  

 

Ager makes one thing clear: language behaviour is neither random nor unplanned – 

neither on the individual nor the official level: “the strategies and policies implemented 

by states, communities and individuals represent planned behaviour and reasoned actions 

by these actors, taking account of attitudinal structure but also of environmental 

conditions, likely outcomes and available means”151. Ager’s motivational dimension – 

where a particular LPP decision depends on the nature of motives, strength of attitudes 

and on the goals pursued – makes for a useful toolkit to discern overt written policies, 

enshrined in legal documents and decisions (constitutions, declarations, charters…). 

Schiffman’s and Ager’s theories complement and add to one another other; where 

Schiffman offers a broader framework conceptualising LPP as linguistic culture, Ager 

defines the structures with which to understand this relationship as a three-part 
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phenomenon and a tool for studying this relationship in specific policies enacted on the 

official level. 

 

3.4 Critical Discourse Analysis: Intertextuality and Interdiscursivity 

 

This study employs dimensions of a rather well-developed analytical tool to analyse 

language use in text and communication; namely the critical approach to the study of 

discourse, Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA). As LPP research involves analysing and 

making sense of multiple meanings and voices in various policy texts, a lot of LPP 

analysis virtually is discourse analysis. Johnson adds to this: “As well, language policy 

processes are essentially discursive – generated, sustained, and manipulated in spoken 

interaction and policy documents that, in turn, interact with each other – and may 

appropriate, resist, and/or possibly change dominant and alternative discourses about 

language policy”152. CDA further analyses discourse as a form of social practice – 

uncovering connections between discourse and power, dominance and inequality – and 

offers a toolkit with which to study how discursive processes, and the products of them 

(i.e. texts), relate to the socio-cultural and socio-political contexts in which they are 

created. Furthermore, I will adopt elements of intertextuality and interdiscursivity as 

strategies within CDA to analyse how the meanings of the two policy agreements of 

relevance to this study connect to each other, as well as relate to the broader discursive 

context. The following section thus covers a few key features of CDA, intertextuality and 

interdiscursivity as they relate to LPP. 

 

Critical Discourse Analysis 

Discourse analysis is an umbrella term for a broad range of methods that target discourse, 

which, in its very shortest and most general form, could be defined as the practices of 

language use and the meanings we apply to language and language use in specific 

contexts. While LPP scholars draw on theories and methods from their own disciplinary 

spaces, and hence tend to borrow from various fields of discourse analysis, Johnson finds 

one uniting characteristic when it comes to LPP research and discourse analysis: the 

interest in identifying the link between language policy and language practice across 

various language policy layers and spaces – something that in practice may be easier said 
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than done.153 Different schools of discourse analysis offer different ways to approach this 

issue; which brings us to CDA, and more specifically, Norman Fairclough’s version 

thereof. 

 

Emerging from critical theory, critical linguistics, and critical developments within a 

number of other fields in the social sciences and the humanities (e.g., political science, 

psychology, sociology – connects to the overall “critical turn” described in chapter 3.1), 

CDA is a form of critical social science that has become a sort of general label for the 

critical approach to study languages and discourses, text and talk. CDA does not 

characterize an explicit sub-discipline or school of discourse analysis, and again, we are 

faced with a multi- or interdisciplinary approach, in which it is not easy to identify a 

specific set of theories or methods, practices or principles. Although CDA, in other words, 

is not in itself a specific direction of research, it can due to its diversity be applied to a 

number of analytical perspectives, contexts or genres. 

 

Conceptually, van Dijk finds that most types of CDA studies ask about the connection 

between discourses or discursive conditions, and the consequences and reproduction of 

power abuse and social domination.154 Therefore, notions such as “power, dominance, 

hegemony, ideology, class, gender, race, discrimination, interests, reproduction, 

institutions, social structure and social order” belong to the typical vocabulary of a CDA 

scholar.155 There are also some general criteria by which work in CDA can be 

characterised. For example, Fairclough and Wodak recognise the following main 

principles of CDA, many of which are indeed quite fitting to the overall understanding of 

LPP in this study: 

 

1. CDA addresses social problems. 

2. Power relations are discursive. 

3. Discourse constitutes society and culture. 

4. Discourse does ideological work. 

5. Discourse is historical. 

6. The link between text and society is mediated. 

7. Discourse analysis is interpretive and explanatory. 
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8. Discourse is a form of social action.156 

 

Fairclough especially underscores the general connection between CDA and critical 

social analysis, a tradition which does not only describe existing social realities but also 

evaluates (normative, concerning values) and seeks to explain (explanatory, concerning 

causes) them. In critical social analysis, realities are “conceptually mediated”, meaning 

all social events and practices have a reflexive character and are conceptualised as part of 

the realities of the interpreters themselves. This further means that the objects for study 

are both material and semiotic (discourse) in character, and that the dialectic relations 

between them are of central concern to the normative and explanatory analysis.157 The 

dialectic relations between discourse and other elements of the social process are 

precisely what Fairclough views CDA to be the analysis of – it is therefore not only the 

analysis of discourse (texts) “in itself”, but a normative and explanatory, systemic 

analysis of transdisciplinary (linguistics, sociology, politics etc.) and relational (social) 

character, focusing on (uncovering, disclosing) discursive aspects of social activities and 

processes, such as social wrongs and power relations.158 

 

Intertextuality and Interdiscursivity 

Against this background, Fairclough presents a version within CDA that focuses 

relatively closely on social and cultural change, and the historicity of texts – connecting 

the dots between various and shifting articulations of discourses, genres and styles in 

texts, and mediating between the linguistic analysis of text and social analysis: 

intertextuality, and by extension, interdiscursivity. Within this version, Fairclough 

introduces a three-dimensional process, where discursive events (texts, and their 

meanings, styles and forms) are analysed 1) as texts (linguistically), 2) as instances of 

discourse practice (the production, distribution, and consuming thereof) and 3) as 

instances of social practice. By analysing the relations between these dimensions, the aim 

is thus to “reach explanatory understanding of how particular sorts of text are connected 

with particular forms of social practice, and how these connections are mediated by the 

nature of the discourse practice.”159 Fairclough further proclaims a historical orientation, 

as he views the priority of CDA in the modern world, signified by discoursal and 
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sociocultural change, to be the understanding of how “changing practices of language use 

(discourse) connect with (e.g., partly constitute) wider processes of social and cultural 

change.”160  

 

The concept of intertextuality was coined by Julia Kristeva in the late 1960s 

(intertexualité) in her analyses of Mikhail Bakhtin’s translinguistic approach to 

linguistics. Bakhtin viewed language as a primarily social phenomenon, wherein, in short, 

his notion of utterances (voices, discourses) is in dialogue with other, previous utterances, 

essentially meaning that any interpretation of a (possibly multi-layered) utterance 

requires an understanding of this dialogue, or what Kristeva has labelled intertextuality. 

Furthermore, based on Bakhtin’s writings, Kristeva distinguishes between what she calls 

a horizontal and a vertical dimension of intertextuality, wherein the former describes the 

dialogical relationship between the writing subject, the addressee and the chain of speech 

and texts (present, preceding and succeeding texts), and the latter captures the historical 

relations to previously written texts within a larger context of texts and discourses, 

underscoring the inherent historicity of texts.161 The works and theories of Bakthin and 

Kristeva have influenced many different fields of study (e.g., sociolinguistics), and seem 

to form the inspirational basis of Fairclough’s strategies of intertextuality and 

interdiscursivity. 

 

The intertextuality of a text is also about its relations with conventions, i.e. genres, 

discourses and styles. Fairclough employs the notion of manifest intertextuality to 

describe direct and explicit incorporations of elements of other texts (e.g. words and 

phrases) in a text, manifested through e.g. citations or quotations. Constitutive 

intertextuality, on the other hand, denotes “the configuration of discourse conventions 

that go into [the text’s] production”162, i.e. does not need to be explicitly manifested, and 

is the matter of “a question of which genres, discourses and styles it draws upon, and how 

it works them into particular articulations.”163 Although Fairclough introduces the 

constitutive notion, he instead prefers to refer to that type of intertextuality – emphasising 

the connection between and combination of texts, genres, styles and discourses – as 
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interdiscursivity, while reserving intertextuality for “the lexico-grammatical features of 

text.”164 Fairclough uses intertextuality as a broader label for basically all that has been 

brought up so far, and interdiscursivity when there is need for contrast, as will be the case 

in this study as well from here on out. 

 

To sum up the discussion thus far, Fairclough’s understanding of intertextuality can be 

outlined as follows: 

The concept of intertextuality points to the productivity of texts, to how texts can 

transform prior texts and restructure existing conventions (genres, discourses) to 

generate new ones.165 

 

Fairclough however reminds us that this productivity of texts is not infinitely innovative 

but is in practice limited to social conditions and conditions of power and power relations, 

as dominant discourses favour specific meanings and influence social practices. 

Consequently, CDA forms a valuable conceptual framework for studies on 

intertextuality.166  

 

Fairclough’s strategy on intertextuality and interdiscursivity within CDA proves to be a 

useful tool for the language policy researcher to make sense of a specific policy text by 

critically exploring its past ideas, texts and discourses: “Language policies are linked to 

past policy documents, such as earlier policies and earlier versions of the same policy 

(vertical intertextuality) and current policies (horizontal intertextuality), and they may be 

connected to a variety of past and present discourses (interdiscursivity).”167 Based on this, 

Johnson suggests an intertextual and interdiscursive analysis of LPP based on “the 

meaning of a particular language policy and, in particular, how its semantic content is 

related to other texts and discourses”168, wherein the focus of study could be, for example, 

how the meaning of a specific language policy has emerged and/or changed over time. 

This has surely inspired the research questions of this particular study, studying the 

connections between policy histories and layers of Nordic language policy, and how the 

chosen policy agreements have intertextually and interdiscursively shaped and been 

shaped by the broader socio-political and socio-cultural Nordic linguistic context. The 
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next chapter explores the motivational dimensions of the policy histories and contexts of 

the Nordic Language Convention and the Declaration on a Nordic Language Policy, 

within the temporal frameworks of the two distinguished historical eras. 

 

4. Motivation in Two Eras of Nordic Language Policy 

 

Nordic language policy, and the language planning activities that the policy process 

involves, reflects the perceptions of and ideologies about the Nordic languages within the 

Nordic language community. As a social construct, Nordic language policy is overtly 

(openly) end explicitly (officially) expressed in official sources of and agreements on 

language policy enacted by the NC and NCM; yet as a cultural construct, Nordic language 

policy is based on covert (underlying) and implicit (inherent, unofficial), both collective 

and individual, attitudes, values and beliefs about the Nordic languages – i.e. the cultural 

and ideological fabric of not only the Nordic language community, but the Nordic sense 

of community as a whole. Nordic ideology, by which I mean the symbolic integration of 

the Nordic region through the concept of inter-Nordic (or more specifically, 

Scandinavian) language comprehension, as overtly manifested in official language 

political efforts on the pan-Nordic and national/regional level, is the silver thread that 

runs through the language political history of Norden and Nordic mentality. It is 

furthermore the connecting thread between the two eras that are the subject of this study, 

and, therefore, the main theme of this chapter on motivation in two important agreement 

in Nordic language policy. 

 

Nordic ideology traces its origins to the unity ideology and national romanticism of the 

19th century, wherein language was viewed as a kind of independent organism which 

constituted not only a fundamental feature but also a common heritage of the nation – a 

meaning that through the Scandinavianist movement was also applied to the close 

connection and comprehension between the three Scandinavian languages. The general 

Nordic community therefore rests to a significant extent on the perceived language 

community between Danish, Norwegian and Swedish, but has due to political, historical, 

cultural and social circumstances been given a wider framework that also includes the so-

called secondary Nordic language community of Faroese, Finnish, Greenlandic, Icelandic 
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and Sami.169 The 19th century wave of romanticist Scandinavianism170 also had great 

relevance for the development of the national languages in both more (Denmark, Sweden) 

and less established/emerging Nordic nations (Norway, Finland, Iceland), where the “idea 

of a common Nordic culture became part of the construction of national identities”171. 

This type of linguistic engineering and rationalisation connects to the 19th century 

political-economic approach to LPP and the construction of Western liberal-democratic 

values and states.172 

 

The romantic ideological reasoning of the Nordic language community, building on ideas 

of cultural heritage and Old Norse mythology, grew stronger in its modern Nordist form 

during the interwar period, and was perhaps at its strongest in the decades after World 

War II – an era which, as part of the establishment of the general Nordic institutional 

apparatus and structures to promote regional integration and develop intra-Nordic 

relations, saw the creation of the national Nordic language planning councils and the 

NLS, as well as the drafting, signing and ratification of the Nordic Language 

Convention.173 These occurrences were to an extent the result of the explicit and overt, 

macro-level efforts of “optimistic” scholars and politicians in classical LPP to solve issues 

of language comprehension and linguistic equality (e.g. for Finnish immigrants in 

Sweden) and steer languages towards political modernism, democratism and socio-

linguistic integration. On the implicit and covert level, the potentiality of the informal, 

covert dimension of Nordic ideology was at play due to the need for consensus and a 

deeper cooperation as a form of internal protection and solidarity after years marked by 

vulnerability, war and division, and in a time characterized by the external, geopolitical 

tensions and politics of the Cold War. Consensus and solidarity was mostly successful in 

the areas of social-political and cultural policy, attempting to eliminate the social borders 

and linguistic injustices in the region. 

 

In the early 1990s, the end of the Cold War period dissolved not only the Soviet Union, 

but also established ideas about the inner and outer role and position of the Nordic region. 

In the wake of accelerating European integration and increasing Anglo-Saxon 
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171 Strang 2016, 112. 
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internationalisation, this era witnessed lively political and scholarly discussions on the 

insecure future and durability of Norden (Nordic institutional cooperation, cohesion and 

identity) and the destiny of the small Nordic languages and the Nordic language 

community as a whole. Politically useful concepts of domain loss, the parallel use of 

languages, linguistic/minority rights, language democracy and multilingualism gained a 

strong foothold in both national and pan-Nordic language political debates on how to co-

ordinately and cooperatively manage, preserve and strengthen the Nordic language 

community within and for the globalised 21st century. The process of these debates, 

influenced by critical, third-wave LPP, resulted in overt and explicit national language 

political action plans and a common Declaration on a Nordic language policy. To this 

end, the informal, covert dimension of Nordic ideology was again mobilised in order to 

formulate a common Nordic response and strategy to external circumstances on the 

formal level. 

 

The assumption underlying this study is that LPP is inevitably embedded in a deeper 

political and linguistic culture (LPP as a socio-political construct). This indicates that in 

a broader policy history, the linguistic culture of Nordic language policy cannot only be 

examined on the pan-Nordic level; the linguistic climate of the individual linguistic 

(national and autonomous) communities in Norden need to be taken into account as well. 

This argument is further supported by the fact that language political responsibility and 

jurisdiction in general remains within the national governments. As inter-parliamentary 

and inter-governmental institutions, the NC and the NCM do not have formal mandate to 

implement principles and decisions on the national level.174 For example, both political 

agreements examined in this study are largely recommendations, i.e. not legally binding 

in the membership countries, and as such, they can only be implemented on the national, 

governmental level.175 As there are, then, two sides of the coin of Nordic language policy 

– Nordic language policy and language policy in the Nordic region – this chapter will 

proceed by briefly outlining the language political, historical outsets of each language 

community in the Nordic region. By this, my intent is to, in accordance with Schiffman’s 

understanding of LPP, provide a broader scope to the policy histories of the two 

agreements of relevance to this study. Thereafter, the chapter will proceed with an 

analysis of the motivation (à la Ager) behind the language political agreements within the 

 
174 Købmand Petersen 2015, 12. 
175 With the exception of the Nordic Language Convention being legally binding in criminal cases. 
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two historical eras that form the temporal range of the study. These aspects serve as a link 

to the discourse analysis in chapter 5, wherein the strategies of CDA, intertextuality and 

interdiscursivity first and foremost build on the historicity and contextuality of texts.  

 

4.1 Outsets for a Common Nordic Language Policy 

 

Simonsen summarizes the need for this subchapter on the broader frame of reference of 

Nordic language policy, i.e. the various linguistic climates in the Nordic region, rather 

well: for it is in Copenhagen, Helsinki, Oslo, Reykjavik and Stockholm where the 

language political positions are determined – the language policies pursued and ratified 

by the Nordic governments further have significant consequences for the status and future 

of Faroese, Greenlandic and Sami.176 By using eight, short (and hence, highly general) 

national/regional comparisons, the purpose is to allow for a generalisation of the 

conditions for and possibilities of a common Nordic language policy. The following 

histories are inspired by those laid out by Olle Josephson in his comparative discussion 

on language policy in the Nordic countries.177 

 

Eight brief histories 

The language political history of Finland is rooted in nationalistic aspirations for 

independence from Russia in the 1800s. This is when the modern Finnish written 

language was developed, which after the independence (1917) was constitutionally fully 

equated (1919) and became a national standard language (the Language Act of 1922) 

together with Swedish in the earl 20th century.178 The balance, and at times, struggles, 

between the two national languages (majority vs minority) has been a central theme in 

Finnish language political tradition ever since. Language struggles aside, “the legacy of 

the Swedish-Finnish pre-1809 Kingdom never diminished the attraction of Nordic 

cooperation” and was acknowledged as a “westernizing remedy to balance the relations” 

with Russia/USSR.179 Revised in 2003, language legislation in Finland is the oldest and 

the most detailed in Norden, and in 2003 and 2009, language action plans for Swedish 

 
176 Simonsen 1996, 48. 
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178 Swedish remained the main language of administration, jurisdiction and academia in Finland even 

after the Russian Empire annexed Finland from the Swedish Kingdom in 1809. 
179 Strang 2016, 30. 
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and Finnish were published by the Finnish Research Centre for Domestic Languages, the 

main agency for official language planning in Finland today. 

 

On a similar road to independence and national bilingualism, the Norwegian language 

political story is, above all, the story of liberation from Danish in the 19th century, which 

through the union with Denmark (ca 1523–1814) was the only written language in the 

country for some 300 years.180 Romantic aspirations for linguistic autonomy led to the 

development of two language varieties, one “Norwegianised” version of Danish 

(Bokmål), and new one based on Norwegian dialectology (Nynorsk). The struggle 

between the language varieties (urban vs rural) virtually marked LPP for most of the 19th 

and 20th century, although Nynorska was educationally equated with Bokmål already in 

1885. The historical legacy of subordinate unions with Denmark and Sweden affected 

Norway’s attitude towards its Scandinavian neighbours and Nordic cooperation overall, 

which still during the early postwar decades was met with a certain scepticism and 

reluctance.181 The Norwegian Language Council published a language strategy in 2005 

and a language political action plan in 2008; and in 2020, the Norwegian government 

presented Norway’s first ever comprehensive language law.182 

 

For Denmark, the story is different. Danish is not a "new" national language like Finnish 

or Norwegian – it has experienced continuity as a written language since the Middle Ages 

and has been a state-supporting (together with German) and an expansive (colonising) 

language since, at least, the 16th century. In the Romantic Age, spurred by the loss of 

territory to Prussia in 1848/1864, Danish became all the more important when a new 

national identity took form in the by now linguistically relatively homogenous Danish 

kingdom.183 This is when Danish formally grew into the “language of the people” through 

efforts in popular education and the idea of the enlightment of the people (folk high 

schools). Due to the historical legacy of struggles with German expansionism (militarily, 

politically, culturally and linguistically) initiatives by romanticist Scandinavianism and 

the ideology of the Nordic have traditionally enjoyed support in Denmark.184 Denmark 

 
180 Danish had remained the main language of administration and education in Norway even after the 

secession of Norway from Denmark to Sweden. The union between Sweden and Norway lasted from 

1814–1905. 
181 Strang 2016, 30. 
182 Språkrådet 2020. 
183 Josephson 2018, 278. 
184 Vikør 1993, 183. 



 57 

has as of yet no explicit law regulating the status of language, although regulation on the 

corpus (orthography) of Danish does exist. The Danish Language council has issued three 

language political reports in 2003, 2008 and 2012.  

 

Sweden has to some extent the same linguistic-historical narrative as Denmark: an old, 

strong, state-bearing (expansive) language since the Reformation, that through the 

process of national romanticism and standardisation has come to form the cultural 

heritage of the people. Yet, in the building of modern national consciousness, Swedish 

plays a somewhat less nationalistic role than Danish. The rationalist attitude towards 

society and politics, such as the folkhemmet and social engineering, has been considered 

to largely characterise the popular attitudes and political actions on the Swedish language. 

In Nordic cooperation, together with Denmark, Sweden has traditionally played the role 

of a front runner. The experience from WWII and emergence of the Swedish neutrality 

policy and welfare model made the safe zone of political-ideological Nordic cooperation 

all the more important.185 The influx of large immigrant groups became an issue in 

Sweden earlier than in the other Nordic countries (1960s/70s), which is why there are 

much earlier developed and deeply embedded LPP models on multilingualism in Sweden 

than in the rest of Norden. In 2002, the Swedish language council issued a language 

political action plan, based on which Sweden enacted its first ever comprehensive 

language legislation in 2009, establishing the status of Swedish as the main language of 

Sweden. 

 

The Icelandic story is one about the unbroken tradition from the Old Icelandic Norse of 

Norwegian settlers in the 10th century, and the epic medieval saga and literary period in 

the 13th century, to a state-bearing language after it gained independence from Denmark 

in 1918/1944.186 In the beginning of the 19th century, a nationalist language revival 

movement introduced the concept of language purism, protecting vocabulary against 

foreign influences, a tradition that to some extent still dominates LPP in Iceland today.187 

Icelandic is the most unchanged of all the Nordic languages – it has exceptionally few 

regional differences and is central to the cultural heritage of the nation. It is something 

 
185 Strang 2016, 31. 
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that must be nurtured and passed on to future generations. As a small island nation of Old 

Norse ancestry, Icelanders have from the beginning been fairly positive towards Nordic 

cooperation, and there is a “long tradition for perceiving Norwegian, Swedish and Danish 

as neighbouring languages rather than as foreign languages”188. The language policy 

programme for Iceland was published in 2008, and the Icelandic language act (making 

Icelandic is the national and only official language) was enacted in 2011. 

 

In the story of Faroese and Greenlandic, Danish has naturally been the main antagonist. 

The struggle against Danish linguistic influence and domination has always been the 

primary motive behind LPP on the Faroese Islands and Greenland. When home rule was 

granted in 1948 (Faroese Islands) and 1979 (Greenland), both indigenous languages were 

formally recognised as official languages – although on par with Danish.189 Through 

Nordic (Norwegian, Danish) colonisation, both regions have inevitably been bound to 

Norden for centuries, and Simonsen concludes that the Faroese and Greenlandic 

communities all in all have a positive view of the Nordic language community, although 

they relate to the Scandinavian languages (Danish) more as a historical, legal and political 

fact than an ideology.190 Both language communities have published a language political 

action plan, the Faroese in 2007 and the Greenlandic in 2001. 

 

The story of Sami is of course not only one, but that of several Sami languages, cultures, 

historical legacies, nationalities, language laws, minority and indigenous statuses. A 

closer perspective is therefore unfeasible in this case. Vikør simplifies the story Sami in 

Norden as follows: “Sami was neglected by the official authorities in the past but is now 

enjoying something of a renaissance”191, such as laws and LPP on Sami language rights 

and language use. Although a diverse group, the Sami are politically organised both 

nationally and transnationally (see chapter 2.2). For example, transnational efforts led to 

a unified orthography of Northern Sami in 1979, and the Swedish Sami Parliament 

prepared a language political action plan for Northern Sami in Sweden in 2004.192 On a 
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general level, the more practical or factual and less ideological attitude towards the Nordic 

language community can be applied to the Sami communities as well.193 

 

The eight brief histories are that of new national languages and language struggles in 

newly independent bilingual states, old (colonial) national languages formulating their 

place as the one and only “language of the people”, a language of unbroken tradition and 

purism, and indigenous languages fighting for minority and linguistic rights – with 

various historical legacies that determine the outset of each language community’s 

language political traditions and relations to the Nordic language community and Nordic 

cooperation. Since the end of the 20th century, globalisation and multilingualism have 

changed the playing field, as LPP can no longer be solely determined within the frames 

of the national language. These are aspects that all Nordic language communities, in one 

way or another, have been forced to recognised on more formal grounds through language 

political action plans, language legislation and/or common language political goals. 

 

With the help of this generalisation on the conditions and outsets for language policy in 

the Nordic region, the study moves on to analyse motivation in common Nordic language 

policy as a three-part phenomenon – that is, goals, attitudes, and motives, as defined by 

Dennis Ager – in two historical eras: 1971–1987 and 1988–2006 (as described in chapter 

1.1). The specific policy agreements under analysis are the Nordic Language Convention 

and the Declaration on a Nordic Language Policy. The first category, the goals (range 

and nature) of a language policy may build on long-term ideals, more immediate 

objectives and/or more specific targets. Attitudes represent detected emotions, feelings 

and knowledge about languages in language policy. Motives are the most multi-faceted 

category, which can be determined in three sub-categories (political, social, economic) 

consisting of seven possible phases (identity, ideology, image, security, inequality, 

integration and instrumentality). 

 

4.2 The Early Era: Linguistic Integration and Equality 

 

Motivation for language policy in the early era of Nordic language policy, that is, between 

the years of 1971 and 1987, which culminated with the ratification of the Nordic 
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Language Convention (signed in 1981 and ratified in 1987), was largely characterised by 

the need and desire to, through efforts in LPP and language cooperation, increase the 

Nordic sense of community (long-term ideal: protect and foster the Nordic language 

community in order to ensure the unity of Norden), broaden the contacts between the 

Nordic people (concrete objective: integration, free movement) and advance linguistic 

equality in the Nordic region (short-term, immediate target: help those Nordic immigrants 

who don’t understand the language of the Nordic host country, without cost). In a total of 

nine articles, the convention regulates the Contracting states – Denmark, Finland, 

Norway, Iceland and Sweden – to facilitate moving and immigration in Norden by 

bridging issues of language comprehension through language services (interpretation, 

translation) financed by public funds. In general, an international convention can be 

defined as a formal agreement between governments on a set of rules on matters affecting 

them all, legally binding to all Contracting states.194 Yet since the Nordic language 

convention mostly takes on the form of a recommendation, the implementation depends 

to a large extent on the commitment of each Nordic state. 

 

By the beginning of the early era, the hopes and efforts of formal Nordic cooperation to 

establish a more fixed regional unit had experienced a series of ups-and-downs. On the 

downside, grander cooperation schemes of the 1940s–1970s within the policy sectors of 

security, defence (the Scandinavian Defence Union) and economy (a Nordic customs 

union and a common Nordic market), i.e. traditional “hard” policy areas in international 

cooperation, had suffered failures due to internal disagreement, scepticism and 

geopolitical pressure. On the upside, however, closer institutional Nordic cooperation on 

matters of common interest (mainly in so-called “soft” policy areas) had made significant 

headway with the foundation of the NC (1952, Finland joined in 1955) and the creation 

of a more formal cooperative base through the adoption of the Helsinki Treaty (1962) and 

the establishment of the NCM (1971). Pioneering agreements on a common labour market 

(1954, abolishing work permit requirements), a social security convention (1955) and a 

Nordic passport union (1952–1958, joined by Iceland in 1966) – earning the 1950s the 

name of “the golden age of Nordic social-political cooperation”195 – had further 

legitimised Nordic ambitions in welfare politics and the narrative on social 

progressiveness (the Nordic model); making matters of free movement and intra-Nordic 
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labour migration a stated politicised issue. These policies opened up for deeper cultural 

cooperation within the spheres of language, education, art and research. And soon 

enough, in 1971, the Cultural agreement ensuring support and investment in all matters 

of culture was signed. In fact, culture has continuously remained a heavily prioritised 

policy sector in Nordic cooperation, most notably with the creation of the NCM and the 

aforementioned agreement – it is traditionally perceived to be the most successful area of 

Nordic cooperation and something with which the Nordic region still today distinguishes 

itself in a global context.196 

 

By the looks of it all, the balance of the successes versus failures of Nordic political 

cooperation was looking pretty good in the beginning of the early era. The area of social 

and cultural (language, education etc.) policy had proven to be a fruitful possibility for 

deeper endeavours, which corresponded well with the overall tradition of romanticist 

Scandinavianism and the ideal of Nordic ideology, i.e. symbolic integration through the 

concept of a common cultural heritage and the Nordic language community. Culture, in 

particular, was a policy sector with little or no external pressure or internal obstacles, in 

combination with its deep historical roots of ideology, identity, image and consolidation; 

hence the success. Matters and more immediate targets of language comprehension and 

linguistic equality merged with the concrete objective of free movement, labour migration 

(largely characterising migration in the 1960s/early 1970s) and social integration, a 

continuation of the social-political golden age and the welfare narrative of democratic 

ideals, progression and freedom – an objective especially crucial for Sweden at a time 

when people with Finnish as their first language made up over 70 percent of the people 

with another first language than Swedish in the country (stats from 1970).197 Overall, in 

the 1960s, Sweden was the only Nordic country to experience immigration in any 

significant numbers, and the Swedish economy came to rely heavily on intra-Nordic 

migration – a basis for and outcome of the common efforts in social policy.198 

 

Det tomme fællesskab  

Yet in the sphere of Nordic language policy, neither the recommendation on a Nordic 

language convention, put forth already in 1966, nor the idea on a common Nordic 
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language secretariat, officially proposed in the late 1960s but discussed already in the 

interwar years, had still not been successfully materialised. At the same time, the ideal of 

the Nordic language community as the main unifying aspect and the cornerstone of the 

Nordic community was looking all the more difficult to fully rationalise on a linguistic 

basis. Empirical studies in the 1950s and 1970s on the mutual understanding between the 

Scandinavian languages had revealed problematic results in, especially spoken, 

communication between Swedes and Danes (Norwegians mastering inter-Scandinavian 

communication the best, Norwegian also the best understood language).199 Other reports 

(published in 1972 and 1973) reflected the decline in the interest and motivation in 

learning the neighbouring Scandinavian languages that had already been observed in 

previous years, both in schools and at the university level.200 These “fiascos” in the 

common linguistic acquisition ambitions of Norden led a professor in Danish to label the 

Nordic community an empty community – det tomme fællesskab (a play of words on the 

concept of “det nordiske fællesskab”, i.e. the Nordic community).201 The studies and 

reports did not cover the communicative dilemmas of the secondary language 

community, yet, for example, the crucial case of the struggles of the Finnish-speaking 

Finns in a Nordic context were already familiar – especially when in communication with 

Danish. The decrease of Swedish competence in the Finnish-speaking community was 

similarly an already well-known and politically stressed fact on the Nordic arena.202 

 

Language competence and knowledge affects and is affected by attitudes towards a 

language and the speakers of it. It reflects the emotions about a language and the feelings 

on how crucial or not it is for one to be part of and in contact with a language community. 

Understanding a language creates a sense of belonging (in-group), which mutually affects 

the desire or motivation to take action on matters related to said language, whether it be 

individual or communal matters. In their study on language attitudes in the Nordic region, 

Östman and Thøgersen conclude that “the understanding of the other Scandinavian 

languages by Scandinavians and by non-Scandinavians speakers in the Nordic area” form 

the basis of and infuse the very “ideology of the Nordic”.203 This supports the analysis of 

the idea of a shared and common Nordic language community thus far – it is essentially 
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a form of politically regulated Nordic cultural nationalism infused with mythical folklore; 

it is willingly viewed as expressing the way of life and worldview (ideology) of the 

communities of Norden; and it forms an integrative feeling that has been so crucial to the 

symbolic construction (and reconstruction) of the Nordic social identity and the projected 

image thereof, that the maintenance and continuous attraction of this conceptualised 

organic unity thus materialises the highest ideal of Nordic language policy – and this 

concerns both historical eras of relevance. The welfare narrative developed during this 

era supported the constructed image of Norden as a pioneering region in social 

progression, and in relation to this, the Nordic Language Convention was experienced as 

a “positive experiment of a unique kind” of no equivalent on the international arena.204  

 

When discussing motivation in language policy by an actor with political authority, the 

attitudinal aspect of “desire and readiness to take action on language” becomes crucial. 

To a certain extent, language policy represents the actions and reflects the world-views 

(cognitive, affective and conative attitudes) by those in political power.205 Within the 

political milieu of the Nordic institutions, a natural assumption is that actors not only have 

the political means to invest in and take – or at least, recommend and inspire – action on 

matters related to the Nordic languages and the Nordic language community, but also the 

motivation and willingness to do so. The reason being, they a) have actively sought to 

work in said political milieu (i.e. want to part-take in and contribute to initiatives in 

Nordic language policy) and b) therefore most probably share some sort of common 

“Nordist” view on and agenda for the Nordic language community as they c) most likely 

have a higher education that supports their understanding of one/many of the working 

languages of Nordic cooperation (i.e. Scandinavian), and d) close personal experience 

with the possibilities (in-group, affinity, practicality) and dilemmas (realities, linguistic 

“handicaps”, inequalities) of inter-Nordic communication (at least on the institutional 

level: meetings, committees, projects, “corridor talk”206 etc.) Cooperation in the Nordic 

institutions is highly characterised by linguistic aspects (communication and attitudes), 

and linguistic aspects are therefore crucial for the motivation and practical outcome of 

the work done therein. 
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As a strong cultural policy-maker of limited actual juridical authority, yet all the more 

influence as an intergovernmental and politically harmonizing body, the Nordic 

institutions and the political actors working within them support the ideology and image 

of functional inter-Nordic communication (in the early era essentially meaning meeting 

the needs of the secondary language community) in Norden by accepting it – which in 

LPP means balancing national and regional demands and differences by accepting the 

consequences of linguistic issues in terms of increased interpretation and translation 

services and tips for speaking Skandinaviska (slowly, articulately, mindfully, 

generically…) This acceptance that came to be strongly manifested in the Nordic 

Language Convention, which concerns the right of Nordic citizens to through 

interpretation and translation use their own language when in contact with other Nordic 

authorities. The main outset was the assumption that it would be easier for the authority 

that received a document in a foreign (Nordic) language to make a correct translation, 

than it would be for the sender to provide a complete translation in the language of the 

authority.207 

 

Targeting the highest goal (ideal) and essential political motives (identity, ideology, 

image and insecurity) of motivation in Nordic language policy, the launch of the Nordic 

Language Secretariat (NLS) in 1978 was a major political initiative and effort to avoid 

and deflect the discouraging prospect of a linguistically (and by effect, culturally, and 

potentially even politically and economically) empty or hollowed out Nordic community. 

This was the identifiable internal threat to the Nordic identity, ideology and image, 

something that needed to be defended and maintained through common arrangements in 

LPP. In addition to this, we find the external threat of the Global English – something 

that was already acknowledged in the first era, but became a much more critical issue for 

Nordic LPP in the late area.208 When the NC finally recommended the establishment of a 

common Nordic language council (secretariat) in 1976 (see chapter 2.4), the Nordic 

politicians made the already rather established work and cooperation of Nordic linguists 

a political matter of overt and explicit character. By recognising language as the “most 

important and cohesive link in a social and cultural community”209, linguists from the 

national language councils where brought into the political sphere of the Nordic 
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institutions and set out to, through the centrally organised and reasonably funded 

cooperation within the NLS, stop the Nordic (Scandinavian) languages from becoming 

too estranged from one another and increase inter-Nordic (Scandinavian) language 

comprehension – issues that now were accepted as not only the domain of traditional 

language cultivation (corpus planning, which had been a matter of ongoing efforts in 

cooperation since the first language meeting in 1896), but also language policy (static 

guidelines, e.g. status and acquisition planning, reflecting the Nordic ideology as a 

whole).210 The establishment of the NLS signified the politicisation and Nordification of 

the already established cooperation between the national language councils, and can 

essentially be viewed as the one of the first significant and explicit steps in Nordic LPP. 

LPP deriving from the political motives in this sense further advanced the symbolic 

construction of the Nordic language community. 

 

Making the Nordic borders invisible 

The scholarly determined decline and lack of motivation in Scandinavian mutual 

language understanding was striking the very heart of the Nordic language community, 

threatening the main ideal of maintaining and increasing the Nordic sense of community. 

In the Nordic language council meeting of 1982, themed the legal status of minority 

languages in the Nordic region, an Icelandic professor determined that Norden must come 

to accept the bitter truth: “Nordic cooperation, no matter how noble it may sound, rests 

on linguistic injustice.”211 Criticising the unbalanced status and appreciation of (national) 

languages in Norden, the professor was more concretely referring to the linguistic status-

quo in Nordic forums, although similar observations on experienced linguistic inequality 

in the public sphere had rather recently been objective for successful action in LPP of 

explicit nature – namely, the Nordic Language Convention had finally, fifteen years after 

its first recommendation and eight years after its initial works of enquiry, been brought 

into formalised fruition through its signing in 1981. Politically and juridically the 

Convention was realised in a more revised version than what had initially been hoped for 

by its main promoter, Finland. But then again, due to the moderately legally binding 

nature of Nordic cooperation overall, the final recommendation nature of the Convention 

 
210 The NLS was also the NCM’s advisory body on language and terminology related issues, and came to 

be a central advising and informational institution for all things related to Nordic language cooperation. 

The immediate enthusiasm of its staff brought many a project, conference, course and seminar into 

fruition. For more see Agazzi et al. 2014, 26–28. 
211 Boisen 1982, 36–37. 
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was not completely unexpected.212 The reason for this being, on the one hand, the fact 

that the need for a language convention in the other Nordic countries than Sweden and 

Finland was perceived as relatively modest, and on the other, the economic and juridical 

effects of providing adequate and quality language-related services awakened scepticism. 

The outset of the Convention thus came to be that each state developed its own language 

services in accordance with the demand at hand and the resources available. In other 

words, the Convention presupposes national implementation, it is the responsibility of the 

national governments to ultimately ensure that the authorities live up to its 

requirements.213 

 

Matters of linguistic injustice was not only a problem of linguistic or idealistic 

dimensions, but also that of political, social and economic. As a trickle-down effect, the 

concrete objectives of fostering broader and deeper contacts between the Nordic people 

and the short-term targets of advancing linguistic equality between the (note: national) 

languages of Norden were affected by the earlier mentioned study results and 

observations as well. While the NLS responded to the threat of a linguistically empty 

community and consolidated the LPP efforts of the national language councils on a 

common Nordic level (terminology, orthography, dictionaries etc.), the language 

comprehension issues in Nordic communication still constituted an obstacle to the social, 

political and instrumental ideas of turning the concept of Norden and the Nordic model 

of welfare and social progressiveness into not only a pragmatic but also a mental reality 

for the Nordic people – i.e. “making the Nordic borders invisible”214, and this concerned 

the labour market as much as the language community. Indeed, language policy is not 

divorced from other types of social policy, and the desire to take action on one is often 

accompanied by the ambition to take action on others, e.g. welfare policy.215 

 

In the immediate postwar years, the golden age of social policy had, through 

comprehensive juridical cooperation and the idea of economic rationalisation, set out to 

remove and de-border major restrictions on mobility in Norden, which “abolished the 

requirements for a visa, work permit and a passport and guaranteed social security for 

 
212 Dufholm 1981, 65. 
213 Lundström 1989, 146 and Palmgren 2004, 14. 
214 Strang 2016, 132. The venture was described as such in a Nordic Parliamentary Committee in 1951. 
215 Ager 2002, 133. 
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those moving from one Nordic country to another”216. These freedoms were presumably 

quite extensively exercised; in the years between WWII and the mid-1970s, almost 1 

million Nordic citizens changed their land of residence within Norden, a migration wave 

in which Finnish migrators to Sweden made up the largest proportion.217 Politically, the 

linguistic rights of the increasing number of inter-Nordic immigrants was soon impossible 

to ignore – again, most notably in Sweden.218 Motivation of economic and social nature 

weighed heavily in the realisation of freedom of movement, a remarkably apolitical, 

smooth and uncriticised process in which labour market politics and migration politics 

blended together (at least compared to nowadays). Part of the efforts to erase certain 

bureaucratic borders and achieve a level of legal equality between the Nordic citizens was 

the noted importance of explicitly establishing the equality of the national Nordic 

languages – especially, more concretely, as a means of facilitating the acclimation of 

Nordic immigrants. Once linguistic inequality is discovered within a language 

community, instrumental (economic) motives and social motives for political actors and 

institutions to take action on language behaviour is either to correct or maintain the 

discovered unequal situation.219 The language policy behaviour of Norden in the early era 

portrays an explicit will to improve its adaptation to the discovered linguistic inequality 

in question. The regulations of the Convention mostly respond to the integrating needs of 

the secondary language community of Finns and Icelanders, who are excluded from the 

Nordic language community if they do not have a well-enough command of a 

Scandinavian (Swedish and Danish) language, and even if they do, still have the 

disadvantage of operating in a second or foreign language. The Convention does of course 

in theory also mutually benefit Scandinavians who reside or visit Finland or Iceland, but 

during the early era, the labour market and migration currents mostly flowed inwards 

towards Scandinavia proper. The linguistic rights and needs of the non-national 

languages of Faroese, Greenlandic and Sami, however, were from the get-go excluded 

from the Convention. Denmark chose to not enforce the Convention on the Faroe Islands 

 
216 Strang 2016, 132. 
217 Strang 2016, 132. Between 1945 and 1980, cirka 400 000 Finnish people (both Finnish- and Swedish-

speaking) moved to Sweden. The record year was 1970, when Sweden received 70 000 Finnish migrators. 

Josephson 2018, 44. 
218 The number of Finnish-speakers in Sweden almost matched the number of Swedish-speaking Finns in 

Finland, who there enjoyed the linguistic rights of a national language. Josephson 2018, 44. 
219 Ager 2001, 124. 
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and Greenlandic is not covered by its regulations, whereas the national laws of Finland, 

Norway and Sweden were considered to be enough in the case of the Sami languages.220   

 

It is also important to remember that Nordic LPP, both explicitly and implicitly, supports 

the use of the lingua franca – Scandinavian – in Norden and Nordic cooperation, and 

therefore both compels and encourages others to use this preferred language. Accepting 

the differences (translation, interpretation) and collectively attempting to correct the 

inequalities that this ideal stage of linguistic behaviour creates, is similarly an intrinsic 

characteristic of Nordic language policy, although it is clearly secondary to the prevailing 

ideal of the use of Scandinavian in Nordic communication. The Convention expressed a 

political and juridical act of goodwill221 towards, most notably, the Finnish language; and 

the fact that the Convention eventually came to be – even though all three Scandinavian 

countries at times were somewhat hesitant about it (Sweden due to its economic costs, 

Norway and Denmark due to its experienced unnecessity) – not only supported the 

constructed image and identity of solidarity and cohesion, it also served as proof that the 

political will to underscore the uniqueness of the Nordic language community could 

indeed, in some cases, exceed regional disagreement or hesitancy. What is more, it 

showcased the growing critical awareness in the scholarly field of LPP during the 1970s 

and 1980s, focusing more and more on the social realities and experiences of different 

language communities. It could be argued that it further demonstrated that Finland and 

Iceland were perceived as key countries for the rationalisation of the Nordic community 

as a whole – if the communication and relational issues between the (ideally) mutually 

comprehensive Scandinavian languages and Finnish and Icelandic could not be addressed 

and somewhat resolved, the image of Nordic cohesion was at risk of becoming no more 

than an alluring mirage. The needs of Faroese, Greenlandic and Sami to use their own 

language in another Nordic country (and of Nordic citizens to use their own language in 

the Faroe Islands or Greenland) were apparently not perceived as hierarchically essential 

to Nordic cohesion. And as efforts to expand the Convention to include these languages 

fell short in the early 2000s, this still is the case. Interestingly enough, in principle, as the 

Convention protects the rights of Nordic citizens to use their own language in another 

 
220 The Convention does formally not apply in the monolingually Swedish and autonomous Åland Islands 

(by their own choice), although the national laws of Finland ensure the rights of Finnish-speaking Finns 

to use their mother tongue when in contact with state-authorities in Åland. Palmgren 2004, 17. 
221 Dufholm 1981, 68. 
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Nordic country, it would in the case of the Sami potentially mean even greater linguistic 

rights than what they enjoy in their own country of residence.222 

 

Although Schiffman warns us about drawing causal conclusions between language and 

policy, in this case, based on the motivational analysis above, it is reasonable to assume 

that facilitating linguistic integration and correcting linguistic inequalities were the main 

elements underlying LPP actions in the early era, ultimately leading to the ratification of 

the Nordic Language Convention. The launch of the NLS was a major initiative to 

“Nordificate” language political discourse and consolidate the separate national LPP 

efforts to steer language behaviour on a centralised level. Based on this foundation, 

practical issues and more immediate objects and targets of freedom of movement and 

linguistic equality could be addressed through the Convention. The internationally 

ground-breaking social-political schemes of the 1950s and 1960s in combination with 

successes in cultural political initiatives provided an established political framework for 

explicitly furthering the love of the myth of the Nordic language community, as key to 

the highest ideal of protecting the Nordic community. 

 

4.3 The Late Era: Europe, English and Egalitarianism 

 

In the late era of 1988–2006, motivation for Nordic language policy came to centre 

around the acute ambition and asserted need for a coordinated and balanced language 

policy based on common characteristics. One that accounted for the multilingualism that 

– partly due to increasing global migration flows, partly as a consequence of the 

progressive social policies and the advancement of language services of the early era – 

had come to characterise the Nordic linguistic landscape; One that consolidated the 

Nordic language community and Nordic language policy in light of European integration 

(the Nordic languages in a minority position) and the advancement of global English 

(debates on domain loss and Anglicisms); And one that solidified and embodied the 

democratic values of Nordic policy-making overall. Changing circumstances, both 

internal and external, engendered the formation of new goals for motivation in Nordic 

LPP. Distinguishable goals of the late era and the Declaration on a Nordic language policy 

are, one the one hand, to define the role of the Nordic language community in and for the 
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global community (general, long-term objective: guaranteeing the vitality of the Nordic 

languages and inter-Nordic language comprehension in the wake of European integration 

and English domination), and on the other, to assume the language-culture political 

responsibility of ensuring egalitarian linguistic rights and resources for the Nordic 

residents (immediate target: “a democratic language policy for the multilingual Nordic 

community”223), in order for Norden to reach the proclaimed visionary, long-term ideal 

of a linguistically pioneering region224 (corresponds with and builds on the political ideal 

of the early era, protecting and fostering the Nordic language community through the 

Nordic language convention). Signed by members of government from all five Nordic 

countries and three autonomous territories, the Declaration on a Nordic Language Policy 

is a non-binding, general and explicit statement of principles, serving as a “foundation for 

a unified, long-range, and effective language-policy effort”225, where the Nordic countries 

express their will and intentions for the Nordic language community and its languages – 

this time, acknowledging all languages spoken in the Nordic region, including immigrant 

languages, at least on a general level. Although the NCM undertakes to achieve the long-

term goals of the Declaration, the public and economic measures to actually achieve its 

declared goals is the responsibility of each individual Nordic country. 

 

The Declaration is a central document in the history of LPP discussions and efforts in 

Norden. It encompasses and summarises most of the LPP thinking and rationalisation of 

the late 1990s and early 2000s in Norden, which could neatly be summarised under the 

headline of Europe, English and Egalitarianism, which all in one way or another were 

consequences of the umbrella effect that is globalisation. In the last decade of the 20th 

century, Nordic language policy, Nordic political cooperation overall and the very 

ideology of the Nordic was confronted by a number of major developments on the 

European and international arena. Inter-Nordic immigration soon reached its peak and 

became broadened with more complex and international migration patterns (producing 

an increasingly multilingual Nordic landscape), the end of the Cold War era resulted in 

geopolitical uncertainty and economic recession (reconfiguring the Nordic neutrality and 

welfare narrative), and European integration came to dominate the debates in the Nordic 

institutions, as the Nordic identity and ideology sought to redefine its relation to the EU 

 
223 Nordisk Ministerråd 2006, 92. 
224 Nordisk Ministerråd 2006, 95. 
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while finding a way to bridge the political split between the Nordic EU-members 

(Denmark, Finland and Sweden) and non-EU members (Norway, Iceland). Worrying 

study results (2005) on possibly decreasing inter-Nordic language comprehension and 

related attitudes (amongst high-school students) imprinted Nordic motivation for LPP 

action in the late era as well.226 

 

What is more, established social political achievements of the early were put to the test 

with the accession to the Schengen area, politicising the issue of immigration and freedom 

of movement and making the rights of the Nordic and European passport agreements 

asymmetrical.227 The EU legal framework further complicated the enforcement of the 

Nordic Language Convention – since the rights ensured by the Convention are strictly 

tied to Nordic citizenship, its regulations could therefore technically break EU 

discrimination law as it would discriminate against any EU-citizen who would want to 

use a Nordic language in another Nordic country.228 The European Charter for Regional 

or Minority Languages also brought the legal statuses of different languages within a 

language or national community to the forefront – LPP issues of immigrant and minority 

languages, the widespread use of English, language revitalisation, language democracy, 

cultural heritage and ethnic culture in relation to Nordic identity, image and ideology soon 

enough encouraged (or obliged) LPP thinking outside of the box, i.e. outside of the 

traditional idea of national languages. Generally, these ideas corresponded with the 

overall critical turn in third wave LPP, focusing all the more on power and inequality 

related aspects and expanding out-dated definitions of concepts such as a language 

community. 

 

For developments such as those discussed in this subchapter so far, it has been suggested 

that Norden, in numerous ways, was at a crossroads229 throughout essentially the whole 

late era. And since language policy is often closely bound to other domains of social 

policy, the crossroads concerned the domain of LPP just as much. LPP motivation to take 

action and respond to the new situation in Norden took the form of what has been labelled 

a language political offensive, resulting in a renewed and more explicitly formulated 

 
226 Delsing & Lundin 2005. 
227 Strang 2016, 132. 
228 Palmgren 2004, 50. 
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language policy on the national level, an offensive which the Declaration on a Nordic 

Language Policy was formed to harmonize and support. The main idea of the Declaration 

is indeed that the Nordic language community is held together not only by a common 

language (Skandinaviska) but also by a common language policy.230 The policy document 

essentially declares the linguistic rights of Nordic residents (acquisition, understanding 

and preservation/development of relevant societally essential, Scandinavian, 

international and native/minority languages) and the goals for Nordic language policy 

(literate, communicative and good skills in and general knowledge of relevant societally 

essential, Scandinavian and international/foreign languages) 

 

Pressures and Possibilities 

“In general, it can be concluded that while economic cooperation, welfare policy, 

labour market policy and free movement across national borders have been 

significantly strengthened in Norden over the past 25 years, linguistic unity and 

language comprehension in Norden have deteriorated significantly.”231 

As such concluded a special NCM working group for general culture in 1989 – i.e. in the 

very beginning of the late era in this study. The Nordic working group was disappointed 

with, perhaps not the lack of motivation in and commitment to Nordic cultural 

cooperation and LPP, but at least with the results thereof. The theoretically formulated 

agendas had yet to yield the expected results in practice, especially regarding the teaching 

of Scandinavian (so-called neighbouring) languages in Nordic schools, inter-Nordic 

language comprehension, the struggling cooperation schemes in radio and TV (the failed 

NordSat-project232), the relation between language cultivation and Anglicisms (English 

linguistic influence and loan words) and more concrete measures for intensified cultural 

cooperation. The tendency to switch to English in Nordic conferences had also raised 

some worried voices. The social and economic progressions listed in the quote was of 

course yet to be more concretely challenged by the earlier mentioned broader 

international developments (Europeanisation, recession etc.) of the 1990s, but the quote 

suggests a frustration with the progress in the sphere of language and LPP in comparison 

with other schemes of the social political golden era. This is, then, the mind-set from 

which the late era kicks off, even though the Nordic Language Convention had recently 

 
230 Josephson 2015, 85.  
231 Bojsen 1989, 33. 
232 Strang 2016, 5. NordSat, planned in the 1970s/1980s, was a never realised project for Nordic radio and 

TV-cooperation via satellite. The failed project did however come to result in the rather successful 

Nordisk Film & TV Fond in 1989. 
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(and finally) been fully and successfully ratified in 1987. The frustration was not however 

met with passiveness, instead the emphasis on nurturing Nordic cultural and linguistic 

cohesion through efforts in LPP and language cooperation grew stronger throughout the 

1990s, as politicians and linguists tried to cope with the pressures and navigate the 

possibilities of European and Anglo-Saxon linguistic advancement. The previously 

determined attitudinal aspect of “desire and readiness to take action on language” by those 

in political power in Norden thus remained high in the late era. 

 

Ager points out that through strong cultural policy, including distinct linguistic elements, 

a political institution (such as a nation state or a multinational/supranational institution) 

may attempt to foster or further a positive image of itself, both inside (identity, ideology) 

and outside (image) of its borders, and this political motive is usually spurred by an 

increased awareness of other, potentially competitive languages or language 

communities. An element of the insecurity motive is also detectable when such an 

institution evaluates its relation to other similar and approximate ones, as its objectives 

for survival or offence in international relations relates to the degree of self-confidence it 

feels. A motivational strategy in cases of insecure self-confidence may often mix with the 

motive of self-protecting, meaning defensive policies to hinder or mitigate the penetration 

of a competitive (generally majority or international) language. Furthermore, in the 

general idea of oppositional or adaptive competition with English, the motive of 

instrumentality may become relevant in an explicit pursuance of improving the linguistic 

instruments and coherence of said political institution.233 The crossroads that the identity 

of Norden and Nordic language cooperation found itself in during the late era suggests a 

relatively vague level of self-confidence, as Norden, through measures of LPP, needed to 

find and fine-tune its role within the European and global, English community – both 

politically, instrumentally and culturally-linguistically. 

 

Josephson’s notion of a language political offensive234 illustrates the strong will to both 

maintain and defend the status of the seemingly constrained Nordic linguistic identity and 

the national Nordic languages. The Nordic languages (including a growing awareness of 

minority and immigrant languages) were recognised as not only carriers of essential 

cultural values, communication patterns and attitudes but also as instruments that could 
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facilitate the creation of a new Nordic purpose and meaning for the 21st century. In 

preparation for EU-succession, Nordic debates on how to position the Nordic languages 

in European integration – at a time when the details of a European language policy were 

not completely clear – veered from fear of the possible consequences for the more 

established national Nordic languages to become marginalised minority languages in the 

EU, dependent on translation and interpretation services (consequences that were banal 

and familiar for Nordic languages that were already in a minority position), to possible 

common language political strategies within the EU – of which the most “radical” ones 

was the suggestion for model à la NC, i.e. using Skandinaviska as the common official 

and working language for the Scandinavian languages, with special language service 

solutions for Finnish.235 The different ideas and debates were much discussed in the 

Nordic public media – and since issues concerning the Nordic languages or Nordic LPP 

seldom reached the headlines of national Nordic newspapers, this indicated that the topic 

was not only current and of great interest for Nordic politicians and linguists, but the 

broader Nordic public as well.236 The lively political and public debates on finding a 

common solution for the Nordic languages within the EU portrays motives of insecurity 

and defending identity through solidarity (“together we are stronger”), which also relates 

to the attitudinal structure of creating a favourable image among possible competitors – 

for example, the idea on a common Skandinaviska in the EU was an attempt to export a 

Nordic regional model of praxis to the EU.  

 

Europeanism meant not only a broader European context for Norden and its languages, 

but also an international one, in which Anglo-Saxon linguistic and cultural domination 

was a much-noted actuality. Nordic discussions on the advancement of Global English 

concerned, on the one hand, the loss of important domains (and consequently, even the 

possible demise) of the (national) Nordic languages, and on the other, the parallel use of 

languages, i.e. English as a complement, not an alternative, to broader European and 

international cooperation. The latter concept was essentially introduced as a countering 

solution to the former. The debate on the socio-linguistic notion of domain loss (entails 

that another, more dominant language becomes the primary language within a specific 

 
235 Simonsen 1996. Granted, the suggestion, which included interpretation/translation to Finnish (à la 

NC), was only relevant as long as Norwegian membership was still seen as a possibility. With the 1995 

accession to EU speculation was needed no more, as Swedish and Finnish became official EU-languages. 
236 Simonsen 1996, 26. 
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field) was the main focus of Nordic LPP discussions in the 1990s, exclusively in relation 

to English, mostly within the domains of science and academia, popular culture and 

culture, politics and administration, economy and business. Domain loss of a language 

was a concern of socio-psychological implications, since it could theoretically represent 

the first step on the road to gradual decrease of the status and prestige of a language in 

relation to a more dominant one. Parallel to the pressure of being overshadowed by 

English was however also the inevitable will and need to be included, and possibly even 

being able to promote a Nordic model on LPP, in the international context. For these 

reasons, Nordic linguists launched the concept of the parallel use of languages in the early 

2000s – a rhetorically rather successful notion which grew out of the debate on domain 

loss. It is a functional concept meant to internationalise Norden in line with, not as 

opposed to, Anglicisation: Parallel linguistics is a balanced, domain-specific form of 

bilingualism, meaning that two languages can be used on the same terms and with the 

same status within a domain – for example, in the language policy of a university.237 The 

parallel use of English and the languages of the Nordic countries, as well as between 

Nordic languages themselves, is promoted as one of four major issues to work with in 

order to reach the goals of the Declaration, mainly in relation to the field of science, 

education and the labour market.238 

 

Linguistic Democracy and Multilingualism 

Key elements in LPP motivation is the dynamic process of creating and constantly 

recreating a social identity, as well as the willingness to act in conformity with 

expectations of action.239 As Norden was figuring out its social and political identity in a 

new Europe and a globalised world, the expectations on cultural-political areas relevant 

to LPP in the European context gained prominence, most of all, the democratic aspect of 

language, i.e. cultivating, promoting and ensuring the democratic equal treatment and 

rights for all languages and cultures in a language community and the relationship 

between them, with a specific emphasis on minority, regional and immigrant languages. 

It was a continuation of the early era efforts to correct linguistic inequalities and injustices 

in order to facilitate inter-Nordic migration and economic development; in the late era 

building all the more on overt fundamental and cultural values of the EU and Norden, 
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such as freedom, democracy, equality, respect for human rights, openness and trust. The 

European Charter for Regional or Minority Languages and the Framework Convention 

for the Protection of National Minorities elevated the recognition and incorporation of 

new (immigrant) and old (historical, traditional) minority languages in Norden to a new 

level of LPP consciousness and readiness (obligation) for action. The need to broaden the 

scope from national Nordic languages to minority and immigrant languages as well, was 

also a direct result of rapidly increasing immigration in the region, leading to a significant 

expansion in linguistic and ethnic diversity – and forging the embedded ties between the 

realms of LPP and social policy, most notably immigration policy, ever closer.  

 

 “A democratic language policy”, as defined by Josephson, “aims to provide as many 

people as possible, as equal linguistic resources as possible, to assert themselves 

linguistically in as many situations as possible”.240 However, paradoxically, the more 

people that do assert themselves linguistically, the more complex the language situation 

and community becomes, and consequently, the more difficult it becomes, on a top-down 

level, to democratically steer and influence linguistic practices and behaviour.241 In order 

to achieve this coveted, democratically and linguistically complex target, there are 

various LPP tools available, such as international declarations and conventions or 

national action plans and legal frameworks. The stream of LPP tools and measures to 

explicitly respond to and manage the linguistic, social and political situation the Nordics 

found themselves in formed in the late 1990s. In 1998, the NCM adopted a proposal for 

a Nordic language policy, and in 2002, Sweden was first in the line of national language 

political plans in Norden (chapter 4.1). The Swedish plan formed the building block of 

modern Swedish language policy and was in many ways the model for the forthcoming 

national language political plans, as well as the common Declaration: similarities include 

wordings and goals on ensuring the statuses/domains of use of complete and essential 

languages to Nordic society, linguistically democratic perspectives, the parallel use of 

languages, plain language (governmental transparency and openness), inter-Nordic 

communication and mutual language comprehension, linguistic rights as well as 

recommendations on making the (Nordic) languages visible in media, public life and 

classrooms, among other things. Where the national plans seem to differ the most is in 
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fact when it comes to multilingualism and integration (language requirements for 

citizenship, classroom and mother tongue instruction, official minority languages…), a 

spectrum in which Swedish language policy is the most supportive of multilingualism, 

and Danish the least.242 Perhaps this is the reason why “the multilingual Norden”, in the 

Declaration, primarily concerns the eight languages of the Nordic region (where there is 

Nordic consensus/unanimity, for example partially based on the Nordic Language 

Convention), and secondarily the minority and other mother tongues present in the Nordic 

countries (where there is less Nordic consensus/unanimity). Multilingualism, parallel to 

a fully linguistic democracy, is therefore the most challenging and similarly most utopian 

target of the Declaration and of late era Nordic LPP.  

 

Even though the Nordic ideology, an important element in the motivational structure of 

LPP, supports linguistic democracy and multilingualism in an attempt to go beyond the 

traditional idea of national languages (“one language, one nation”), the main aspect of 

individual (national) and common Nordic LPP in the late era first and foremost revolved 

around – in an offensive against the possible consequences of domain loss – securing the 

social, political, educational and cultural status (control) and corpus (body, in relation to 

Anglicisms) of the already established (“complete and/or societally essential”) eight 

Nordic languages, and by extension, Nordic cohesion through inter-Nordic language 

comprehension and the use of the Scandinavian languages (not English) in Nordic 

communication (acquisition, education, books/dictionaries and media). Wordings on 

values of tolerance, democracy, diversity, respect and equality reflect the (social) 

integrative and (instrumental) economic motives of self-advancement on the one hand 

(image projection, narrative of progressiveness and superiority, the search for economic, 

diplomatic, cultural and/or political advantage through integration with the European and 

broader world), and the appropriate and expected behaviour of solidarity with the diverse 

linguistic and cultural groups in Nordic society on the other, at the very least on a strong 

symbolic level (international declarations and conventions; wherein the Nordic ones are 

less legally binding than the European ones). The language policy behaviour of Norden 

in the late era portrays an overt will to improve its adaptation to the new pressures and 

possibilities, values and discourses of globalisation and multilingualism, but in reality, 

the Nordic language community, with an emphasis on the Nordic (i.e. protecting the 
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complete and societally essential Nordic languages; ensuring Skandinaviska in inter-

Nordic communication and cooperation) prevailed. 

 

The explicitly stated LPP ideal of making the Nordic countries a linguistically pioneering 

region, deriving from the political motives of identity, ideology, image and insecurity, 

shows the coexistence of cultural, economic, social and political factors, wherein the 

Declaration is that of a particular political agenda aimed at promoting and nurturing a 

particular type of society – the multilingual Nordic society of the Nordic language 

community, where matters of English (practicality, rationality, parallel linguistics) and 

minority and immigrant languages (democratic, Western values) are duly and explicitly 

acknowledged, although as second to priority. What is linguistically pioneering about 

Nordic LPP must then be the Nordic model on a language community and the political 

motivation to preserve inter-Nordic language comprehension (a model on balancing 

English domination), or perhaps the commitment to and cooperation on a common, 

regional language policy i.e. the Declaration itself – but serving as an international model 

on common and adaptive solutions for multilingualism and linguistic democracy in that 

respect, the Declaration is surely questionable to a certain extent. It is however also 

important to remember that the Declaration is a non-binding, visionary political 

standpoint, meaning it is not meant to be a description of current policies but an outline 

of the projected outcomes of a common Nordic LPP; and a guide for desired, albeit at 

times utopian, motivation (goals, attitudes and motives) in Nordic LPP. 

 

5. Nordic Language Policy: Discourse, Intertextuality & 

Interdiscursivity 

 

Everyone is equal but some are more equal than others, as George Orwell once said. 243 

Although motivation in Nordic LPP theoretically strives for and shows a dedication to 

linguistic equality and egalitarianism, in practice the majority (national/complete and 

societally essential) languages of Norden have more rights than the minority and 

immigrant languages. The prioritisation of majority national or regional languages is of 

course no Nordic anomaly – especially in the building of modern national consciousness 
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in the wider historical frame of the construction of Western liberal-democratic states in 

the 19th and 20th centuries (chapter 3.2) – and dates back to the formative period of Nordic 

ideology, highly influenced by national romanticism, romanticist Scandinavianism and 

the narrative of unity. The language policy agreements of this study represent political 

LPP agendas that on the one hand aim to rationalise (the Convention, the intermediary 

phase of LPP) and on the other, criticise (the Declaration, the critical turn of LPP) the 

products and models of the “optimistic decades” of early LPP scholarship, wherein 

languages were conceived as ideologically neutral tools and instruments in the process of 

modernisation and democratisation (ideology, image, social integration, economy etc.) 

Against the policy discursive context as provided by the historical, contextual and 

motivational analysis in chapter 4, what do these two agreements commit to and declare 

– what are some of their general contents, what language political discourses (language 

practises vis-à-vis social domination/power relations) can be distinguished, and how are 

they linked to each other (intertextuality) and their respective discursive conditions 

(interdiscursivity)? That is what this chapter aims to find out, with inspiration from the 

strategies of CDA, intertextuality and interdiscursivity (chapter 3.4). 

 

5.1 The Nordic Language Convention 

 

Discussing discourses in the Nordic Language Convention is discussing how the Nordic 

institutions as a political actor, within the socio-cultural and socio-political context of the 

early era, explicitly and implicitly defines LPP in relation to the “Nordic sense of 

community”244, the meanings it applies to the Nordic languages and how it ultimately 

wishes to influence language behaviour in Norden. The product of the discursive process 

of the early era, the Convention, will as follows be analysed as a form of social and 

cultural construct and practice, wherein the intention is to seek plausible relations 

between its language (discourses) and power relations or social problems. The underlying 

understanding is that discourse does ideological work, and Nordic ideology – i.e. the 

symbolic (cultural, political) integration of Norden through the shared belief system on 

mutual (Scandinavian) language comprehension – again forms the main structure of the 

Nordic mentality and community. Palmgren’s research on the efficiency and dilemmas 

of the Convention in a 21st century context reveals that the regulations (“the Law in 
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Books”) of the Convention has been criticised for containing too many vague expressions 

and formulations, which in theory provide the Nordic citizens with seemingly beneficial 

linguistic rights, but in practice (in combination with ignorance or inability) complicate 

its actual implementation (“the Law in Practice”). The vague formulations are also a 

problem in the sense that they might mislead people to believe they have greater rights 

than what they actually have.245 The key words here are then “vague expressions and 

formulations”, i.e. the outcome of the necessary compromises for final common 

agreement, which appropriately illustrate the discursive outsets and conditions of the 

juridically formulated, yet mostly non-legally binding, language political agreement the 

Nordic Language Convention. 

 

First and foremost, the preamble of the Convention 1) considers “greater linguistic 

equality” to be of “considerable importance for the Nordic sense of community and for 

broader contacts among the Nordic peoples”, 2) deems it important that “Nordic 

nationals” are able to use their own language, or mother tongue, “to the greatest extent 

possible in dealings with the authorities and other public agencies of another Nordic 

country” and 3) recognises that good language services for “Nordic immigrants” is 

essential for their “adjustment” and for ensuring their enjoyment of “social security and 

equal treatment in the community”. The preamble further refers to the recommendation 

No. 29/1966 of the Nordic Council, which (in short) urged the Nordic governments to 

determine the preconditions of a convention which includes all the Nordic languages, 

according to which every Nordic citizen has the right to use the Nordic language that is 

their mother tongue when in contact with courts or public authorities in another Nordic 

country.246 The italics illustrate different levels of the prominent political discourse on 

the Nordic ideology and identity – initially, “the Nordic sense of community” and the 

“Nordic peoples” represent a more abstract and symbolic level, not necessarily excluding 

anyone who might identify with the wider (social, cultural, linguistic, political, 

ideological…) Nordic community or people; subsequently, however, the Nordic people 

are narrowed down to Nordic nationals in Nordic countries, effectively ruling out anyone 

who is not a citizen in said countries (e.g. immigrants who are yet to obtain citizenship in 

a Nordic country); and finally, the rights of Nordic immigrants, i.e. Nordic citizens 

migrating to another Nordic country, are more specifically recognised as being subject to 

 
245 Palmgren 2004, 4 and Palmgren 2003, 3. 
246 The Nordic Council and the Nordic Council of Ministers 2019 and Invandrarutredningen 1972, 69. 
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the regulations of the Convention. A welfare policy and social policy discourse is also 

distinguishable in the provision of language services for the sake of adjustment 

(essentially, assimilation through integration), social security and linguistic equality, in 

line with the political discourse on and motivation in the democratic and inclusive values 

of Nordic identity and ideology. The regulating goal of the Convention – where the actor 

is the Nordic institutions and the audience is the Nordic governments and citizens – as 

outlined by the preamble, is then surely to provide both the norms and framework for 

desired and expected linguistic behaviour and to materialise and define Nordic ideology, 

whom and what languages it concerns and the linguistic rights it entails (quite vague: “to 

the greatest extent possible”) and why (adjustment in immigration). 

 

Considering the recommendation from 1966, “all Nordic languages” is again a very broad 

and vague notion, open to interpretation and self-perception: for example, it could mean 

all eight Nordic languages or even all languages spoken throughout the region. The very 

first chapter of the first article of the Convention however makes it very clear: “The 

languages covered by this Convention are Danish, Finnish, Icelandic, Norwegian and 

Swedish”247 – i.e. only the national languages of each Nordic state, effectively an 

explicitly excluding Faroese, Greenlandic and Sami (as well as any other minority or 

immigrant language, e.g. Roma). It could be argued that the reasons why Faroese, 

Greenlandic and Sami could not (and perhaps still cannot) be fully equated with the 

national, state-bearing languages depend on issues of practicality and economy, i.e. it is 

too complicated/unrealistic and costly to provide language services in these languages in 

all conceivable situations248 – meaning in “oral or written contacts with authorities or 

other public agencies, but not telephone contacts” (article 1) with e.g. “public-health, 

hospital, social-service and child-welfare authorities” including “labour-market, tax, 

police and school authorities” (article 2), wherein “the costs of interpretation or 

translation […] shall be paid from public funds”, with the provision of the Contracting 

State to claim “full or partial reimbursement of costs […] if the latter is lengthy or of 

minor importance” or for other special reasons (article 3).249 Issues of principle are 

another dependant factor, referring to the improbability of providing someone with 

 
247 The Nordic Council and the Nordic Council of Ministers 2019. 
248 The Scandinavian countries had already hesitated about the practical and economic issues on 

providing language services in Finnish and Icelandic, see chapter 4.2. 
249 The Nordic Council and the Nordic Council of Ministers 2019. 
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greater linguistic rights than what they have in their own country, potentially clashing 

with national Nordic language policies and laws. 

 

In the socio-historical, -political and -cultural context of the early era, issues of principle 

seemed to weigh the heaviest; for the Convention obliges the “Contracting States to make 

efforts to enable a national of one Contracting State to use his mother tongue, when 

necessary, in contacts with the authorities and other public agencies of another 

Contracting State”, while only “in cases before the courts and other public agencies, the 

authorities shall, as far as possible, endeavour to ensure that nationals of another 

Contracting State receive the necessary assistance with interpretation and translation. In 

criminal cases, nationals shall always receive the necessary assistance with 

interpretation” (article 2); furthermore, the Contracting States shall “undertake to 

endeavour to make special efforts in the matter of language services, when the 

circumstances so require” (article 6).250 The use of vague expressions reveal that the 

provision of language services is indeed only contracting in certain criminal cases, which 

means that in the majority of cases, the practical and economic issues concerning 

including Faroese, Greenlandic and Sami in theory are manageable, since the Contracting 

state has the freedom to deem when such services and rights are possible or necessary to 

ensure (except for in criminal cases). In principle, however, such theoretically solvable 

technicalities are effectively ignored, as the Convention instead reproduces dominant 

ideas about and discourses on the Nordic language community, where the narrow state-

orienting language hierarchies favour the linguistic rights and equal treatment of the 

national languages, and the LPP efforts make evident the power of discourse and social 

structures that define “Nordic nationals” as those who essentially speak a “Nordic 

language”, i.e. a national, state-bearing Nordic language according to the Convention.  

 

The explicit emphasis on the “Nordic” in the preamble, and consequently the lack of any 

mention of the “Scandinavian languages”, underscores the symbolic and implicit 

ideological value of Norden (not Scandinavia) as the political, cultural, social and 

ideological concept of the region’s post-World War II sense of community. In addressing 

the Finnish and Icelandic call for greater linguistic equality in Norden, the Convention 

juridically and politically recognises and re-contextualises Finnish and Icelandic as equal 
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members of the Nordic linguistic culture and language practices. The fact that the outset 

of the Convention was the large wave of Finnish-speaking migrators to Sweden is 

manifested in article 5, according to which “the Contracting State shall promote the 

establishment of public language-service agencies […] in places where nationals from 

another Contracting State who do not understand the language of the host country are 

present in large numbers”251 – clearly the result of Sweden’s large-scale investigation on 

the situation of immigrants and ethnic minorities in the country (1968–1974), which 

among other things examined the consequences of the proposed Convention for Sweden 

in relation to its large proportion of Finnish-speaking immigrants.252 However, at the 

same time, this also indicates that the power relations embedded in the discursive 

conditions and social structures of early era Nordic LPP primarily swings towards the 

centre of the region, towards Scandinavia proper, the Scandinavian languages, the 

primary language community, the outset from which all other meanings and discourses 

on the Nordic linguistic community could be defined and materialised. The historical 

contingency of the early era inter-Nordic immigration and successes in Nordic social 

political and cultural cooperation entailed the economic and political incentive of the 

primary language community in Scandinavia – towards which inter-Nordic migration 

primarily flowed, most notably Sweden – to facilitate Nordic (Finnish/Icelandic) migrant 

acclimation through communication between individuals and public authorities in the 

Nordic languages, essentially maintaining the social and linguistic hierarchies and unity 

of the Nordic language community; i.e. supporting and promoting communication in the 

Scandinavian languages, but in certain necessary cases enabling communication in 

Finnish and Icelandic, in order to not have to resort to any other international languages 

of communication, primarily English.  

 

5.2 The Declaration on a Nordic Language Policy 

 

Applying a critical lens to the socio-political and socio-cultural product of the discursive 

conventions of the late era, the Declaration on a Nordic Language Policy – a construction 

of the desired common conventions for Nordic LPP and the Nordic language community 

– is here about exploring how the political agents of the Nordic institutions (mainly the 

 
251 The Nordic Council and the Nordic Council of Ministers 2019. 
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NCM), by using language (discourse), interpret and (re)produce certain ideology- and 

value-driven conceptualisations of the Nordic language community and Norden, as well 

as attempting to encode plausible embedded power and social relations between the 

Nordic languages (the eight Nordic languages, chapter 2.1) and the languages of Norden 

(all languages spoken in the region) in Nordic LPP discourse. In the Declaration, the 

“Nordic language community” represents a language ideological concept, fulfilling the 

visionary, image-pursuing and strategic function of Nordic LPP, wherein the conscious 

influence on language behaviour, processes and principles reflect the Nordic 

community’s relationship to its socio-cultural, verbal and communicative repertoire – it 

also, however, represents a narrow political concept, contingent on the knowledge or 

understanding of (one or many of) the Scandinavian languages, Skandinaviska, both 

explicitly and implicitly categorising and classifying the languages spoken in the Nordic 

region based on either their role and significance in Nordic society, or their special need 

for support and promotion as non-national languages that primarily are significant for the 

individual or minority community, not for Nordic society or common mentality per se. 

As in the case of the Nordic Language Convention, the key emphasis in this analysis on 

the Declaration is that of vague, somewhat diluted formulations and wordings; i.e. 

statements that underscore the non-binding and highly visionary yet politically inherent, 

power-defining aspects of the language policy agreement in question. These wordings are 

the result of egalitarian and equality based ambitions by the Nordic institutions to on the 

one hand promote a policy that democratically and humanitarianly includes as many 

languages and related cultures in the region as possible (social action for social problems), 

but on the other, finds consensus between the language policies of the separate Nordic 

countries and relates to the shared, culturally constructed belief system (attitudes, myths 

etc.) of Norden, i.e. Nordic ideology. 

 

Like with many other explicit policy statements that take the form of wide-reaching 

international or intergovernmental declarations or conventions, the Declaration on a 

Nordic Language Policy represents a consensus from its signatory parties, meaning the 

differences are consciously minimized and therefore illustrate the most paired down and 

simplest vision of a common Nordic language policy, dealing with language behaviour 

and choices in both official Nordic cooperation and in unofficial communication between 

the Nordic peoples. The risk with this kind of minimization lies in vague expressions and 

simplified concepts and assertions, manifested in problematic categorisations and 
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allocations of roles in the Nordic institutions’ and governments’ construction of a 

common language policy and their roles in working towards it. The introduction to the 

Declaration states that “We in the Nordic countries consider all languages to be equal”253. 

The usage of “consider” here is noteworthy, because the Declaration then goes on to 

categorize the considered equal languages into different described groups, depending on 

the role (i.e. meaning) they have in relation to Nordic society. The Declaration 

distinguishes between languages that: 1) are complete and essential to society; Danish, 

Finnish, Faroese, Icelandic, Norwegian (Bokmål and Nynorsk) and Swedish, 2) are solely 

essential to society; Greenlandic and the different varieties of Sami, 3) are state-bearing 

(essential to the state); Danish, Finnish, Icelandic, Norwegian and Swedish, 4) have a 

special status i.e. minority languages; Mäenkieli, Kven, the different varieties of Romani, 

Yiddish, German and the various Nordic sign languages, and finally 5) those around 200 

languages spoken in the religion that are non-Nordic which have “increased their 

countries’ linguistic diversity”254. By “the languages of the Nordic countries”, the 

Declaration denotes only the four first categories, while the fifth category is included in 

the concept of “all languages in the Nordic countries”.255 

 

The definitions of “societally essential” languages (languages used in a language 

community for official purposes, e.g. education), “state-bearing” languages and 

languages of “special status” are highly political concepts, as they describe what 

languages are of more political worth or weight to Nordic society than others. A complete 

language is a language that “can be used in all areas of society”, an argument of not 

political but also linguistic dimensions: it indicates that it does not entail languages that 

cannot be used in all areas, for reasons of linguistic nature (lack of words and concepts in 

certain areas) and/or political nature (lack of actual, practical possibilities to be used in 

certain areas due to political circumstances). Highest on the list are clearly the eight 

languages of Norden – meaning in the late era, the discursively produced categorizations, 

arranged in a certain hierarchical or ranking fashion, construct and reproduce a Nordist 

social reality where all the languages spoken “from Greenland in the West to Finland in 

the East”256, i.e. the primary and the secondary language community, are formally and 
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relatively equally acknowledged in an inter-Nordic framework. In the middle of the 

linguistic hierarchy, the nationally recognised minority languages are represented, while 

on lowest level, we find the “almost 200 other languages” that “are the mother tongue of 

Nordic residents”; note the broad definition that is not only restricted to languages of 

those who have gained Nordic citizenship, but of all who “reside permanently in any 

Nordic country”.257 Inconsistently enough, the Declaration also uses “citizens” a couple 

of times without any further definitions, for example in the same paragraph headlined 

“the linguistic rights of Nordic residents”, where it is determined that the Nordic 

countries’ “citizens have good language skills”. There is a clear juridical difference 

between a permanent residency and a citizenship, I gather in all Nordic countries, 

something which the Declaration essentially ignores or simply fails to mention. 

 

The rankings could be understood as a relatively straight-forward attempt to simply 

organise, politically consolidate or make sense of the linguistic hierarchies and power 

relations that already exist within the Nordic language community; a societally essential 

or state-bearing language already has a legally, politically and societally stronger and 

more established position than a minority or immigrant language. In this manner, the 

Declaration and the LPP actors behind it could be assumed to, in the name of linguistic 

democracy and Nordic governmental consensus, primarily aim to “provide as many 

people as possible access to as many linguistic resources as possible, on as equal terms 

as possible”258, and only secondary to actually strive for concrete and consolidated 

changes in language practices and positions (something that, in practice, is mostly 

possible on the national/regional level anyhow). Perhaps it is only realistic, then, to 

acknowledge that the access to certain linguistic resources in a language community are 

utilised and needed to different degrees and extents, with different orders of importance? 

 

Yet whether aimed at (re)producing understandings or making people behave in a certain 

way, definitions and descriptions, broad or narrow, tend to form or develop the norm, and 

when this happens, the definitions themselves might politically, culturally and/or 

societally institute not only the current status of the language, but also its future 

conditions. The symbolic value of language through discourse in official and institutional 

contexts may, as instances of social practice, transform or produce the nature of linguistic 
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cultures and structures, which often reflects (overt or covert) ideological conditions and 

social structures and the power dispersed among them. Although all eight Nordic 

languages technically are equalised as societally important languages in the introduction 

of the Declaration, the very next section mirrors the concentration of power to the centre 

of Nordic ideology, the primary language community: since “the basis for Nordic 

language policy is that the languages of the Nordic countries essential to society are and 

will remain strong and vital”, the prerequisite for a “democratic language policy for the 

multilingual Nordic community” is still that “Nordic cooperation will continue to be 

carried out in the Scandinavian languages, i.e. Danish, Norwegian, and Swedish”.259 The 

basis of Nordic ideology – the Nordic language community as expressed through and 

building on comprehension and communication in the Scandinavian languages – stands 

firm. This is also evident in the next chapter on “the linguistic rights of Nordic residents”, 

which underscores that in order for Nordic residents to “take part in the Nordic language 

community”, they need to be given the right to “acquire an understanding of and skills in 

a Scandinavian language and an understanding of the other Scandinavian languages”.260 

In other words, the Nordic language community, by this definition, consists only of those 

Nordic residents who already have acquired skills in one or many Scandinavian 

languages. Another goal of Nordic language policy is that “all Nordic residents” should 

be able to “communicate with one another, preferably in a Scandinavian language”261, 

which reveals that inter-Nordic language comprehension indeed is more specifically 

defined as inter-Scandinavian language comprehension. Everyone in Norden should 

subsequently learn to speak and understand at least one Scandinavian language. Possibly 

inconsequent wordings on the Nordic language community are however found in the 

Declaration’s vision of “the Nordic countries as a linguistically pioneering region”, which 

characterises the Nordic language community “by its member’s endeavours to understand 

and respect one another’s languages”; the vision is narrowed down only to those who are 

already members of the Nordic language community – i.e. what should be those who 

speak or understand a Scandinavian language – but it remains unclear if “one another’s 

languages” mean all member languages of the Nordic region, or only the Scandinavian. 

Nordic language policy is “based on all Nordic residents having the right” to acquire 

skills in a language essential to society and a language of international importance in 
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order to participate in “the workings of society” and “world society” – similar skills are 

also mentioned in the following chapter’s list of the goals of the Declaration. The 

linguistic rights further entail the preservation and development of the Nordic residents’ 

“mother tongue and their national minority language”.262 Interestingly enough, the rights 

tied to minority languages or mother tongues have no equivalent in the following list of 

goals. The expression of “is based on” could therefore be interpreted as meaning that the 

list of rights is not an inherent part of the common language policy, it is something the 

common policy can find its starting point in, something that the Nordic people should 

have “a basic knowledge of”, according to the list of goals. The five goals all in all mostly 

centre around the societally essential languages, wherein the Scandinavian languages 

again are granted a special position – this is also noticeable as the first explicit issue “to 

work with” regarding “language comprehension and language skills” (classroom 

instruction, public life, books, dictionaries, translation programs) 

 

The minority and non-Nordic languages are recognised in the subsequent two issues to 

work with, organised under the headlines of “the parallel use of languages” and 

“multilingualism”. These languages are however again defined as secondary and 

relational to the societally essential languages of Norden as well as English. The first 

issue notes that Nordic residents with a non-Nordic (immigrant) language as mother 

tongue firstly “require thorough instruction in the country’s language essential to society” 

and secondly should be granted the “opportunity to use and develop their own mother 

tongue”.263 The issue of the parallel use of English and the languages or the Nordic 

countries are given somewhat more room, in line with late era Nordic LPP motivation to 

cope with the pressures and navigate the possibilities of Anglification, effectively 

promoting the importance of strengthening the national, societally essential Nordic 

languages in relation to English, while at the same time, making sure that Norden is not 

left out of globalised developments. Under the issue of multilingualism, the increasingly 

Nordic multilingual landscape is acknowledged, where more and more Nordic residents 

“speak several languages”; this accounts for the Nordic minority languages “of special 

status”, wherein “Nordic language policy has the responsibility to world society to see 

that […] the languages that are not national languages anywhere continue to live and 

develop and […] exist”; and the non-Nordic languages, for which the Nordic countries 
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can “draw on European expertise”.264 This further mirrors the image-projection and 

European orientation of the Europeanised late era Nordic LPP, building on fundamental 

EU, international and Nordic democratic values, expectations and obligations. 

 

The rather vague, simplified and brief multilingual discourse of the Declaration surely 

portrays the differing national approaches to and policies on multilingualism and 

integration which were culturally and socially constructed in the individual Nordic 

countries during the late era. The political will to “preserve the Nordic language 

community”265 defines and categorises a certain discursive winner’s power-podium 

where the Scandinavian languages have a priority position, the societally essential 

languages come as a close second, and the adaptation of these languages to and in line 

with global English takes a third place – only in the shadow of the podium stand the rest 

of the minority “special status” and immigrant languages in the region, commonly and 

explicitly recognised, yet implicitly left out of the core politico-ideological concept that 

is the Nordic language community. 

 

5.3 Intertextual and Interdiscursive Discussion 

 

Our realities tend to culturally, socially and linguistically change and develop over time, 

and so do our realities’ political institutions and associated discourses. These processes 

of change, as expressed through language in texts, such as policy documents, can be 

viewed to be linked to each other’s contexts in which they were produced and used (and 

consumed) as well as each other’s ideological meanings and expressions. The basic idea 

of intertextuality and interdiscursivity (as strategies within CDA) is that the textual 

contents and discursive conventions of past policy documents are essentially re-

contextualised, re-interpreted and re-appropriated in the contents of new policy 

documents, through for example expansion, addition or suppression. As this study only 

concerns two policy documents, the forthcoming intertextual and interdiscursive 

discussion will be somewhat condensed; aspects of the textual creation and discursive 

interpretation of the early era Nordic Language Convention can only be analysed in 

relation to their potential presence in the textual and discursive context of the Declaration 
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on a Nordic Language Policy. Furthermore, the intent of this analysis is not to delve 

deeper into specific lexico-grammatical devices (textual genre systems, styles, codes or 

forms) used in the two policy documents, but instead to focus on identifying connections 

between the general linguistic meanings and instances of discursive and social practices 

in the policy agreements uncovered so far in this chapter and the previous, and how these 

connections may represent ideological (re)production, (re)interpretation and 

(re)appropriation – while bearing in mind that LPP here is viewed as a socio-cultural 

construct, which in addition to elements of explicit nature (administrative, juridical) also 

rests on the implicit “cultural baggage” (values, beliefs, ideas, attitudes, prejudices etc.) 

of a linguistic culture, which are no less real or significant for not being openly stated; in 

fact they may be the very elements underlying the explicit policy text.266 

 

While the Declaration primarily has the aim to strengthen the Nordic language 

community through increased inter-Nordic, i.e. Scandinavian, language comprehension 

and communication among Nordic residents within a Nordic country, the purpose of the 

Nordic Language Convention is instead to aid those Nordic citizens who do not 

understand or have the skills in one or many of the other Nordic languages when residing 

in another Nordic country. The Declaration and the Convention thus have different 

purposes; the former invests in increasing language skills and acquisition, the latter in 

language services due to insufficient language skills and acquisition. Nonetheless, both 

policy agreements essentially represent two different approaches to the same noted issue: 

the need to foster, nurture and maintain the symbolic cohesion of the conceptualised 

Nordic language community – the perceived cornerstone and key to Nordic identity and 

ideology, the Nordic “cultural baggage” – through efforts to safeguard the use of Nordic 

(Scandinavian) languages in Nordic communication and interaction. A matter of high 

politico-ideological stakes in both the early and the late era, where internal (studies on 

decreasing inter-Scandinavian comprehension, communicative inter-Nordic dilemmas, 

experienced linguistic injustices and inequalities) and external (geopolitical uncertainties, 

increasing English global domination etc.) concerns had spurred political and linguistic 

debates on solutions through Nordic LPP. Both eras where also marked by increasing 

migration flows: inter-Nordic labour migration in the early era, and more globalised and 

complex migration patterns of larger quantities in the late era. Unlike the Declaration, the 
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use of English is never explicitly mentioned in the Convention, but it is an implicit matter 

of fact that it aims to minimise the fall-back on English in inter-Nordic communication. 

The similar circumstances of socio-cultural change, the same macro-level political actors 

of power (the Nordic institutions) and audience (the Nordic governments and political 

actors) and the overall mutual ideal goal of preserving the Nordic language community 

(and its associated power relationships) in each era give way for exploring what 

discourses and meanings manifested in the context of the Convention have been changed, 

shaped and/or expanded upon overtime in the context of Declaration. 

 

Although both the Nordic Language Convention and the Declaration on a Nordic 

Language Policy could be defined as language policy agreements, the fact that one is a 

convention and the other a declaration makes for some language technical difference. 

While a declaration takes the form of a non-legally binding political statement of agreed 

upon norms and standards, a convention is in its essence a binding agreement between 

states (synonymous to a treaty), and is therefore stronger than a declarations due to its 

legal obligations to its Contracting States, since a ratification of a convention is a promise 

to uphold its norms and standards and make the necessary arrangements to do so. It has 

already been determined that the Nordic Language Convention is only legally binding in 

criminal cases, and is therefore, for the most part, as much of a vague political statement 

as the Declaration on a Nordic Language Policy. Yet since it has been drafted and 

formally signed and ratified in the form of a contracting convention, there is reason to 

believe that its linguistic and discursive manifestations are somewhat more juridically 

perfected, technical and narrowed down in comparison with the Declaration. 

 

At the same time, language, integration, citizenship and education laws and discursive 

conventions (most probably) evolved extensively in the Nordic countries and institutions 

(and in the intergovernmental and international organisations which the Nordic countries 

became members of, e.g. EU and the UN) in the decades between the drafting of the 

Convention and the Declaration, meaning the normative (norm expression, creation, 

production) language of the Declaration has a more extensive politico-juridical basis to 

lean back on than the Convention. This is quite noticeable in the more explicit and 

expansive definitions of terms in the Declaration such as languages that are “complete 

and essential to society” in relation to the language communities in which they are used, 

“the languages of the Nordic countries” meaning all (200 or so) Nordic languages or 
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“Nordic residents”, i.e. “all persons who reside permanently in any Nordic country”, 

while the Convention mostly resorts to explicitly mention the Nordic “nationals” of the 

Contracting states without any further definition, and their mother tongues, which it 

simply establishes to be the national Nordic languages. This also indicates that the textual, 

discursive and social aspects of the Convention have been re-shaped and expanded upon 

in the Declaration, re-creating and adding more categories and manifestations of the 

Nordic language community in an attempt to include and acknowledge its whole complex 

and diverse linguistic and residential spectrum (i.e. all eight Nordic languages, minority 

and immigrant languages), not merely the “nationals” (by which I interpret the 

Convention to refer to citizens) of the Nordic countries and the Nordic national languages. 

 

However, by proclaiming that Nordic cooperation should “continue to be carried out in 

the Scandinavian languages” and aiming for all Nordic residents to be able to 

“communicate with one another, preferably in a Scandinavian languages” through 

improved “instruction in Scandinavian languages as lingua francas and foreign 

languages”267, the Declaration implicitly re-produces the power relations institutionally 

embedded in the discursive and social structures of early era LPP, wherein the nominative 

power of who or what languages fit into the definition of the Nordic language community 

– meaning those Nordic people who can communicate in a Scandinavian language – is 

determined from the outset of the primary language community. The Convention does 

not explicitly mention the Scandinavian languages, although since it due to the 

contemporary cultural and social conventions and progressions of early era Norden was 

primarily drafted for the benefit of the linguistic rights of the Finnish-speaking Finns and 

Icelanders of the secondary language community when in contact with Scandinavian 

authorities, the hierarchical supremacy of the Scandinavian languages is implicitly 

suggested by the very existence of the Convention. The Declaration does expand on the 

Convention’s rather narrow state-bearing discourse on “Nordic nationals” and “their 

mother tongue” by defining all eight Nordic languages as “societally essential”, of which 

six are also “complete” (excluding Greenlandic and Sami), building on the Convention’s 

discourses on social progressiveness and welfare by encompassing discourses on 

multilingualism, language democracy, tolerance and protection of all the languages of 

Norden, including special status minority, immigrant and global languages – a sort of bi-

 
267 Nordisk Ministerråd 2006, 93. 
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product of the late era political, social and cultural transformations (migration, 

multiculturalism, EU obligations on minority and regional languages etc.) It is however 

a matter of from-narrow-to-somewhat-less-narrow discursive shift, as the 

acknowledgement of all the languages spoken throughout the Nordic region is superficial 

at best; it takes the form of an explicit language ideological, hierarchical categorisation 

and statement where the Scandinavian languages are given special status, and the rights 

of minority and immigrant languages are defined by their need for protection and support 

in relation to the societally essential and/or state-bearing languages in the country in 

which speakers of these languages reside.  

 

What is noteworthy, is that Declaration refers to the Convention in its goal on “the parallel 

use of the languages of the Nordic countries”, proclaiming that “the Nordic convention 

on language must provide a good legal basis for speakers of the languages of the Nordic 

countries essential to society”.268 In other words, the Declaration essentially embraces 

and legitimises the complete presence of the Convention, its textual and discursive 

meanings and expressions and all. Although it does this with a slight reconfiguration and 

re-interpretation of the legal basis of the Convention, as the Declaration expands on the 

rights covered by the Convention, i.e. the state-bearing national languages, to entail all 

the languages that are essential to Nordic societies, meaning adding Faroese, Greenlandic 

and Sami to the equality mix. This is not only self-contradicting to the headline of the 

actual goal mentioning all the languages of the Nordic countries, which by definition of 

the Declaration itself means all societally essential languages plus all Nordic minority 

languages of special status (again an example of the Declaration’s explicit 

acknowledgment but implicit exclusion of most Nordic minority languages), but it is also 

questionable as to what authority the Declaration has to re-interpret and re-define the 

legal rights of the Convention. It may be an attempt to simply shift, re-appropriate and 

broaden related language attitudes and practices by establishing the use of the term 

“societally essential” instead of “national” languages, or a more active stand towards the 

need to revise and expand the legal basis of the Convention, something that had been 

discussed within the Nordic institutions in the last few years of the late era, but which 

seemingly was never realised as the legal rights of Convention still only cover the state-

bearing languages. 

 
268 Nordisk Ministerråd 2006, 93.  
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The discursive, intertextual and interdiscursive discussion reveals that although the 

Declaration on a Nordic Language Policy makes a noteworthy attempt to better account 

for and mirror the complexity and diversity of the Nordic language community by 

organising all languages spoken throughout the Nordic countries into comprehensible 

(although hierarchical) categories and thought-patterns, by applying a broader 

multilingual and language democratic discursive framework and by transforming and re-

interpreting the textual and discursive aspects present in the Nordic Language 

Convention, there is no clear evidence of a marked ideological shift between the two 

language policy agreements. While both language policy agreements explicitly aim to, 

within their respective contextual realities, increase linguistic equality and integration in 

the region, the symbolic integration of the Nordic language community is still (explicitly 

and implicitly) largely dependent on the understanding and use of the Scandinavian 

languages. In each era, the conceptualised unity of the Nordic people (defined as 

“nationals” in the early era, permanent “residents” in the late era) within the politically, 

culturally, socially and linguistically centralised entity that is ideologically constructed 

as Norden, centres around a power-dialectic core built on “inter-Scandinavian-plus-

Finnish-and-Icelandic” (early era, the Nordic Language Convention), or “inter-

Scandinavian-plus-societally essential languages-plus the rest of the minority languages-

plus any other immigrant languages” (late era, the Declaration on a Nordic Language 

Policy). The symbolic importance of inter-Scandinavian language comprehension is 

undeniable, as it in both eras of Nordic LPP has been used to bridge or make sense of 

linguistic diversities and/or experienced inequalities within the Nordic language 

community. Therefore, I conclude this discussion by underscoring that Skandinaviska, as 

the embodiment of the Nordic language community and the basis of the very Nordic 

ideology, is the underlying “cultural baggage” and meaning of the Nordic Language 

Convention and the Declaration on a Nordic Language Policy. Its meaning did not change 

substantially over the time between the two historical LPP eras, as it was ideologically 

(and even more explicitly) reproduced in the Declaration on a Nordic Language Policy 

from that of the Nordic Language Convention. 
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6. Conclusions 

 

The aim of this study has been to identify and analyse the motivation as well as the 

potential and relative policy discourses in the formulation of two central language policy 

agreements in Nordic cooperation, the Nordic Language Convention (1981, 1987) and 

the Declaration on a Nordic Language Policy (2006), as organised within two defined 

historical eras of Nordic language policy and planning, the early era of 1971–1987 and 

the late era of 1988–2006. In doing this, the thesis has relied on a historical, theoretical 

and methodological framework in language policy and planning (LPP) research, piecing 

together a toolkit of certain perspectives and approaches that view and analyse LPP and 

related language behaviour as 1) a socio-cultural construct, conceptualising language 

within a language community as both a cultural construct and the primary driving force 

behind culture, simultaneously defined by its explicit and implicit notions and 

assumptions (Schiffman), 2) a three-part psychological phenomenon, emphasising the 

(unconscious and conscious) goals (ideals, objectives, targets), attitudes (cognitive, 

affective, conative) and motives (identity, ideology, image, insecurity, inequality, 

integration and instrumental) that political actors of power have for pursuing and 

implementing language-related actions (Ager), as well as 3) as a discursive process and 

socio-political practice, generated within the policy agreements and their respective 

historical and discursive contexts, portraying power-, value- and ideology-driven 

conceptualisations, plausibly connecting with and influencing each other (CDA, 

intertextuality and interdiscursivity).269 The historical and epistemological foundations of 

LPP as a field of inquiry, divided into three phrases by Ricento – the classic scholarship 

of the optimistic and pragmatic social engineering period in the 1960s–1970s, an 

increasingly problematizing and criticising intermediary phase in the 1970s–1980s, and 

the critical turn focusing on discourse, power-relations and ideology in the 1990s–2000s 

– serve as a general backdrop to the motivational analysis of Nordic LPP efforts and 

actions in each respective historical era. 

 

The silver-thread that runs through the research questions, the policy agreements, the 

defined historical eras and the very analysis of this thesis is the multidimensional concept 

of Nordic ideology, by which I have meant the symbolic (cultural, historical, political, 

 
269 Schiffman 1996, Ager 2001, Fairclough 1992 and Fairclough 2010. 
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social) integration of the Nordic region through the concept and shared belief system of 

inter-Nordic (implicitly referring to inter-Scandinavian) language comprehension and 

communication – manifesting itself through the idea of Skandinaviska, Scandinavian, as 

the lingua franca of the Nordic language community and, by extension, the Nordic sense 

of community. The research in this thesis suggests that there was no marked motivational 

or discursive ideological shift between the Nordic Language Convention and the Nordic 

Declaration on a Language policy and their respective historical eras. In other words, the 

highest ideal of each policy agreement and time era was shaped and reshaped around 

Nordic ideology, supporting, promoting and keeping alive the fervent loyalty to the idea 

of a common Nordic language community and lingua franca (instead of any other foreign 

language for international communication, in the post-WWII world meaning English), 

employed to, through common efforts and activities in LPP, bridge or find solutions to 

any linguistic differences or feelings of insecurity or injustice. This supports the claim 

that the Nordic language community is key to and the corner stone of Nordic unity overall, 

as the linguistic (Scandinavian) affinity and cultural history of all Nordic residents (or 

citizens, depending on how narrow the definition is made) who either speak a 

Scandinavian language as a first language, or learn a Scandinavian language in school as 

a second or foreign language, are or can become linguistically integrated members of the 

shared Nordic language community, and therefore, the Nordic identity. The long-range, 

ideal of the Nordic language community as based on Skandinaviska inevitably shifts the 

power and normative pendulum towards Scandinavia proper, the three Scandinavian 

languages Danish, Norwegian and Swedish, the primary language community; whereas 

the five remaining Nordic languages that form the secondary language community – both 

national (Finnish, Icelandic) and not (Faroese, Greenlandic, Sami); both North Germanic 

Scandinavian (Icelandic, Faroese) and not (Finnish, Greenlandic, Sami); both complete 

and essential to society (Faroese, Finnish, Icelandic) and only societally essential 

(Greenlandic, Sami) – as well as any other languages that are spoken throughout the 

region (minority, immigrant languages), find themselves on lower levels in a declining 

hierarchical and political discourse that (despite efforts in the late era to include more 

than the early era) explicitly and implicitly favours a socio-political structure that is based 

on the official national languages, and centres around the Scandinavian languages. 

 

This occurrence was already more or less noted in the background overview of this thesis, 

which indicates that its uncovering does not necessarily need a thorough motivational 
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and/or discursive analysis of Nordic LPP. Already on a highly general level, the 

synonymous use of and the somewhat general confusion between the concepts of 

Scandinavia (Skandinavien) and Norden/the Nordic countries/the Nordic region (which 

the need to often clarify the difference between the concepts implies) suggests that the 

internal and external conceptualised unity of the region – as the foundation of the Nordic 

imagined community and cooperation was laid out by the 19th century romanticist 

Scandinavian movement – does indeed make up a complex conceptual cluster, where the 

preceding Scandinavian concept forms the more narrow historical-cultural and historical-

linguistic basis of the Nordic community, and the Nordic concept a wider (post-WWII) 

political and ideological notion where all eight language communities of the region 

(Danish, Faroese, Finnish, Greenlandic, Icelandic, Norwegian, Sami and Swedish) find a 

place and fit in. The need for a broader conceptualisation (from Scandinavian to Nordic) 

becomes quite evident once one delves into the aspect of inter-Nordic communication 

within the Nordic language community, as the eight languages that (at least socio-

politically) are deemed to be “Nordic” make up a complex entity of similarities and 

intricacies, with various degrees of mutual intelligibility, complicated communicative 

patterns and different language families (North German, Uralic and Inuit). It forms a 

geolinguistic contact situation and relationship where the Scandinavian languages – or 

the hybrid-language Scandinavian (Skandinaviska), a mix based on all three languages 

where “each speaker use the language with which s/he is most familiar” and “tries to 

pronounce it clearly”270– enjoy the prioritisation as the preferred and highly encouraged 

communicative and working languages within the Nordic language community, both 

between the Nordic people and within the Nordic institutions. 

 

The reason for this has in this thesis been explained by the phenomenon of Nordic 

ideology, wherein the search for how to interpret, identify and justify the specifically 

“Nordic” – an ambiguous and elusive yet highly positively experienced concept – finds 

its outset in a common historical and cultural heritage, bound together by a Nordic 

language community based on inter-Scandinavian comprehension, bridging the informal, 

implicit “feeling” of a community with the formal, explicit political desires and efforts to 

maintain and invest in it. Indeed, as a highly symbolic notion, the Nordic language 

 
270 Martin 2012, 180–181. 
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community serves not only a historic, mythological and cultural community of interest, 

but a political and economic as well.  

 

The common efforts in Nordic LPP, as based on the 19th century romantic-

Scandinavianist ideological reasoning of the Nordic language community and running 

parallel to the national/regional and linguistic stories in the region (determining the 

outsets for a common Nordic language policy), stretches back to at least the pan-

Scandinavianist Nordic spelling reform conference in 1869 – slowly growing stronger 

during the post-WWII period with the establishment of the Nordic political institutions, 

the national Nordic language councils and the Nordic language secretariat as well as the 

successes in social-political and cultural cooperation; until finding itself and its very 

identity at a crossroads in the 1990s and early 2000s, confronted by the pressures and 

possibilities of instances characterising the growing globalised ant international 

community, most notably global English, the EU and multilingualism/multiculturalism, 

spurring LPP debates on both the national and Nordic level on how to position, preserve 

and strengthen the languages of the Nordic language community within and for the 

globalised 21st century. 

 

Which brings us to the very first research question, considering what explicit and implicit 

goals, attitudes and motives for LPP action can be detected in the central language 

political agreements of the two defined eras of Nordic LPP. In approaching the question, 

the thesis has considered the socio-political, -cultural and -historical context of each 

policy agreement and era, as LPP is often embedded in or connected to other domains of 

social policy, and the motivation to take action on one is often accompanied by the 

ambition to take action on others, such as welfare, integration or labour market policy. 

The outset for the motivational analysis in this thesis has been rooted in Ager’s three-part 

psychological phenomenon of goals, attitudes and motives. Against this, the goals of a 

language policy build on long-term ideals, more immediate objectives and/or more 

specific targets; the attitudes represent the detected emotions, feelings and knowledge of 

the policy making actors or body towards the languages that are the subject of a specific 

language policy; and the LPP actions behind a particular language policy depend on a 

structure of seven determined motives of political, social and economic character. The 

actors of each language policy agreement were analysed as the collective of politicians 

and linguists working within the NC and the NCM, i.e. actors with more or less political 
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control over matters in Nordic political cooperation, not specific individuals or powerless 

communities (which are the other types of actors in Ager’s motivational account of LPP). 

On the attitudinal scale of “desire and readiness to take action on language” the 

assumption was further made that since these political and linguistic actors have actively 

sought to work in the Nordic institutions and therefore most probably share similar in-

group “Nordist” views and agendas, they not only have the political means to take LPP 

action on the Nordic language community but also strong motivation and willingness to 

do so. These attitudinal, linguistic aspects reflect the feelings and emotions about the 

language community, and they are crucial for the formation and outcome of Nordic LPP 

work. 

 

As strong policy-makers of limited actual juridical authority, yet all the more influence 

as an interparliamentary and intergovernmentally harmonizing body, the Nordic 

institutions are concluded to support the political motives of image, ideology and identity 

with regards to functional inter-Nordic communication in the Scandinavian languages 

and Nordic solidarity and cohesion, by balancing voiced national and regional demands 

and differences with an explicit acceptance of and a will to work with to the consequences 

of linguistic and/or equality related issues; which also mirrors motives of economic 

(instrumental) and social (inequality and integration) character. In the early era this took 

the form of a formal agreement between the nation states of Norden on increased 

interpretation and translation services, mainly serving the secondary, national language 

community in Norden i.e. Finnish and Icelandic; and in the late era it materialised as a 

common and visionary political standpoint on various democratic, multilingual and 

equality matters in language acquisition and education, in one way or another including 

and recognising all languages spoken throughout the Nordic region. This also showcases 

the determined different purposes of the two language policy agreements: while the late 

era Declaration invests in increasing language skills and acquisition, the early era 

Convention invests in language services due to insufficient language skills. The different 

approaches do however share the same long-term idealistic goal: the need and desire to 

foster and maintain the symbolic cohesion of the conceptualised Nordic language 

community through efforts to safeguard the use of Nordic (Scandinavian) languages in 

inter-Nordic communication. Spelled out, the ideal of the Convention was determined by 

this thesis to be increasing the Nordic sense of community, an ideal which the Declaration 

further builds upon with its ideal of becoming a linguistically pioneering region – a more 
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visionary and explicit, almost utopian, kind of ideal (e.g. with regards to multilingualism), 

embedded with image projection motives. The Convention is however also characterised 

by the need to reflect an intended projection Nordic identity and ideology, although more 

implicitly so, serving similar auto- and xenostereotypes of the region as a sort of 

exceptionality in welfare, democratic and social-political progressiveness.  

 

The more concrete objectives and short-term immediate targets of each language policy 

agreement do in some ways correspond with each other. According to the analysis, the 

objective of the Convention was to broaden the contacts between the Nordic people 

through policies facilitating linguistic integration and free movement, another step 

forward towards erasing certain bureaucratic borders and achieve a level of legal equality 

between the Nordic citizens, and a natural extension of the agreements on a common 

Nordic labour market, social security and a Nordic passport union. With regards to the 

objective of the Declaration, the analysis identified it to be to define the role of the Nordic 

language community in and for the global community, by guaranteeing the vitality of the 

Nordic languages and inter-Nordic language comprehension through language 

acquisition and education in the wake of European integration and English domination. 

The common denominator here is then surely integration: inter-Nordic integration of 

Nordic immigrants (mostly Finnish-speaking in Sweden) in the early era, and European 

and global integration of the whole region itself in the late era. A closer look at the 

immediate targets finds a similar correspondence between the language policy 

agreements, and quite reasonably so since the targets build on the abovementioned 

objectives. The analysis determines that the Convention aims to advance linguistic 

equality in the Nordic region by aiding those Nordic immigrants who do not understand 

the language of the Nordic host country, and that the Declaration vows to ensure 

egalitarian linguistic rights and resources for Nordic residents by furthering a democratic 

language policy for the multilingual Nordic community. The language policy behaviour 

of both agreements thus portrays an explicit will to improve the adaption of Nordic LPP 

to discovered or voiced linguistic inequalities in the Nordic language community; and a 

complex mix of different political, social and economic motives are at play within the 

motivation behind this desire. Identity and ideology are again intrinsic to essentially all 

Nordic LPP efforts in both historical eras, and the motive of insecurity enforces these 

motives since the fear of a linguistically and culturally empty (early era) or overshadowed 

(late era) Nordic community was spurred by an increased awareness of declining inter-
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Scandinavian comprehension in Norden, of the complexities of multilingualism and 

multiculturalism in relation to the Nordic narrative of homogeneity and social 

progressiveness (both in relation to the non-Scandinavian Nordic languages and the 

“other” minority and immigrant languages spoken in the region) and of potentially 

competing cultures and languages (European, global English). The motivational 

strategies of the Convention and the Declaration in their self-protecting response to this 

motive of insecurity and somewhat fragile self-confidence took the form of social and 

economic motives: on the one hand, both policy agreements furthered integration in order 

to boost the cohesion and solidarity of the region, internally (Convention, Declaration) 

and externally (Declaration) and on the other, they employed a level of instrumentality in 

their explicit pursuance of improving the linguistic instruments and coherence of the 

Nordic language community, in order to be able to uphold the ideal stage of inter-Nordic 

communication and cooperation through the Scandinavian languages.  

 

The different socio-political, -cultural and -historical contexts of each era naturally 

influenced the motivation behind the language policy agreements. On a general level, the 

context was somewhat more “Nordic” during the early era, at a time when geopolicial 

tensions of the outside world led the Nordic countries to find shelter and prosper within 

their own region and established political institutions, striving to make the Nordic borders 

all the more invisible by rather successful agreements within the areas of cultural 

(linguistic) and socio-political policy (labour migration a huge factor in this context). The 

motivation behind the Declaration was generally heavily influenced by the need to 

consolidate the Nordic efforts to democratically conceptualise the increasing level of 

multilingualism and multiculturalism that had come to characterise the Nordic linguistic 

landscape, meet the expectations and obligations of the European and international 

context to observe the appropriate LPP behaviour in relation to minority and immigrant 

languages, as well as to (in the name of Nordic cohesion through inter-Nordic language 

comprehension in the Scandinavian languages, not English) find a common strategy to 

secure the status and corpus of the Nordic languages in Norden in the 21st century context. 

 

Against the policy discursive context as provided by the motivational analysis, the second 

research question of this thesis took a look at the general discursive content of the Nordic 

Language Convention and the Declaration on a Nordic Language Policy, their differences 

and similarities as well as how the two agreements and their respective discursive 
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conditions possibly linked to each other. Being (for the most part) non-legally binding 

documents, representing consensus from their contracting or signatory partners, the 

analysis underlined that both agreements involve vague formulations and expressions, 

where the differences are consciously minimised and therefore illustrate the most paired 

down and simplest common compliance. What the analysis found was that critically 

discussing discourses in the language policy agreements in question is about discussing 

how the Nordic institutions as a political actor, within the socio-cultural, -political and -

historical conventions of each era, explicitly and implicitly defines, interprets and 

(re)produces the meanings it applies to the Nordic languages and the Nordic language 

community: what languages Nordic LPP concerns, why, through what type of 

categorisations and in what hierarchical order. In attempting to encode the plausibly 

embedded power relations and social structures in the language policy agreements in 

relation to the languages spoken throughout the region, the analysis found support from 

the understanding that the “Nordic language community” forms a language ideological 

concept, fulfilling the visionary, image-pursuing and strategic function of Nordic LPP, 

wherein the explicit influence on language behaviour and principles reflect the Nordic 

institutions’ relationship to the verbal repertoire of Norden. At the same time, it also 

represents a narrow political concept, contingent on the knowledge or understanding of 

one or many of the Scandinavian languages, ultimately classifying the languages of 

Norden based on their role and significance in Nordic cultural, political and social 

identity. What we found was that the outset from which all other meanings and discourses 

on the Nordic language community are (re)contextualised, (re)produced and 

(re)appropriated, is established by and weighed against the Scandinavian languages; the 

discursive and nominative power lies in the hands of the primary language community, 

which defines who essentially belongs to the Nordic language community, in what order 

and to what degree: whether they be “Nordic nationals” speaking a Nordic (national) 

language in another Nordic country; “Nordic citizens” with good Scandinavian language 

skills or “Nordic residents” who speak a complete, societally essential and/or special 

status Nordic language, or some other language present in the region.  

 

As for the third research question on how the language policy agreements reflect the 

complexity and diversity of the Nordic language community, the introduction of this 

study (1.3) stated that its observation is present throughout the motivational and 

discursive analysis of chapter four and five. What the reflections on this research question 
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suggests is that within Nordic LPP discourse, the Nordic language community and inter-

Nordic language comprehension and communication are highly established and political 

concepts, revealing the fact the secondary language community, i.e. those Nordic 

languages that are not by definition Scandinavian, are indeed, as the name suggests, only 

secondary to priority when it comes to Nordic LPP – and this concerns more specifically 

the non-national languages of Faroese, Greenlandic and Sami. While the Convention had 

the ideal goal to increase the Nordic sense of community, the call for linguistic equality 

only stretched as far as the national, state-bearing languages go. The rights of the non-

state bearing languages were left to the internal affairs and legal frameworks of each 

Nordic state. This matter was most probably the result of consensus-finding between the 

Contracting states, maybe even a question of national self-determination, as the 

motivational analysis discussed the fact that the Convention, in principle, could provide 

the non-state bearing languages with greater linguistic rights in another Nordic country 

than what they enjoy in their own Nordic country of residence. Issues of practicality and 

resources were of course also a factor, but since these in theory could be resolved were 

the Convention expanded to the non-state bearing languages by additional or broadened 

articles, the analysis deemed that issues of principle seemed to weigh the heaviest at the 

drafting of the Convention (and still perhaps even today, as the Convention is as of yet to 

include any other languages than Danish, Finnish, Norwegian, Icelandic and Swedish).271  

 

The Declaration makes a noteworthy attempt to expand the linguistic rights beyond the 

national language framework of the Convention, democratically and humanitarianly 

acknowledging not only the whole entity of the first and secondary language community, 

but all languages spoken throughout the region, including all nationally recognised 

minority languages. The inclusion of all languages took the form of an explicit 

categorisation and hierarchy of importance to Nordic society and mentality, something 

which the analysis determined to mean something more than a mere attempt to simply 

organise the linguistic hierarchies and power relations that already existed within the 

region (i.e. the idea that some languages already are legally, politically more established 

than others), since it not only reproduced and recontextualised dominant ideas about the 

 
271 For example, Palmgren has suggested the addition of another chapter to article 1 in the Convention, 

stating that when possible, the Convention should also be applied to Faroese and Greenlandic as well as 

the Sami languages – not equalising these languages completely with the state-bearing ones, yet still 

acknowledging them to some extent in situations when the costs for language services are deemed to be 

possible. Palmgren 2003 and 2004. 
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statuses of the Nordic languages, it also formed a norm and an outset for how to 

conceptualise both the current status and future conditions of said languages. Since the 

main idea of the Declaration was to consolidate the national Nordic language political 

efforts of the late era and provide a guide for desired (albeit at times, utopian) motivation 

in common Nordic LPP, the most differing aspects of the national plans – i.e. concerning 

multilingualism and integration beyond the languages of the Nordic countries – became 

rather vaguely and generally addressed, mostly in relation to either world society 

(obligations, expectations, English) or the Scandinavian languages. This resulted in a 

highly visionary motivational and discursive structure that expressed the will to go 

beyond the traditional idea of national languages and improve the adaptation to new late 

era pressures and possibilities, values and discourses (multilingualism, multiculturalism, 

egalitarianism, equality and solidarity…), technically equalising all Nordic languages a 

societally essential languages, yet one that still – quite explicitly so as well – preferred 

communication in the Scandinavian languages on the Nordic arena, consolidating the 

politico-ideological core that is the Nordic language community around firstly the 

Scandinavian languages, secondly the societally essential (Nordic) languages, thirdly 

global English, the minority languages, and lastly the rest of the lot of the various 

immigrant languages (no explicit mention of any specific ones). 

 

In other words, despite the fact that the narrow national discourse of the Convention was 

somewhat expanded upon by the broader, multilingual and democratic discourse of the 

Declaration, the motivational, discursive and ideological framework of both agreements 

mirror the complexity and diversity of the whole Nordic language community mostly in 

relation to the core of the Nordic language community; a substantial part of the raison 

d’être of the Nordic sense of community and ideology: the use of Scandinavian as a 

common communication, cultural and social strategy in Norden. The two policy 

agreements in question were landmarks in a more or less permanent process of problem 

solution that characterises the grander cooperational schemes in Norden overall, 

traditionally labelled a Phoenix effect as it always in one way or another rises from the 

ashes of failed designs and identity-related crises.272 Language policy and planning 

played its part in this phoenix effect in the early and late era, defining and constructing 

the socio-cultural and socio-linguistic essence of Norden while simultaneously (or rather, 

 
272 Strang 2016, 29. 
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therefore) being employed as an explicit motivational tool to answer the calls on linguistic 

justice and equality in order to adapt and accustom the Nordic language community to 

the linguistic and broader social, political and cultural context of each era. 

 

With that said, it is important to remember not to generalise all members of the secondary 

language community, or of any other minority or immigrant languages for that matter, to 

be a mass of overlooked and passive stand-byers or powerless actors in the ideological 

construction of Norden and the Nordic language community, manifested by the LPP 

efforts in the Nordic Language Convention and the Declaration on a Nordic Language 

Policy. Despite the fact that feelings on inequality or impracticality (i.e. arguments for 

using English) both within and outside of the Scandinavian sphere have been present 

throughout most of the history of Nordic political and institutional cooperation, the love 

of the myth of the Nordic language community and the idealistic “inter-Scandinavian” 

core therein has been and still is commonly promoted through generally positively 

experienced arguments from history, culture, community and identity – the motivation to 

conceptualise Norden and its related languages as “Nordic”, and Scandinavian as the 

lingua franca of this socially and culturally conceptualised unity, stretches over historical 

eras, language families, nationalities and levels of Scandinavian language 

comprehension.273 This study has been limited to only two agreements of specific LPP 

efforts on the common Nordic level, and a broader more in-depth motivational and 

intertextual/interdiscursive analysis of the national and regional language policy and 

planning activities in a broader historical framework would naturally provide well-needed 

layers and points of understanding to the results of this study – especially regarding the 

levels of Scandinavian language comprehension and related language behaviours, goals, 

attitudes and motives of the secondary language community. 

 

  

 
273 See for example the results of Östman and Thøgersen’s language attitudinal study, Östman & 

Thøgersen 2010. 
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APPENDIX 1 
 

The Nordic Language Convention 

The Governments of Denmark, Finland, Iceland, Norway and Sweden, 

Considering that greater linguistic equality within the Nordic area is of considerable 

importance for the Nordic sense of community and for broader contacts among the Nordic 

peoples, 

Deeming it important that Nordic nationals should be able to use their mother tongue to 

the greatest extent possible in dealings with the authorities and other public agencies of 

another Nordic country, 

Recognizing that a good language service for Nordic immigrants is essential in order to 

facilitate their adjustment and ensure that they enjoy social security and equal treatment 

in the community, 

Have, in keeping with the intention underlying recommendation No. 29/1966 of the 

Nordic Council, agreed as follows: 

Article 1 

The languages covered by this Convention are Danish, Finnish, Icelandic, Norwegian and 

Swedish. 

The Convention shall apply to both oral and to written contacts with authorities or other 

public agencies, but not to telephone contacts. 

Article 2 

The Contracting States undertake to make efforts to enable a national of one Contracting 

State to use his mother tongue, where necessary, in contacts with the authorities and other 

public agencies of another Contracting State. This shall apply to contacts with the courts 

and also in particular, to contacts with public agencies such as public-health, hospital, 

social-service and child-welfare authorities, and also with labour-market, tax, police and 

school authorities. 
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In cases before the courts and other public agencies, the authorities shall, as far as 

possible, endeavour to ensure that nationals of another Contracting State receive the 

necessary assistance with interpretation and translation. In criminal cases, nationals shall 

always receive the necessary assistance with interpretation. 

Article 3 

The costs of interpretation or translation in the cases covered by article 2 shall be paid 

from public funds. The costs of interpretation in cases involving public prosecution shall 

always be paid from public funds. 

The foregoing provision shall not prevent a Contracting State from claiming full or partial 

reimbursement of costs for the translation of a document from the person submitting the 

document if the latter is lengthy or of minor importance, or if there are other special 

reasons for making such a claim. Nor shall a Contracting State be prevented from 

applying rules concerning the right of the public authorities to claim reimbursement of 

interpretation or translation costs from a person who, as the losing party or for another 

reason, is liable for the legal costs of a case. 

Article 4 

A person staying in a home or other institution shall, as far as possible, be given the 

opportunity to associate with other persons having a command of the mother tongue of 

the person in question. 

Article 5 

The Contracting States shall promote the establishment of public language-service 

agencies or other types of interpretation and translation services in places where nationals 

from another Contracting State who do not understand the language of the host country 

are present in large numbers. Where such measures are justified by the number of such 

nationals residing in the host country or in particular areas thereof, the host country shall 

promote the translation and distribution of such instructions, brochures, forms, etc., as are 

designed to facilitate contacts between the individual and the public authorities. 

Article 6 
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The Contracting States undertake to endeavour to make special efforts in the matter of 

language services, where the circumstances so require, and to promote direct co-operation 

among the authorities of the various States with a view to the achievement of the purposes 

of the Convention. 

Article 7 

Nothing in this Convention shall preclude the possibility of two or more Contracting 

States concluding, where appropriate, any special agreements providing for more 

extensive commitments than those specified in this Convention. 

Article 8 

Each of the Contracting States shall designate an authority or other agency to be 

responsible for monitoring the application of the Convention in that State and for 

promoting co-operation among the States in matters covered by the Convention. 

The Nordic Council of Ministers shall also monitor the application of the Convention. 

Article 9 

The Contracting States may accede to this Convention by: 

(a) Signing it without any reservation regarding ratification; or 

(b) Signing it subject to a reservation regarding ratification in conjunction with 

subsequent ratification. 

The instruments of ratification shall be deposited with the Finnish Ministry of Foreign 

Affairs. The Convention shall enter into force on the first day of the month beginning two 

months after the date on which four of the Contracting States have acceded to the 

Convention. In the case of a Contracting State which accedes to the Convention at a later 

date, the Convention shall enter into force two months after that State has acceded to the 

Convention. Any State may, with respect to any of the other States, terminate the 

Convention upon six months' notice. 

In Witness Whereof the undersigned plenipotentiaries have signed this Convention. 
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Done at Svaneke, Bornholm, on 17 June 1981, in a single copy in the Danish, Finnish, 

Icelandic, Norwegian and Swedish languages 

 

APPENDIX 2 
 

Declaration on a Nordic Language Policy  

Introduction  

This text deals with the Nordic countries and their languages. There are five states 

covered by Nordic cooperation: Denmark, Finland, Iceland, Norway, and Sweden, and 

three autonomous areas: the Faroe Islands, Greenland, and Åland. In addition, there is a 

continuous Sami cultural and linguistic area on Norwegian, Swedish, and Finnish 

territory.  

We in the Nordic countries consider all languages to be equal. They do not, however, all 

play the same role. A language may be complete and essential to society in relation to the 

language community in which it is spoken. A language is complete in this respect if it can 

be used in all areas of society. A language is essential to society if it is used in a language 

community for official purposes, for example education and legislation.  

There are six languages in the Nordic countries that are both complete and essential to 

society: Danish, Finnish, Faroese, Icelandic, Norwegian (in both written forms: Bokmål 

and Nynorsk), and Swedish. There is no one-to-one correlation between language and 

country, as shown e.g. by Finland, where both Finnish and Swedish are official national 

languages. There are two other languages that can be considered essential to society but 

cannot be used in all areas of society: the different varieties of Sami and Greenlandic. In 

addition, there are a number of languages with a special status: Meänkieli (Tornedalian 

language), the Kven language, different varieties of Romani, Yiddish, German, and the 

various Nordic sign languages.  

When the expression the languages of the Nordic countries is used in this text, it refers 

to all these languages. When the expression the languages of the Nordic countries 

essential to society is used in this text, it refers to Danish, Finnish, Faroese, Greenlandic, 
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Icelandic, Norwegian, Sami, and Swedish, while the expression the languages of the 

Nordic countries essential to the state refers only to Danish, Finnish, Icelandic, 

Norwegian, and Swedish.  

In addition, some 200 non-Nordic languages are spoken in the Nordic countries, and 

along with immigration in recent decades, they have increased their countries’ linguistic 

diversity.  

When the expression all languages in the Nordic countries is used in this text, it refers 

to the totality of the languages that are spoken throughout the Nordic countries.  

The term Nordic resident refers to all persons who reside permanently in any Nordic 

country.  

A democratic language policy for the multilingual Nordic 

community  

The basis for Nordic language policy is that the languages of the Nordic countries 

essential to society are and will remain strong and vital, that those that are essential to 

society will remain so, and that Nordic cooperation will continue to be carried out in the 

Scandinavian languages, i.e. Danish, Norwegian, and Swedish.  

The linguistic rights of Nordic residents  

The Nordic countries today are a multilingual region where citizens have good language 

skills and where language policy rests on a democratic tradition. In a globalized world, 

the Nordic countries can consequently become a model for other regions with regard to 

language policy. Multilingualism provides the basis for skills, creativity, perspective, and 

international contacts to an extent that is impossible in monolingual societies. Developing 

it requires a unified, long-range, and effective language-policy effort.  

Nordic language policy is based on all Nordic residents having the right:  

• to acquire both spoken and written skills in a language essential to society, so that 

they can participate in the workings of society   

• to acquire an understanding of and skills in a Scandinavian language and an 
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understanding of the other Scandinavian languages so that they can take part in 

the Nordic language community   

• to acquire a language of international importance so that they can take part in the 

development of world society   

• to preserve and develop their mother tongue and their national minority language 

Goals 

A Nordic language policy should therefore aim: 

• that all Nordic residents being able to read and write the language or languages 

that are essential to society in the area where they live 

• that all Nordic residents being able to communicate with one another, preferably 

in a Scandinavian language,   

• that all Nordic residents having a basic knowledge of linguistic rights in the 

Nordic countries and the language situation in the Nordic countries  

• that all Nordic residents having very good skills in at least one language of 

international importance and good skills in another foreign language  

• that all Nordic residents having a general knowledge of what language is and how 

it works 

These goals also require that all Nordic residents exhibit tolerance for variety and 

diversity in language, both between and within languages. In order to reach these goals, 

the ministers of culture and education will work with the following four issues: language 

comprehension and language skills, the parallel use of language, multilingualism, and the 

Nordic countries as a linguistic pioneering region.  

Four issues to work with   

1.  Language comprehension and language skills 

In order to reach these goals:  

• Classroom instruction in neighbor language should be improved, as should 

instruction in Scandinavian languages as lingua francas and foreign languages  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• The languages of the Nordic countries essential to society should be visible in 

public life, for example in TV and films   

• The availability of books in the languages of the Nordic countries essential to 

society should be promoted   

• inter-Nordic dictionaries should be compiled in printed and electronic form   

• computer translation programs for the languages of the Nordic countries essential 

to society and programs for multilingual searches in Nordic databases should be 

developed   

2.  The parallel use of languages 

The parallel use of language refers to the concurrent use of several languages 

within one or more areas. None of the languages abolishes or replaces the other; 

they are used in parallel.   

2.1 The parallel use of English and the languages of the Nordic countries  

Nordic residents, who internationally speaking have good English skills, have especially 

favorable conditions for developing skills in the parallel use of English and one or more 

of the languages of the Nordic countries in certain fields. A consistent policy to promote 

the parallel use of languages requires:  

• that it be possible to use both the languages of the Nordic countries essential to 

society and English as languages of science   

• that the presentation of scientific results in the languages of the Nordic countries 

essential to society be rewarded   

• that instruction in scientific technical language, especially in written form, be 

given in both English and the languages of the Nordic countries essential to 

society   

• that universities, colleges, and other scientific institutions can develop long-range 

strategies for the choice of language, the parallel use of languages, language 

instruction, and translation grants within their fields   

• that Nordic terminology bodies can continue to coordinate terminology in new 

fields  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• that business and labor-market organizations be urged to develop strategies for 

the parallel use of language   

2.2 The parallel use of the languages of the Nordic countries  

The use of parallel languages does not only involve English; it must also be applied to 

the languages of the Nordic countries. This means:  

1. that the Nordic convention on language must provide a good legal basis for speakers 

of the languages of the Nordic countries essential to society   

2. that Nordic residents whose mother tongue is a non-Nordic language require thorough 

instruction in the country’s language essential to society, on the one hand, and the 

opportunity to use and develop their own mother tongue, on the other 

3.  Multilingualism 

The Nordic countries are becoming increasingly multilingual, and today many Nordic 

residents – primarily those who have a different mother tongue than the country’s 

majority language – speak several languages. This is true of Nordic residents with the 

following mother tongues:   

• Sami, the Kven language, Meänkieli (the Tornedalian language), Romani, 

Yiddish, and Finnish (in Sweden) and German (in Denmark), all of which are 

official minority languages in one or more of the Nordic countries. Nordic 

language policy has a responsibility to world society to see that in particular the 

languages that are not national languages anywhere continue to live and develop, 

and that all minority languages can continue to exist. It is important that sign 

language also be granted a strong position  

• Almost 200 other languages are the mother tongue of Nordic residents. There 

should be professional circles in the Nordic countries with expertise that can draw 

on European expertise in most of these languages  

Greenlandic holds a special position. It is the majority language in Greenland, but has 

relatively few speakers. It should be supported so that it can continue to serve as a 

language essential to society.  
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4.  The Nordic countries as a linguistically pioneering region 

The Nordic countries are seen as a pioneering region when it comes to language issues. 

The Nordic language community is characterized by its members’ endeavors to 

understand and respect one another’s mother tongues. Nordic cooperation in the field of 

language is democratic and transparent, and key areas receive public funding. There is a 

political will to preserve the Nordic language community, among other things through 

the Nordic language convention. This Nordic model for a language community and 

cooperation in the field of language should be highlighted in international contexts. The 

Nordic countries should strive to be leaders in the field of plain language, i.e. making the 

language used by the authorities clearer.  

A better knowledge of areas of special interest for language policy can help strengthen 

the position of the Nordic countries as a pioneering region in language issues.  

The Nordic ministers undertake to achieve the long-range goals of this declaration.  
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