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Abstract
The primary aim of this thesis was to critically assess the capacity of the state to
conceptualise and implement policies in support of the sustainable development of the
Gaeltacht, and to do so through an integrated spatial model of development which is capable
of stabilising and reinforcing processes of minority language reproduction.
The central empirical focus examined the extent to which Irish state policy relating to
Gaeltacht development has been successful when critiqued against stated policy objectives.
Semi-structured interviews were used to elicit the views of a cross-section of elite
participants drawn from the Public/Political, the Administrative/Executive, and the Policy
Analysis/Academic domains.
Findings from the data argue that the statutory Gaeltacht demarcation has a very limited and
poorly articulated functionality in administrative and planning terms. The conceptualisation
of the Gaeltacht as a development district has not been ‘embedded’, legitimised, let alone
mainstreamed, within the public governance, development or institutional structures across
the state system.
The data identify the state’s failure (in the sense of a coherent, systems-wide response) to
engage with the structural conditions underpinning the process of language shift and
community dislocation within the Gaeltacht. There is a need for an overhaul of the Gaeltacht
development model. A new and differentiated integrated spatial model must incorporate,
along
with
economic measures,
broader development priorities incorporating
structural/sectoral, demographic and sociolinguistic dimensions. The twin concepts of Prior
Ideological Clarification and Linguistic Return on Investment need to become foundational
constructs underpinning a new approach to Gaeltacht Development Policy (GDP).
Future GDP must establish, both spatially and structurally, an integrated state-wide strategy
which will ensure mutually reinforcing measures for development across the planning and
governance continuum. It must be subordinated to a compelling and implacable
sociolinguistic imperative which will set out the specific and differentiated terms of the
policy challenge for the Gaeltacht.
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Chapter 1 Introduction
1.1

Introduction and Purpose of the Thesis

In describing the continual erosion of the Irish-language minority community in the
Gaeltacht, Fennell (1981) summons the metaphor of the crumbling archipelago. This image
evokes the collision of unrelenting and colossal forces undermining, sod by turf, the linguistic
land mass, damaging its form and cohesiveness from below and within. Such figurative
descriptions are redolent of the conflict inherent in the meeting of unequal forces and call to
mind the emotive, partisan and uniquely personal consequences of such language attrition for
individuals, families and communities. There can be no doubt that there are deeply intimate,
emotive and atavistic dimensions to the minority-majority language dynamic. As minority
languages disintegrate below us, the tendency is sometimes to seek in figurative and
rhetorical descriptions what might more likely be found in the more objective practice of
systematic research and analysis which might add to our understanding of the processes and
objectives of pragmatic forward planning. This thesis seeks to contribute to such systematic
analysis and planning. It begins from the assumption that the creation of new knowledge
might more likely lead to the discovery of remedial and developmental initiatives which
could contribute to the perpetuation of minority languages through positive language
planning.
There is increasing recognition that the dimensions of the sociolinguistic restructuring in the
Gaeltacht districts of Ireland have reached the final outworkings of a longstanding crisis. This
is most acutely seen in terms of the inability of the traditional language community to
reproduce itself in its traditional socio-spatial setting. All the accredited contemporary
sociolinguistic evidence points to the fracture and collapse of the minority language
community and of the increasing near-total dominance of the English language as the
community vernacular. This stands in marked contrast to the antecedent linguistic profile of
these Gaeltacht districts and of most of the island as a whole up to the early 18 th century
where the Irish language was the dominant historical vernacular. The Gaeltacht region was
established and recognised as a differentiated district for development under a unique
statutory demarcation at the beginning of political independence in the 1920s. Government
policy since that time has sought to protect and develop the language as the habitual language
of the community within the Gaeltacht.
The primary research concern of this thesis relates to the capacity of the state to devise,
implement and manage policy interventions in support of the integrated sociolinguistic and
economic development of the Threatened Minority Language (TML) community within the
Gaeltacht. The literature findings are consistently unanimous in their identification of the
state as a central determinant in locating both the causes and consequences of dramatic
language shift, and in securing a range of remedial interventions which might arrest and
reverse the demolinguistic collapse.
The Irish-language community in the Gaeltacht represents a case of a minority group which
enjoys the official recognition and support of its own ethnic state (Akutagawa, 1990).
However, this thesis will consider the possibility that this community is subordinated and
minoritised through its fundamental dependency on the majority-language community and
the general institutions of the English-language dominated state.
12

1.2

Research Aim and Objectives

The central focus of the research is to critically assess the capacity of the state to intervene in
support of the sustainable development and the linguistic vitality of the minority language
community in the Gaeltacht. It will do so by addressing the central question of how state
policy elites regard state capacity. Specifically, it will examine the extent to which state
policy elites regard the state as having the capacity to enhance and integrate Regional
Economic Development (RED) and Language Planning (LP) measures in a Threatened
Minority Language (TML) region in a way which will maximise development potential in a
sociolinguistically informed manner.
This research assesses state elite perceptions of the state’s role, its existing capacity and its
possible potential, in the context of the regional economic and institutional structures within
which such processes of minoritisation are played out (Ó Riagáin, 1992). In examining the
state’s role, the thesis focuses specifically on how present-day state elites judge the
effectiveness of the relevant policy prescriptions which have been introduced by the Irish
state in the domains of RED and LP. In this research, the state-elites refer to key influencers
of state policy. They are drawn from three groupings – the public and political domain, the
administrative and executive domain and the policy analysis and academic domain (cf.
Section 9.4.3). Collectively, they are to be regarded as highly influential representatives of
institutional power in Irish society (Wolf, 2014).
While there is a very extensive research literature in both these areas, and while processes of
economic development and language maintenance are profoundly intertwined, surprisingly
little research attention has been paid to this area of overlap. This is reflected in the policy
arena where, in the Irish case, economic development measures have been implemented in
the Gaeltacht in the absence of a proper understanding of their linguistic impacts while
language maintenance and promotion measures similarly have shown little appreciation of
how these economic impacts operate.
Gaeltacht communities speak a minority language in marginal and peripheral economic
districts. Marginal areas are, in this way, conflated with minority languages at an intuitive and
symbolic level. Economic and linguistic realities converge and overlap on a constant basis.
The economic processes which marginalise remote communities are, to a significant extent,
the same forces which have historically initiated processes of language shift and dislocation
in a minority language context. There is, therefore, a legitimate argument that both public
bodies and Gaeltacht communities should develop a comprehensive understanding of the
dynamics and impact of such processes. This in turn would better position their collaborative
efforts to introduce remedial local development regeneration efforts which have a credible
chance of mitigating the impact of the non-threatened, dominant language on the subordinate
local language. This research can claim to be innovative in analysing how policies and
initiatives relating specifically to the extent that language maintenance and development in
the Gaeltacht operate in conjunction with broader state policies relating to regional economic
development. It is also innovative in terms of its methodological focus on the different elites
involved in state policy-making who are responsible for determining the scale and content of
policy intervention.
The research assesses a number of rival possibilities and hypotheses, derived from the
literature review and from my personal experience. These rival possibilities and hypotheses
13

can be stated as follows:
1) In the judgement of the relevant state elites, the Irish state failed to accomplish its
RED and LP objectives in the Gaeltacht as a linguistically-defined community
because the state lacked the capacity to do so.
2) In the judgement of the relevant state elites, the Irish state failed to accomplish its
RED and LP objectives in the Gaeltacht as a linguistically-defined community
because it ignored or failed to understand the centrality of the family and the
community as the key pillars in an RED or LP policy in a TML region.
3) In the judgement of the relevant state elites, the Irish state failed to accomplish its
RED and LP objectives because it did not adequately integrate the two linguisticallylinked RED and LP policies in the Gaeltacht conceptually.
4) In the judgement of the relevant state elites, the Irish state did not sufficiently link
such policies to the more general practices of state development which were pursued
at national and regional levels and which had an enormous impact on the Gaeltacht
itself.
5) In the judgement of the relevant state elites, Gaeltacht decline may, in part, or to a
significant extent, be understood as an unintended (and perverse) consequence of state
policy.
6) In the judgement of the relevant state elites, the Irish state failed to accomplish its
RED and LP objectives because it failed to adopt an effective education policy to
buttress the RED and LP policies.
7) In the judgement of the relevant state elites, the Irish state failed to accomplish its
RED and LP objectives because of reasons other than those stated above.
8) In the judgement of the relevant state elites, state capacity is not critical (or entirely
critical) to Gaeltacht survival. The sources of Gaeltacht decline may be located
elsewhere – in Fishman’s (1989, 1991, 2001) intimate domains or, at the other end of
the explanatory spectrum, embedded in processes of secular globalisation.
All of these questions evoke general principles which should help to identify the elements of
an integrated approach to the preservation and development of TML regions. The challenge is
to achieve an interaction between economic, linguistic and sociopolitical processes and
structures fashioned in such a way as to minimise detrimental, and maximise beneficial
impacts on the minority language communities concerned. These principles have already
been long discussed in the international literature on the theory and practice of both language
maintenance/development and regional development; in the literature dealing with the
integration of these two themes; and from the evaluation of the process of language decline in
the Gaeltacht. The research findings will enquire as to whether and how the coherence of
state-led Gaeltacht development policy can be improved and made more sociolinguistically
effective by combining the traditionally separate language planning and regional economic
development policies within an integrated planning model.
In the overview of the Gaeltacht development context that follows in Chapter 2, a summary
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account of the historical decline of the Irish language is set out. This is followed by an
analysis of the establishment of the Gaeltacht demarcation and how it has evolved over time.
This is followed in turn by a section which provides the context for the contemporary
Gaeltacht. What then follows is an account of the principal state interventions and policies
which have been implemented within the Gaeltacht.
The next section of this chapter describes the study methodology and research design which
were used to generate and interpret the data from which the research findings are constructed.
A section considering the utility of the study outcomes is then provided for. In the final
section, the overall structure of the thesis is then presented.
1.3

Methodology and Research Design

Social science research needs always to be critically located within the particular preferences
which determine the researcher’s ontological and epistemological rationale, and his or her
view of the essential form and function of knowledge (Bryman, 2008, 2012; Saunders et al.,
2009). The prior assumptions regarding our understanding of the nature of reality and of the
nature, function and reliability of knowledge have an explicit, formative influence on where
and how contributions to research are situated, the methodological instruments constructed to
generate new data and the analytical processes enlisted to elucidate the explanatory potential
of the new knowledge. Fundamental decisions as to the ontological and epistemological
orientations which underpin research projects ultimately determine the extent to which a
given project assumes certain philosophical and practical dimensions in terms of the selection
and prioritisation more or less associated with different, acknowledged research traditions
and the disciplines and conventions which they ascribe to and support.
The rationale for the particular research design outlined herein is based on a number of such
considerations and preferences. The rationale includes the problem which is being
investigated - the extent to which the state has the autonomy and capacity to initiate and
manage change in support of sociolinguistic maintenance and development in a TML-context
through the integration of RED and LP discourses and policy initiatives. It also is based on
the theoretical framework of the study – the elaboration of a more coherent and integrative
state-centred framework to undertake such analysis and how such an approach might support
the development of a new spatial model for TML development which will be informed by an
explicit sociolinguistic rationale.
In order to realise the overall research aim, the following structure has been adopted to tackle
the specific research objectives in a coherent manner:
1.0

A review and assessment will be made of the literature and policies which
relate to threatened minority languages (TMLs) and minority language
planning and policies (cf. Sections 4.1, 4.2, 4.3, 4.4, 4.5 and 4.7), and which
seek to explore how the threats to their survival might be countered.

2.0

The literature and policies which relate to regional economic development
(RED) (Sections 5.1 – 5.8) will be reviewed.

3.0

The extant theoretical literature and policy formulations, as they relate to the
integration of the traditionally separate disciplines of state-led LP and RED,
will be reviewed with a particular emphasis on those contributions which have
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sought to elucidate the causal relationship between them (Chapter 6).
Specifically, Sections 6.1 – 6.11 analyse those existing models which explain
and predict the dynamics which drive the integration of TML-language
planning and regional economic development. An innovative contribution of
the thesis from a theoretical point of view lies in its fusion of material from
what have traditionally been two very separate fields of scholarship.
4.0

Three non-Irish case studies will be introduced to examine the operations of
state policies and development programmes in both language and regional
development activities, and specifically the existing efforts to integrate RED
and LP in other jurisdictions. This review will assess the effectiveness of these
policies as measured against their stated objectives and to identify, as far as
possible, a model of best practice in these fields. The case studies to be
examined, New Brunswick, Canada, Wales and Scotland, and the rationale for
their inclusion, will be discussed.

5.0

To construct a framework within which to assess the coherence and
effectiveness of Gaeltacht development policy.

6.0

To critically review the nature of Gaeltacht development policy (GDP) and
how this has evolved (if at all). This will be accomplished by tracing the
evolution of Irish LP and RED policy initiatives in Ireland and in the
Gaeltacht specifically (Sections 8.2, 8.3 and 8.4). An analysis of Irish
legislation and policy reports/statements is set out in Sections 10.2, 10.3 and
10.4 which, in conjunction with the academic literature review, will culminate
in a detailed statement of government objectives and policy measures relating
to both regional development and the maintenance and development of the
Gaeltacht as a differentiated linguistic community.
There are three key questions to be addressed in terms of the analysis. Are the
policies adequately conceived given stated objectives? Are the implementation
procedures effective? Where the policy impacts have fallen short of stated
objectives, to what extent is this attributable to ineffective policy or ineffective
implementation procedures? The discussion will also include an assessment of
implementation arrangements as they are of major importance. This will be
primarily guided by the analytical framework/model which is set out in
Section 4.8 and which draws on the points contained in Sections 4.5 and 6.12.
The analysis, therefore, will seek to investigate the policies in terms of their
own merits/internal consistency as well as how they relate to international
theory and practice in the selected case studies.

7.0

An analysis and assessment will be made of the causes, processes and
consequences of language decline in the Gaeltacht (Chapter 10).

8.0

A series of semi-structured interviews will be conducted with leading
personnel from the policy community drawn from the political, administrative
and academic strands. These ‘state elites’ represent the state and can be
assumed to be knowledgeable about a range of statutory interventions which
have been formulated and implemented in support of the sustainable
development of the TML. Here the research questions will focus on how these
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state elites, many of them responsible for determining the state’s response to
the challenge of Gaeltacht development, view the rationale, goals,
effectiveness and measurement of Gaeltacht policy; their understanding and
assessment of the multiple causes of language shift and fracture in its
historical context; their assessment of the current threats to linguistic
sustainability in a Gaeltacht context; their assessment of the particular role of
the state’s actions, its autonomy and capacity in designing interventions to
reverse language shift; and their understanding of the state’s contribution to
the origins and outworkings of the linguistic rupture through the
implementation of specific policy prescriptions or through the lack of policy
formulation in key sectors. The research will also analyse the different state
elites’ proposals for an integrated approach to the development of the TMLregion in the light of sustainable sociolinguistic principles.
9.0

Summarise and present the findings arising from the analyses as outlined
above.

10.0

Draw practical policy conclusions as to how the coherence of Gaeltacht
development policy might be improved by means of new state-led
interventions in RED and LP policy in the Gaeltacht.

11.0

Make appropriate recommendations arising from the findings and conclusions.

In summary, the state’s capacity, and its developmental and regulatory role, can be viewed as
deeply implicated in the historical and contemporary policy analysis. Much of the analytical
and evaluative work has been commissioned by the state itself and conducted by state-funded
public bodies. There is an overwhelming consensus as to the causal relationship between state
action/inaction and ongoing language shift and fracture. Other analyses prioritise the
outworking of state policy as it grinds out its cumulative impact at community, family and
local level. This micro-level analysis has previously included a highly localised examination
of boundary and network changes within limited spatial districts and how such change has
generated processes of language shift and reconsolidation in favour of the majority, nonthreatened language (MJL) (Ó Riagáin, 1988 and 1997; Ó Giollagáin, 2006, for example).
What has not been undertaken to date, however, is an engagement with state policy elites
with a view to elucidating their unique and highly ‘privileged’ assessment of the causes,
consequences and implications of such transformative and negative linguistic change in the
Gaeltacht. These elites are drawn from the political, administrative and development spheres.
The core of this elite consist of publicly-appointed officials or public representatives either
through recruitment into the public service (administrative, agency or academic) or through
appointment or election onto state boards and other governance structures. This research
will explore the sense in which these elites constitute a cornerstone upon which the entire
development edifice rests. Certainly, any new policy formulations which might be introduced
in the future will ultimately be subject to the imprimatur and sanction of such elites. For these
reasons, this approach has the potential to generate some new insights and understandings as
to the fundamental nature and possible resolution of this seemingly intractable policy
dilemma –how to integrate RED and LP policies and programmes within a spatial framework
which would support the long-term sustainability (economic and sociolinguistic) of the TMLcommunity and its territorial organisation.
These interviewees can be grouped into three main categories. First, there are the political
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and public representatives; second, the representatives from the administrative and executive
elite; selected academic and policy analysts make up the third category. When combined, this
selection of interviewees has the potential to provide a specific, elite view of different
perspectives from individuals who hold (or have held) critical positions of responsibility
within the state sector in the design, development, implementation and evaluation of
Gaeltacht development policy (GDP).
The use of semi-structured interviews has the potential to add significant value to the existing
corpus of research and to add a new dimension to the literature.
1.4

Utility of the Study

This research seeks to contribute to our understanding of the state’s capacity to reverse
negative language shift and increase economic and linguistic vitality. In this context, it will
contribute to enhancing our understanding of the interplay of RED and LP policies in TMLregions and the level of potential coherence between them in the empirical context of the
Gaeltacht. All of these questions are directly relevant to current policy formulations in
relation to sustainable Gaeltacht development. Given the scale of the sociolinguistic
transformation of the Gaeltacht which contemporary analysis has documented (SCT, 2007; Ó
Giollagáin and Charlton, 2015), there is a critical need for new policy formulations which
seek to intervene and combat the accelerating negative impact of language shift within the
Gaeltacht community. The current research, as well as focusing on the past, is intended to
contribute to the debate regarding new policy initiatives and the rationale which need to
underpin them and the practice and protocols of their conceptualisation and implementation.
The enactment of the Gaeltacht Act (2012) represents the state’s most recent policy response
to the current sociolinguistic and economic development challenges within the Gaeltacht and
its future development. Its substantial provisions are based in general terms on the analysis
and recommendations of the SCT (hereafter SCT, 2007) and the new legislative and strategic
measures which the Act introduces. This new legislation represents an attempt to negotiate
and manage a policy challenge of the first importance, one which needs to be addressed in a
comprehensive, innovative and integrated manner. Within this overall challenge, it is possible
to isolate two different but interrelated complex considerations, the resolution of which will
be fundamental to the prospects of securing the status and viability of Irish as the minority
community- language within the Gaeltacht.
The first of these considerations relates to the state’s capacity to introduce a new policy and
practice of language planning both at national level and at local level within the Gaeltacht.
The second consideration relates to the conceptualisation and development of an integrated
model for development, the purpose of which must be to ensure that the socioeconomic
development strategy to be implemented in the Gaeltacht will be erected within a conceptual
framework and a practice of development which will provide optimum protection to the TML
and its language heartland.
The comprehensive and systematic implementation of the Gaeltacht Act (2012) has the
potential and the provisions to engage with these development challenges in a systematic and
progressive manner. The prospects for success will be determined by the capacity within the
state sector to plan and manage the available resources towards this end. It will depend on the
level of funding and the allocation of resources in support of the explicit strategic objectives
enshrined in the Act. Its implementation will also depend on the commitment and co-
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operation of local communities and their willingness to mobilise local social capital in
support of their own linguistic survival as a distinctive language community.
A key new policy departure relates to the formalisation and legitimisation of language
planning at local community level, the pursuit of which is now a core function and
responsibility of Údarás na Gaeltachta. Under the Act’s provisions the industrial development
model of rural regeneration, which has historically formed the primary statutory response to
Gaeltacht development, has the potential to be transformed into a more comprehensive and
integrated regional development model. This model must increasingly build an approach to
development across the state system which considers the totality of local development in its
proper spatial context in a coherent and systemic manner. Such a model needs to be
underpinned and driven by language planning as a core element of community and local
regeneration. The language horse is now no longer behind the industrial cart.
The challenge of state-led language planning prioritises the need for localised and integrated
structures which facilitate partnership between the state and non-state actors. Such state-led
planning interventions must commit to long-term planning and the development and
implementation of incremental initiatives which seek to secure the position of the TML in the
key domains of the family, of education, in the labour market and in the provision of other
critical public services.
This policy initiative represents a step-change in recognising the critical need to plan for the
TML’s future development at a local, intimate community level as well as its incorporation
into statutory, policy and legal provisions within Irish law. It forms a deliberate attempt to
plan and manage sociolinguistic change in a manner and at a scale never before contemplated
in the Irish context. It assumes and will be dependent on the commitment and resolute
support of local communities. It implicitly recognises a significant degree of autonomy for
these communities as ‘official language minority communities’ (OLMCs) through the
incorporation of community structures as the crucial coordinating and planning mechanism
within the designated language planning districts which have been demarcated under the
provisions of the Act1 . These communities will be more centrally involved in and responsible
for planning for their own future and through this process will be legitimised by means of
official recognition by and through the authority of the state. A further central feature of the
language planning effort includes the development of a model of economic regeneration and
development which will be sociolinguistically informed.
The contemporary debate in language planning (see Walsh, J., 2006; McLeod, 2002;
Bourgeois, 2011; Lang, 2006; McEwan-Fujita, 2006) has suggested the importance of this
institutional parallelism of economic and linguistic objectives. Contemporary research
advocates an approach that discounts development policies which do not explicitly engage
with their linguistic impacts. Some of the findings of this research are ambivalent and
contradictory. Yet, what the various analyses hold in common conviction is their insistence
that orthodox development policies are marginal to the search for optimal solutions to TMLdevelopment. At worst, such policies are seen as directly contributing to the ongoing erosion
of language communities and the intergenerational transmission of the TML which is the
final arbitrator and index of minority language vitality (Fishman, 1990).
It is to be hoped that the comprehensive implementation of the Gaeltacht Act (2012) over the
coming years will assist in some worthwhile manner in the development of appropriate
concepts and tools to assist in the analysis and development of GDP specifically, and to
1

26 Limistéir Pleanála Teanga (Language Planning Districts) have been demarcated across the Gaeltacht which will form
the spatial planning units for the community-led language plans which are to be prepared under the Gaeltacht Act (2012).
The first of these plans are due to be completed by the end of 2016.
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development policy generally which will have relevance and applicability in other minority
language contexts too.
1.4.1

Summary

In summary, the research will critically assess the views of the differing state elites in relation
to the capacity of the state to intervene in support of the sustainable development and
linguistic vitality of the minority language in the Gaeltacht. This will be examined in the
context of the implementation of RED and LP measures in the institutional and spatial setting
of the historical and contemporary Gaeltacht. The resulting analysis and conclusions will add
to our understanding of how and to what extent state elites believe the state can actually
intervene in such processes in a comprehensive and effective manner. It will provide an
account of the views taken by the state elites on the current operational challenges and the
limitations which govern the reach of the state’s impact and influence. It will further explore
elite thinking as to the opportunities and constraints which determine the state’s capacity to
undertake a potential realignment towards new and more differentiated models of
development in the future.
The reach of the state’s influence or its ameliorative capacity to undertake the complexity of
managing sociolinguistic change as an instrument within an integrated regional development
approach has had little traction as a theoretical or policy concern to date. Even to the extent
that such a policy was historically considered desirable or worthwhile, there has been little
sense to date that all of the necessary technical aptitudes and skills were available to the state
to initiate such a new order of development planning. In such a complex and challenging
model, planning initiatives would be required to judge the efficacy of their outputs in
linguistic as well as in economic terms.
Such an overhaul of policy priorities identifies the need for the articulation of a spatial
development model setting out the objectives, policy measures and policy implementation
procedures required to facilitate an integrated approach to both language and socioeconomic
development in the Gaeltacht. This thesis is intended to be a timely contribution towards the
required analysis and the new policy formulations it might credibly support.
1.5

Structure of the Thesis

Chapter 1 provides the context for the thesis, sets out the research aims and argues for its
legitimate utility in support of formulating a more effective approach to policy formulation in
support of an important statutory and public policy objective – the maintenance of the
Gaeltacht territory as a differentiated linguistic community. Chapter 2 provides a treatment of
the emergence and evolution of the Gaeltacht as a planning and development district.
Chapters 3, 4, 5 and 6 set out the overall literature review which examines four separate lines
of research enquiry. Chapter 3 includes an assessment of the state, its autonomy and capacity
in terms of conceptualising and implementing dedicated development policies (cf. Sections
3.2 - 3.5). Chapter 4 provides an appraisal of selected theoretical models of language
planning initiatives (cf. Sections 4.1- 4.12). Chapter 5 continues with an overview of theories
of regional economic development and the policies and practices which such theories have
influenced (cf. Sections 5.1- 5.11). Chapter 6 sets out a comparative assessment of those
research undertakings which have elaborated upon the significant linkages between linguistic
and economic development variables (cf. Sections 6.1 – 6.11) are presented. Drawing on the
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foregoing analysis, an assessment of the structural elements required of a comprehensive
TML-Planning Model is presented (cf. Section 6.12). Each of these chapters conclude with
an identification of key questions which will be built into the analytical investigation of the
empirical evidence.
Chapter 7 documents three case studies which will be introduced to illustrate the operation of
policies and development programmes in both language and regional development activities,
as well as interventions which sought to integrate RED and LP in other jurisdictions.
Chapter 8 is structured around a review of the literature and policies which related to state-led
RED and LP in Ireland and the Gaeltacht. It considers a review of the extant theoretical
literature and policy formulations as they relate to the empirical setting of the Gaeltacht and
enquires as to the role of the state through its actions and inactions in support of the Gaeltacht
language community. It also examines the integration of the traditionally separate disciplines
of state-led LP and RED with a particular emphasis on those contributions which have sought
to elucidate the causal relationship between them.
Chapter 9 provides an account of the methodological approach used in this research. It begins
by articulating the philosophical stance adopted and its influence on the identification and
analysis of the detailed research issues and the design of the research instruments which were
used. The rationale for undertaking such an approach through the analysis of primary and
secondary data sources and semi-structured interviews is set out along with a justification of
the selected research themes drawn from the literature review and the specific research
objectives defined. The chapter concludes with an account of the methods utilised to
generate, collate and interpret the data.
Chapter 10 undertakes an analysis of the forces of language decline in the Gaeltacht. It
provides for a comprehensive account of the structural conditions and factors which have
driven such processes of dislocation, change and retreat in demographic, economic and
spatial terms and reviews critically the policies which have been deployed to date, to
introduce remedial and development measures.
Chapter 11 presents the findings of the semi-structured interviews in relation to the elites’
views regarding the genesis and causes of language shift in the Gaeltacht. Such findings will
be set out and discussed in the context of the key findings generated from the literature
reviewed in Chapters 3, 4, 5, 6, 8 and 10.
Chapter 12 analyses the findings of the interviews in terms of the interviewees’ proposals as
to the policies and implementation measures which are required to counter the decline and
reverse the long-standing patterns of language shift in the near-, medium- and long-terms.
Again, these proposals will be assessed in the context of the key findings drawn from the
literature review.
Chapter 13, the concluding chapter, draws together the main patterns and trends arising from
the research. It will also examine the relationship of the findings in the context of the relevant
theoretical literature. The implications of the research findings for the implementation of the
Gaeltacht Act and for the conceptualisation and implementation of future GDP will be
assessed. Where the research findings fit within the wider literature on other minority
language contexts will also be considered. Finally, the limitations of the research undertaken
and some areas that merit further study will be identified.
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Chapter 2 The Gaeltacht – Emergence and Evolution
2.1

Historical Decline of the Irish Language: Overview and Context

The Irish state recognises two official languages, English and Irish (also referred to as
Gaelic). Irish is a Goidelic language and part of the Q-Celtic languages of the Indo-European
language family. Irish is the distinctive, indigenous and historic language of the Irish people.
However, since the mid-19th century, English has been the dominant medium of public,
political and commercial exchange. The Irish language currently enjoys a range of
institutional, statutory and legal supports and protections under Irish public law. These
measures confirm the status of the language as an official language and legislate for the
language’s promotion and protection at national level. Such measures also recognise Irish as
the community language of a minority of the population of the Gaeltacht region.
Since the foundation of the state, the language has survived as a community and family
language within certain limited spatial and social networks. These networks for the most part
are located in the Gaeltacht region (cf. Section 2.2.1). Despite its official recognition and
status as a co-equal language in Ireland, Irish, as the minority language, survives on the real
and symbolic margins of public discourse and community networks. All of the contemporary
evidence confirms that the processes of language shift which have been substantially
accelerating since the 1950s have led to the increasing disintegration of the sociolinguistic
networks within the core areas which had traditionally sustained the language as the
community vernacular (Ó Riagáin, 1997; Walsh, J., 2002; SCT, 2007; Ó Cuív, 1951).
In the 17th and 18th centuries, the island of Ireland was brought under English colonial control
and, from 1800-1922, formed an integral part of the United Kingdom of Great Britain and
Ireland. Despite the impact of economic, political and military colonisation which had
intensified since the Cromwellian settlement scheme of 1653, Irish remained the common
and dominant vernacular on the island at the beginning of the 18 th century outside of Dublin
and some other smaller urban settlements (de Fréine, 1978; Commins, 1988; Ó Murchú,
1985; Hindley, 1990; Ó Cuív, 1951). The process of minoritisation and increasing
assimilation into the English-speaking world arose mainly from socioeconomic processes in
Irish society assisted by antagonistic measures on the part of the British government during
the colonial period which began in earnest in the 17 th century (Ó Murchú, 1971; Ó Riagáin,
1997; Edwards, 1984). As a result of the deliberate elimination of the Irish-speaking
aristocracy, the TML became increasingly dislocated from the socio-political institutions
within which it had historically functioned as a central and integrating influence. Within the
new emerging social order, ‘[…] Irish was ousted from a number of crucial H-domains;
English acquired dominance in the domains of public affairs and administration, was, of
course, the only language of the new ruling class’ (Ó Murchú, 1971: 25).
The extension and deepening of British administrative rule and growing commercial
interaction between Britain and Ireland had a corrosive impact on the Irish language. The
historical processes of language shift to English which occurred during the colonial period
are intrinsically bound up with the political, military and economic hegemony of English and
English-speaking Irish elites and their dominance of the political economy of the island
(Hughes, A.J., 2001; Ó Riagáin, 1997). The battles of Kinsale (1601) and of the Boyne
(1690) are considered the twin critical developments which effectively open and close the
17th century. This period witnessed the consolidation of a paradigmatic shift in the political,
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governance and economic structures which at once collapsed the historical sociopolitical
Gaelic order and which opened the way for the domination of the plantation ascendancy
class, a mobilised class differentiated by creed, race and loyalty to the Crown. The ensuing
structural changes in the political economy were facilitated by the acquiescence of the Gaelic
and Anglo-Irish classes and propelled forward the rate at which the native language was
surrendering its instrumental value and was increasingly ‘[…] becoming detached or …
distanced from all significant language domains and being replaced by the English language’
(Mac Giolla Chríost, 2005: 86).
The penal legislation introduced in the following century forms the political and economic
narrative within which the ongoing social and linguistic rupture was to marginalise and
impoverish the great majority of the native population (Wall, 1969: 82). The increasing
adoption of English and the abandonment of bilingualism in the 18 th century is argued as a
utilitarian response by all sections of society, not only those displaced into economic
servitude (Mac Giolla Chríost, 2005: 97). Specifically, it is argued that this shift in language
use is of first importance to the ‘underclass’, to their economic and political survival and their
relative advancement in the increasingly urban settlement patterns which dominated much of
the trade and employment opportunities (Hindley, 1990: 10, 11).
Interpretations as to the tipping point (cf. Section 2.3) for mass language shift vary. Ó
Murchú (1985) estimates that 50% of the island’s population shifted from Irish to English
between 1600 and the Act of Union of 1800. Other estimates propose that some 45% of the
island’s population was Irish-speaking in the last quarter of the 18 th century (Ó Riagáin, 1997:
4) and had reduced to just under 30% by the mid-19th century (Fitzgerald, 1984; Hindley,
1990: 15). Hindley explains the consequence of the transformative and qualitative shift in the
context of the Act of Union. It functioned as the formal, cumulative legalistic ratification of
complex and interrelated sociopolitical and assimilationist dynamics which had been
accelerating and deepening over the previous century (Hindley, 1990: 12). The mass
abandonment of Irish represented a collective, if not overtly politically articulated, decision
to reject a linguistic separation from the British political economy.
Moreover, the institutionalisation of English as the recognised medium for religious practice
which followed the establishment of the Royal College of Saint Patrick in Maynooth in 1795,
represented a fundamental change and contributed significantly to the processes of deethnicisation and Anglicisation – ‘[…] the greatest single blow to the Irish language since the
upheavals of the seventeenth century’ (Ó Murchú, 1971: 28; Ó Laoire, 2005). The national
public school system, commencing in 1831, introduced the English-medium as the language
of instruction for those students whose parents could afford the attendance fees (Hindley,
1990: 15; Edwards, 1984). Regardless of the very low early rates of school attendance, such
legitimisation further undermined the status and the perceived functional capacity of Irish
amongst extensive Irish-speaking communities (Ó Murchú, 1985). English was also the
language of political mobilisation and identity, an identity based on social and economic
class distinctions and political rationalisation rather than one which drew on the native
language as a defining dimension of national political interests (Mac Giolla Chríost, 2005:
99).
Contemporary analyses are, however, in substantial agreement that the first half of the 19 th
century was calamitous for the language and irretrievably laid down the momentum for
language shift at community level (Edwards, 1984). The language’s decline began in the
more commercialised and more prosperous eastern part of the island and spread gradually
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into the poorer western areas beginning in the major settlements and their hinterlands
(Hindley, 1990: 19). The language continued to suffer from processes of dislocation and
outmigration which reached mass proportions during, and in the aftermath of, the devastating
potato famine of the 1840s.
The estimation of the number and concentration of Irish-speakers in the 19th century reveals
the difficulty with comparable, longitudinal data sources (Johnson, 1993). Ó Cuív (1951)
estimates the number of Irish-speakers at 3.5 million (or c. 49%) of the national population in
1820 (Ó Cuív, 1951; Ó Murchú, 1985: 26), an assessment which is supported by Johnson
(1993). Ó Murchú (1985) refers to a population total of 4 million Irish-speakers in 1835.
Some 8.2 million persons were recorded in the 1841 census of which there were 2.5 million
Irish speakers (30.4%) (Ó Riagáin, 1997: 4; Romaine, 2008a: 14). Ó Murchú (1985: 27;
Edwards, 1984) estimates a 10 million figure for 1850 based on pre-famine growth rates
which would suggest a much greater loss than that which can be extrapolated from an
analysis of the reported decline in the intercensal period. The depredations of the Great
Famine reduced the population by 2.5 million through death and emigration (Wall, 1969: 87).
In sum, the post-Famine period witnessed the acceleration and intensification of language
shift in Ireland through the further undermining of the diglossic patterns in an increasingly
English-dominant bilingual context. Abroad, the emigrants exhorted those whom they had
left at home to teach English to the next generation so as to avoid the stigmatisation and
humiliation they themselves suffered due to their lack of competence in the economic lingua
franca which was English. Significantly, it cemented an overriding disposition between
landlord and tenant alike that the historic language was uncontrovertibly associated with
poverty, marginalisation and stigma. English was the language of emancipation, emigration
and progress (Mac Giolla Chríost, 2005: 105-107; Romaine, 2008; Ó Cathalláin, 2011).
In 1851, the first census which enquired as to the number of Irish-speakers, recorded an
island-wide population of 6,552,386 of which 23% (1,524,286) were Irish-speakers, this
despite the disproportionate loss of population suffered in Irish-speaking communities as a
result of death and mass emigration (Edwards, 1984: 481; Ó Murchú, 1985: 43; Kearns,
1974; Johnson, 1993). The extent of the language shift is summarised by Ó Cuív (1969: 128)
who contends that by 1893, 99% of the population could speak English and 85% could not
speak Irish. In 1891, some 90% of Irish-speakers were then confined to the seaboard district
from Waterford to Donegal which was home to 580,000 speakers. Some 80% of those
speakers were located in the counties of Cork, Waterford and Kerry (Munster), Galway and
Mayo (Connacht) and Donegal (Ulster) (ibid: 129; Ó Riagáin, 1997: 5).
Between 1841-1926, Ireland’s population fell by almost half to 4.2 million. The 1891 census
recorded 664, 387 Irish-speakers (19.2%) (Ó Riagáin, 1997: 5), in what was to become
(including the three Ulster counties) the 26-county area with a spatial concentration of some
90% of speakers in Munster and Connacht. This accounted for a massive reduction in the
Irish-speaking population of two-thirds from the 1851 figure (Kearns, 1974). Table 1 below
indicates the extent of the absolute and relative decline of the Irish-speaking population from
1851 to 1911. Ó Riagáin (1997) and Johnson (1993) also emphasise the spatial and social
discrimination and concentration of those social and community networks principally in what
was to become the Gaeltacht where the intergenerational transmission of Irish was being
successfully maintained. These networks represented those districts where the overall ratio of
Irish-speakers was above 80%. It was these districts that suffered most from the
consequences of famine and the majority of those who perished were monoglot Irish speakers
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(de Fréine, 1978). These areas of concentration were further reduced in the 20 th century as
presented in Table 1 below:
Table 1: Number of Irish Speakers as a Percentage of Population, (1851-1971)
Year

Irish-Speakers

Percentage

1851
1861
1871
1881
1891

Total
Population2
5,111,557
4,402,111
4,053,187
3,870,020
3,468,694

1,405,850
1,077,087
804,547
924,781
664,387

27.6
24.5
19.8
23.9
19.2

1901
1911
1926 3
1936
1946
1956
1961
1971

3,221,823
3,139,688
2,802,452
2,806,925
2,771,657
2,898,2644
2,635,818
2,787,448

619,710
553,717
540,802
666,601
588,725

19.2
17.6
19.3
23.7
21.2

716,420
789,429

27.2
28.3

Sources: Ó Riagáin, 1997; Ó Murchú, 1985; Ó Laoire, 2005; CSO, various years, Table CN
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Ó Laoire (2005) points to the rapidly intensifying nature of language shift through his
analysis of Irish-speakers in the under-ten cohort in the second-half of the 19th century. These
figures demonstrate the accelerating attrition of the transmission networks which inevitably
came to determine the size of the future Irish-speaking population. They also can be read as
an index of the incidence and scale of language use at home given that many would not be
attending school. The home and the community were the principal ‘agents of language
reproduction’ as Irish was not taught at school (Ó Riagáin, 1997: 5).
Table 2: Number and Percentage of Irish Speakers under 10 years (1851-1891)

Year
1851

Total
166,839

Percentage
12.66

1861

96,568

8.44

1871

60,783

5.28

1881

58,269

5.33

1891

30,785

3.47

Source: Ó Cuív, 1951; Mac Giolla Chríost, 2005
2

This includes the three-county area of the province of Ulster
Age 3 and upwards cohort
4 There was no Irish language data collected in the 1956 census due to ‘economic circumstances’ (CSO, 2014)
3
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The impact of such historical macro-forces on the sociolinguistic dynamics at an intimate,
local level are eloquently illustrated by Fitzgerald (1984: 131-151 cited in Hughes, A.J.,
2001: 107). In the 50 years to 1871, the barony of Kilmallock in County Limerick was
reduced from 100% Irish-speaking to 3%. The extent of language shift in the barony of
Kilmaine in County Mayo, which recorded a majority monoglot Irish-speaking community in
1851, was such that it was not included within the Gaeltacht demarcation in 1956 (cf. Section
2.2.1) despite the very broad-based rationale for inclusion which supported the basis for
statutory designation as a Gaeltacht area at that time.
2.1.1

The Irish Language after Independence

In 1922, 26 of Ireland’s historic 32 counties achieved political independence. The other six
(northeastern) counties remained within the United Kingdom. Since the foundation of the
Irish state, the maintenance and development of the Irish language as a community
vernacular has been claimed by the state as a key policy objective and its ‘ […] resurrection
became a fundamental icon of the nationalist struggle … revival of the language became as
important in ideological terms as economic development’ (Ní Bhrádaigh et al., 2007). The
extent to which such rhetoric was to translate into pragmatic policy is examined further
below. The socioeconomic context and conditions within which such policy commitments
were to be pursued by the newly independent state were predominantly rural, agricultural and
poor and the economy continued to lose population through emigration until the introduction
of new economic policies in the late 1950s (cf. Sections 8.3.2 and 8.3.3).
The nationalist political economy that the new state built its ideology upon privileged Irish as
a critical ethno-political marker. This drew on the pre-independence consecration of
nationalism with the Irish language (Lyons, 1971: 635; Ó Buachalla, 1984: 80). Johnson
(1993) goes so far as to assert that the existence of an autochthonous language substantiated
and legitimated the claim for political independence and where the Gaeltacht (prior to its
official demarcation) represented at once the ‘synecdoche of Irish identity’ and the cultural
heartland (Graham, 1997: 149), ‘[…] the repository of the linguistic elixir of Irish
nationhood’ (Ó Tuathaigh, 1990: 11). It represented at an intuitive and symbolic level a
‘repository of primitive culture…the archive of Irish identity’ (Johnson, 1997: 74), the site of
the enforced location of the dispossessed evicted tenants of the ancient race (Johnson, 1993:
158; Coimisiún na Gaeltachta, 1926: 42). Through such a political and cultural project, Ó
Murchú argues ‘[…] the Irish language began to be reintroduced into domains from which it
had been excluded for almost three centuries’ (Ó Murchú, 1970: 29). A new Constitution was
enacted through the Irish Free State (Saorstát Éireann) Act of 1922 (www.achtanna.ie). The
provisions of Article 4 of the Constitution accorded the Irish language the status of the
‘national language’ while English was recognised as an ‘official language’. A revamped
constitution, Bunreacht na hÉireann, was enacted in 1937 (http://www.taoiseach.gov.ie). It
declared that: ‘The Irish language as the national language is the first official language,’ with
English being declared as ‘a second official language’ (Ó Ceallaigh and Ní Dhonnabháin,
2015).
The foregoing analysis provides a context for the nature of the challenge which was faced by
the Free State government as it attempted to introduce policies to maintain and restore the
Irish language in the independent state. At this time, the vast bulk of the population was
English-speaking and had been so for many generations (Ó Murchú, 1984; Tovey, 1988).
Moreover, those districts where Irish remained as the community vernacular were
characterised by chronic underdevelopment and economic stagnation, a truncated
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demographic profile and where the language lacked social prestige amongst the ‘[…]
restricted social base of its speakers’ (Ó Riagáin, 1988: 6).
2.2

Gaeltacht Development and State Policy: Historical Context

The Irish language still functions as the community vernacular, albeit that of an increasingly
reduced minority community, within the Gaeltacht. The Gaeltacht refers to those spatial
districts where the Irish language continues in use as a community language. These are
districts, for the most part located on the western periphery, which are recognised under
statute as differentiated Irish-speaking regions for the purposes of limited aspects of public
administration and economic development. Irish speakers in the Gaeltacht form part of a
minority language group but do not form part of an identifiable ethnic minority or
Volksgruppe.
The conceptualisation of the Gaeltacht originally had no specific spatial dimension and
related to the Irish-language community generally as opposed to the English-speaking
community – the Gaill (Ó Torna, 2005). The Free State government founded the first
Gaeltacht Commission in 1925 to establish the extent of, and to provide for an ‘official’
definition of, the Irish-language speaking areas and to estimate the number and distribution of
Irish-speakers (Johnson, 1997: 182). It also set out proposals for the use and extension of
Irish in education and public service delivery and to address how to best effect economic
development within these districts (Mac Donnacha and Ó Giollagáin, 2009; Ó Riagáin, 1997;
Walsh, J., 2002; Johnson, 1993).
The Commission also recognised that those areas where Irish remained the ‘home language’
coincided with areas which suffered from serious economic hardship, emigration, endemic
poverty and underdevelopment (see Map 1). Gaeltacht districts were almost completely
coterminous with the core areas of the most disadvantaged rural districts (Coimisiún na
Gaeltachta, 1926; Ó Riagáin, 1997: 7; Hindley, 1990: 29, 179). Of central importance was the
Commission’s finding regarding the centrality of the economic dimension of the complex
problem of language shift and its implications for socio-economic stagnation or for
regeneration and growth (Coimisiún na Gaeltachta, 1926: 37; Johnson, 1993: 165; Mac
Giolla Chríost, 2005). Hindley (1990: 179) goes so far as to identify the economic dimension
as a type of omphalos stone, the fundamental arbitrator, cause and consequence of all other
related factors which have released forces of change and language shift in the Gaeltacht.
2.2.1

The Gaeltacht – Establishment and Demarcation

As part of its investigation, the Commission undertook a special enumeration at ED-level5 to
establish the baseline data (the national census was to follow in 1926). It focused on those
counties which had been identified in the 1911 census as being significantly Irish-speaking
(Johnson, 1993: 163). This exercise was completed by An Garda Síochána (the Irish civil
police force) during July and August of 1925 (Ní Bhrádaigh, et al., 2007: 99). Ó Riagáin
(1997) and the Staidéar Cuimsitheach Teangeolaíoch ar Úsáid na Gaeilge sa Ghaeltacht

5

Electoral Divisions (EDs) are the smallest legally defined administrative areas in the state for which Small Area Population
Statistics (SAPS) are published from the Census. There are 3,440 legally defined EDs in the state.
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(Comprehensive Linguistic Study of the Use of Irish in the Gaeltacht) (SCT, 2007) confirm
that the Commission undertook to establish the current sociolinguistic profile, but also
included in its analysis an assessment of the developmental and restorative potential of these
districts where a reintroduction of the language could be undertaken over time. Significantly,
the determination of the profile of Irish within communities was based on ability rather than
habitual use (Ó Giollagáin, 2006: 97).
The Commission’s report established a formal categorisation of these language districts based
on a gradation of definitions and delimitations. The first considered as ‘Fíor-Ghaeltacht’
(‘True Gaeltacht’) those Irish-speaking areas which consisted of 80%-plus of habitual Irish
speakers. These are referred to in the report as ‘Irish Speaking Districts’. The second, the
‘Breac-Ghaeltacht’ (‘Partial’ or ‘Semi-Gaeltacht’) referred to as ‘Partly-Irish Speaking
Areas’ included districts which had less than 80% and had a minimum of 25% of Irish
speakers (Ó Riagáin, 1997: 51). The rationale for including these Breac-Ghaeltacht districts
was argued in terms of their ‘restorative potential’ where it was assumed that direct policy
intervention could encourage the local populations to revert to Irish as the common and
community vernacular. This ‘assumption’ which informed the analysis presaged the
discussions surrounding the feasibility of introducing a programme of Reversing Language
Shift (RLS) which came to prominence a half-century later (cf. Section 4.5.3).
Between them, the two categories included 585 EDs6 for inclusion in the Gaeltacht (Ó
Giollagáin, 2006: 98; Ní Bhrádaigh et al., 2007: 103). However, and of significance to future
analysis regarding the sociolinguistic profile of the Gaeltacht and its evolution over time, the
definition was not strictly imposed: ‘Not all EDs designated as Fíor-Ghaeltacht contained
Irish-speaking populations of more than 80%, and similarly, not all EDs designated as BreacGhaeltacht reached the 25% threshold’ (Walsh, J., et al., 2005: 18). The Commission’s
recommendations supported the inclusion of significant tracts where Irish was no longer the
community vernacular and, in certain cases, where it had ceased to be for some generations
(Ó Giollagáin, 2006; Ó Riagáin, 1997).
Table 3 presents a summary of the Commission’s key findings in terms of demographic and
sociolinguistic profiles. The overall population enumerated was 975, 371. The analysis below
does not include a detailed analysis of the areas enumerated which fell outside of the two
categories referred to as ‘Irish-speaking’ and ‘Partly-Irish speaking’ districts. Those areas
described as the ‘Remaining Areas’ included a population of 515,707 persons (Coimisiún na
Gaeltachta, 1926: 9).

28

Table 3: Population and Irish-speaking cohort distribution in Irish-speaking and PartlyIrish speaking districts (1925)

Total Population

Irish-Speaking
Districts

Partly-Irish
Speaking Districts

164,774

294,890

(13.2% reduction (14.1% reduction
on
the
1911 on
the
1911
Census)
Census)
No.
of
Speakers

Irish 146,813 (89.1%)

110,585 (37.5%)

(1.9% reduction on (33.3% reduction
the 1911 Census)
on
the
1911
Census)
No. of non-Irish 17,961 (10.9%)
184,305 (62.5%)
Speakers
(55.2% reduction (3.1% increase on
on
the
1911 the 1911 Census)
Census)

Source: Coimisiún na Gaeltachta, 1926.
A number of key findings emerge from the Commission’s report. As mentioned above, the
spatial area encompassed by the enumeration was based on those areas which had been
categorised as significantly Irish-speaking in the 1911 Census. By 1925, the population of
this area had already contracted by a very significant 13% to 975,371. Within that reduced
demographic, only some 47%, or 459,664 persons, resided in the areas which were included
in the twin-designation established by the Commission’s analysis. Within this cohort, some
64% (294,890) resided in partly-Irish speaking areas. Non-Irish speakers already constituted
62.5% (184,305) of this population group representing a circa three percentage increase on
the 1911 figure. Within the Irish-speaking districts, what might be described as the core area,
some 89% (146,821 persons) were returned as Irish-speakers representing a marginal
reduction on the equivalent 1911 figure. Across the two categories the total of 257,406 Irishspeakers represented almost 56% of the overall population. Combined, the report estimated
an overall massive drop of 31% across the two categories in the number of native speakers
during the 15 years before its findings were published (Coimisiúin na Gaeltachta, 1926: 10,
cited in Walsh, J., 2002: 13).
The analysis (1932) of the 1926 Census conforms to the general profile as presented by the
Commission. In sum, the overall population of the two-category area increased slightly to c.
476,000. The overall population distribution and the percentage of Irish-speakers within them
when analysed across the two categories is in close alignment:
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Table 4: Comparison of the GC (1925) and the Census (1926) findings
Irish-Speaking
Districts
1925
1926

Partly-Irish
Speaking
Districts
1925
1926

Total Pop:

164,774

168,279

294,890

307,907

Irish-Speakers:

146,813

123,574

110,585

117,004

Non-Irish Speakers:

17,961

38,705

184,305

190,903

Source: Ó Riagáin, 1997
Two separate but related issues form the focus for an assessment of the Commission’s work
and its subsequent recommendations to government. First, despite their arriving at different
conclusions, various contemporary analyses (Hindley, 1990; Ó Riagáin, 1997; Walsh, J.,
2002) support a general consensus regarding, a) the data limitations which underpinned the
overall research, and b) the bias and contradictions inherent in its overestimation of both the
spatial extent and the density of concentrated sociolinguistic networks at community level. It
was both ambitious and over-optimistic, if not tendentious (Ó Riagáin, 1997; Lyons, 1971) –
what Hindley (1990: 30) has referred to as ‘benevolent inflation’.. This resulted in a
significant exaggeration of the area and the demographic profile (an overestimation of the
positive and an underestimation of the negative profile) which was considered to fall within
the two-category differentiation proposed in the report. Moreover, the inclusion and
aggregation of markedly differentiated linguistic communities within a single designation
created definitional and procedural difficulties in the formulation and implementation of
support schemes and obscured the centrality of the deepening language shift in the core areas
in favour of the majority language (Ó Giollagáin, 2006: 97). There is also unanimity amongst
such analysts regarding the extent to which the accredited results of the 1926 census bears out
the dimensions of the Commission’s overreach (Ó Riagáin, 1997: 51).
Second, government response to the recommendations was piecemeal, contradictory and
ambiguous. For example, notwithstanding policy rhetoric, no programme of coherent and
systematic measures was initiated to ensure that public services of the Government itself
would be delivered in Irish in the Gaeltacht. In the crucial educational domain, for example,
University College Galway (as it was then) was mandated with providing third-level
educational provision in Irish for the Gaeltacht despite the lack of a comprehensive and
linguistically-informed approach to second-level provision. On the economic front, the
Commission’s proposals regarding landholding and redistribution in support of enhanced
viability and economic holdings were ignored (Ó Riagáin, 1971, 1992, 1997). In general
terms, and the pattern established was to be perpetuated over the coming decades, the state
refused to adopt a positive economic policy in the 1920s let alone introduce place-specific
remedial and developmental measures to support the particulars of local development
challenges within the Gaeltacht. The disconnection between lauded rhetoric and pragmatic
intervention served to dissociate language survival from the economic conditions which
determined its prospects for expansion, stability and contributed to its structural decline
(Johnson, 1993: 165).
Notwithstanding the delineation of the Gaeltacht as laid out in the Commission’s
recommendations, between 1926 and 1956 different statutory instruments and state
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development initiatives were subsequently introduced which were based on contrary spatial
designations (SCT, 2007). For example, the Housing (Gaeltacht) Act of 1929 set out the first
formal definition of the Gaeltacht based on an analysis of the language data from the 1926
Census of Population. The 1929 Act relied on a definition of the Gaeltacht whose
demarcation was based on the Commission’s lower threshold of 25% and included a
population of 356,080 (Ó Riagáin, 1997: 52; Ó hÉigeartaigh, 1953: 22). This demarcation
encompassed areas in six non-contiguous counties which were not included in the
Commission’s original definition of the Gaeltacht (encompassing 658 EDs as opposed to the
585 included in the Commission’s 1926 designation (Walsh, J., et al., 2005; Ó Giollagáin,
2006: 98; Mac Donnacha and Ó Giollagáin, 2009: 306).7 The reasons for the inclusion of
additional EDs from counties which were not even spatially contiguous with the Gaeltacht
remains unclear (ibid) although its implications reveal a lack of coordination and consensus
between different sectoral and spatial policy formulations. On the other hand, from 1926
onwards the Central Statistics Office census analysis relied exclusively on the Commission’s
designation without incorporating the 1929 amendments under the Housing (Gaeltacht) Act
of that year. The School Meals (Gaeltacht) Act (1930), for example, was confined to the
counties of Kerry, Galway, Cork and Donegal and included a population of 100,922 (Ó
hÉigeartaigh, 1953: 22). The contradictions and anomalies related in the main to sub-districts
to the eastern boundary of the Gaeltacht (Ó Riagáin, 1997: 53).
The lack of an authoritative and consistent definition of what constituted the Gaeltacht region
resulted in different interpretations which ranged in spatial terms from districts comprising
some 658 EDs over 14 counties (population of 427,288 in 1951), to 122 EDs in five counties
(Mac Donnacha and Ó Giollagáin, 2009: 306). In sum, as many as eight different spatial
definitions of the Gaeltacht were deployed in the administration of different state schemes
and funding programmes by up to seven different state departments (Ó Riagáin, 1997: 53;
Lyons, 1971: 640; Ó Giollagáin, 2006: 97). This resulted in a significant degree of ambiguity
and uncertainty, not only in relation to the extent of the boundaries, but also masked the
extent and severity of language shift within the ‘official’ Gaeltacht (SCT, 2007; Ó Giollagáin,
2006: 99).
Map 1 indicates the spatial distribution of these districts over the 585 EDs (Ní Bhrádaigh et
al., 2007: 103). The Gaeltacht was formally established by statue in 1928 (Ordú na n-Oifigí
agus na bhFeadhmanaisí nÁitiúil/Local Offices and Employments [Gaeltacht] Order).
However, the differentiation between Fíor-Ghaeltacht and Breac-Ghaeltacht was not
specified nor were the admissibility thresholds in terms of language profile (Walsh, J., et al.,
2005; Ní Bhrádaigh, et al.; 2007: 99). The red, brown and yellow areas combined represent
those areas categorised as ‘Fíor-Ghaeltacht’ and ‘Breac Ghaeltacht’ areas as set out by the
Commission in 1926. The green areas indicate additional areas included in 1929 after the
formal designation of the Gaeltacht (1928) and the yellow areas indicated those areas of
Breac-Ghaeltacht removed in that same year.

7

The Schools M eals Act (Gaeltacht), (1930) and the Vocational Education (Gaeltacht) Act, 1933/Ordú Oideachais Ghairme
Bheatha (Gaeltacht) (1933) designated different statutory definitions of the Gaeltacht (see Walsh, J., 2012). The 1930 Act
covered a population area of 100,922 while the 1933 Act covered a population area of 377,080.
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Map 1: The Gaeltacht in 1926 (including changes introduced in 1929)

Source: Ní Bhrádaigh, et al.; 2007: 102.
These anomalies and inconsistencies were addressed through the introduction of additional
legislative measures in 1956. The Gaeltacht Areas Order of 1956 set out a ‘drastic’ revision
of the spatial extent of the Gaeltacht demarcation (Ó Riagáin, 1988: 30). It also gave
authority to the Minister to define and amend the extent of the Gaeltacht boundary. The
statutory definition for the newly demarcated Gaeltacht as set out in the 1956 Act was based
on those: ‘[…] specified areas, being substantially Irish-speaking areas and areas contiguous
thereto which, in the opinion of the Government, ought to be included in the Gaeltacht with a
view to preserving and extending the use of Irish as a vernacular language’ (Section 2(2),
Ministers and Secretaries [Amendment] Act, 1956). The statistical and spatial basis for the
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new demarcation was based on a special survey conducted by the CSO as part of the
administration of the national census of 1956. It sought to establish the levels of language use
and ability amongst those households within the twin categories as determined by Coimisiún
na Gaeltachta, 1926 (cf. Map 1). These results were to be cross-referenced to a research
project undertaken by three inspectors from the Department of Education whose operational
jurisdiction included Gaeltacht districts. Ó Giollagáin (2006: 107) cites the CSO’s own
contemporary analysis which confirmed it overestimated the results by some 30% as against
the reported findings of the inspectorate. However, no language data were officially
published in the census report for 1956 (CSO, Census, 1956: Reports, Volume 1 Population).
Mindful of this, the new definition included 84 designated full EDs, and those parts of a
further 58 EDs in the counties of Donegal, Mayo, Galway, Kerry, Cork and Waterford. This
revised Gaeltacht demarcation is illustrated in Map 2 and included widely divergent districts
in terms of language ability, use and attitudes (Ní Bhrádaigh et al., 2007: 103; Ó Giollagáin,
2006: 109; (Walsh, J., et al., 2005: 21). The Gaeltacht boundary has been amended through
three separate legislative orders since 1956. Under the auspices of the Land Commission,
small spatial areas in County Meath were ‘settled’ by some 100 families (300 persons) who
were relocated from the Conamara Gaeltacht in the 1930s as part of a state-sponsored attempt
to alleviate congestion in the traditional Gaeltacht regions (Walsh, J., et al., 2005: 19; Kearns,
1974: 86; Mac Donnacha, and Ó Giollagáin, 2009: 310). The ten townlands the settlers
moved to in Ráth Cairn agus Baile Ghib, did not, however, receive official recognition as
Gaeltacht districts until 1967 (Ordú na Limistéar [Gaeltacht], 1967).
In 1974, as a response to sustained local agitation, three full EDs and a part of a fourth in
Oirthear Dhuibhneach in County Kerry (Paróiste Chlocháin Bhréanainn) and thirty townlands
in An Seanphobal, County Waterford which had been removed in the 1956 designation were
readmitted and granted Gaeltacht status (Ordú na Limistéar [Gaeltacht], 1974). The 1982
amendments admitted an additional twenty-two townlands in Cill na Martra in the Múscraí
Gaeltacht of County Cork and five additional townlands in Ráth Cairn, County Meath (Ordú
na Limistéar [Gaeltacht], 1982) (Ó Cinnéide, Mac Donnacha, agus Ní Chonghaile, 2001: 7;
Walsh, J., et al., 2005: 22). Of significance is the assertion by Walsh, J., et al., (2005) that
these areas were not then substantially Irish-speaking but demonstrated ‘potential’ to become
Irish-speaking in the future.
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Map 2: The Gaeltacht 1956 with subsequent additions

Source: Ní Bhrádaigh et al., 2007: 104.
The review and the redrawing of the boundary in 1956 reduced very substantially the spatial
extent and the population of the Gaeltacht. The new configuration eliminated significant
areas with a percentage of speakers below 80%, including many areas which had been
heretofore categorised as ‘partly-Irish speaking’ and ‘Fíor-Ghaeltacht’. Despite the overall
significant reduction, the new demarcation was more closely aligned with the 1926
Commission’s definition of the Fíor-Ghaeltacht (Ó Riagáin, 1997: 21/55). The population
base in the newly designated areas reduced by some 50% to 85,700 people in those districts
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over the intervening 30 years (CUANG, 1963; Ó Riagáin, 1997: 21; CSO census reports,
1956). The revised designated area incorporating the subsequent amendments recounted
above included 1974 townlands in 90 full EDs and 66 others (combined area is indicated in
red
in
the
map)
which
partly
included
a
Gaeltacht
district
(www.cso.ie/en/census/census2011boundaryfiles/). The Gaeltacht demarcation straddled 24
non-contiguous areas in seven counties (Walsh, J., 2005: 24). In sum, in spatial terms the
1,860 square miles of the national territory designated as the Gaeltacht comprised c.7% of the
total (Lyons, 1971; Mac Donnacha and Ó Giollagáin, 2009: 308).
2.2.2

Analysis

A number of points are relevant here in light of the hypotheses pursued in this research.
First, the 1956 review which prompted the revision of the boundaries was never published
which means that the contemporary rationale for the designation cannot be assessed on its
own merits. However, and similar to the approach adopted in 1926 (Coimisiúin na
Gaeltachta, 1926), the justification for the inclusion of districts which were not
predominantly Irish-speaking was argued in terms of their restorative potential and their
purported capacity to engage with and sustain a process of language shift in favour of the
Irish language.
Second, the differentiation between Fíor-Ghaeltacht and Breac-Ghaeltacht was not included
in the statutory designation which effectively diluted the ‘status’ afforded, at least in a formal
sense, to those core districts considered as Fíor-Ghaeltacht (Ó Giollagáin, 2006: 110). Nor
was there any confirmation of the minimum thresholds which governed the rationale for
including certain areas while excluding other areas such as those districts in Counties Clare
and Tipperary which were omitted in 1956.
Third, not only was the Breac-Ghaeltacht distinction elided in the redrawing of the official
Gaeltacht boundary, Ó Giollagáin (2006) argues that the entire exercise was driven by
political and administrative expediency and convenience rather than using the review as the
vehicle to introduce a sociolinguistically informed approach to the sustainable development
of the Irish-language community within the Gaeltacht (ibid: 95; Hindley, 1990: 30).
Moreover, the political decision was taken despite the contemporary evidence-base and the
recommendations submitted by the executive regarding the sociolinguistic conditions on the
ground (ibid: 109). Because of this decision, substantial tracts were included in the new
territorial Gaeltacht demarcation, as was the case in the Commission’s analysis of 1926,
which were overwhelmingly English-language dominated at that stage (Ó Giollagáin, 2006).
The linguistic basis for supporting a conceptualisation of the Gaeltacht which might
significantly inform the formulation and implementation of state policies was formally
rejected.
Fourth, despite the revision in 1956, the schedule of EDs included in the Housing (Gaeltacht)
Act of 1929 remained on the statue book until 2001. This meant in effect that two different
Gaeltacht designations co-existed for some 50 years (Walsh, J., et al., 2005). It can be argued
that, at best, the extent to which such fundamental discrepancies and anomalies were allowed
to exist within the public sector governance, policy and institutional arrangements for these
districts speaks to the lack of coherence and co-ordination which characterised developmental
efforts. At worst, the lack of an effective, integrated approach to planning and development is
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vulnerable to an interpretation that the state lacked commitment and sincerity in pursuing a
credible programme of intervention in support of these statutorily-defined districts.
Cumulatively, this inconsistent and incoherent approach to the designation had two important
effects. First, it deepened the ambiguity and uncertainty within policy-makers and
administrators as to the fundamental nature of the Gaeltacht as an administrative district or as
a special, dedicated statutory development zone. Whatever about the charges of hypocrisy,
incompetence or insincerity which have been levelled at the basis for the redrawing of the
boundaries as a political exercise, the variable geometry of divergent definitions meant that it
was extremely difficult to assess programme outputs and impacts against the stated objectives
of different policies. These policies were often constructed in isolation and ignorance of each
other (Ó Giollagáin, 2006: 97). Similar to the 1926 analysis (Coimisiún na Gaeltachta, 1926),
and because of the aggregation of highly differentiated language communities within a
unitary territorial framework, the policy intervention in 1956 was ultimately designed in such
a way as to obscure and diminish, if not altogether ignore, the sociolinguistic crisis which had
been played out in the previous 30 years. Neither intervention attempted to critique or to
integrate the critical sociolinguistic and developmental challenges in such a way as to protect
and maximise the development potential specific to the last remaining Irish-language
communities in their historical ethnocultural environment (Ó Giollagáin, 2006: 101). As early
as 1952, Comhdháil Náisiúnta na Gaeilge had called explicitly for such a policy approach and
the central importance of a systematic and co-ordinated approach to Gaeltacht development
(Ó Giollagáin, 2006: 101).
Second, amongst the local communities, it was made clear through such state-led planning
and policy interventions that there was no meaningful correlation between the habitual use,
valorisation of and respect for the language and a community’s inclusion within the official
Gaeltacht designation. No attempt was made to reconcile the different and often competing
requirements driven by political/administrative exigencies as opposed to the specific
sociolinguistic development challenges of the local language community whose development
and perpetuation were central to the foundational rationale for establishing such a statutory
designation in the first place. Ó Giollagáin (2006: 95) considers these contradictory and
competing agendas in their historical context as ‘an irreconcilable conflict’ (coimhlint
neamhréitithe). The consequences of such a policy prescription as was adopted in 1956 were
to be played out over the intervening years. Much of the contemporary evidence (cf. Section
2.3) concurs that such an abandonment of stated public policy objectives as were set out in
support of the language, and its native speaker community, have contributed fundamentally
to shortening the language’s ‘measurable distance from extinction’ (Lyons, 1971: 642). The
contemporary analysis argues that the adherence to the restrictions inherent within a
unidimensional territorial definition was incapable of addressing the linguistic complexity
within the official demarcation. It also argues that little has changed in terms of the
contemporary policy formulations except insofar as sociolinguistic conditions supporting the
maintenance of the Irish language on the ground have deteriorated to the point of imminent
collapse (Ó Giollagáin, 2006: 96; SCT, 2007).
Despite the contradictions and discontinuities in the definition of the Gaeltacht and the
implementation of support schemes mobilised in support of these areas, the key point is
summed up by Ó Riagáin (1997) – each census from 1911 to 1961 identifies a common and
recurrent pattern where within the Gaeltacht no more than 30% of the overall area
demarcated by the Commission in 1926 constituted actual Irish-speaking areas and the ratio
of speakers continued to fall from the 80% threshold (ibid: 53). The pattern of language shift
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and a diminishing speaker ratio (and population loss up to the 1970s) has continued and has
become exacerbated in the trends revealed by ongoing analysis (SCT, 2007; Ó Giollagáin,
2014; Ó Giollagáin and Charlton, 2015).
Table 5: Number of Irish Speakers as a Percentage of National and Gaeltacht population,
1901-2011
Year

1901
1911
1926
1936
1946
19568
1961
1961

Irish Speakers
Nationally (for
3+ cohort from
1926 onwards)
619,710

Percentage of
Overall
Population

Total Gaeltacht
Population

Percentage and
Number of Irish
Speakers

19.2

553,717
540,802
666,601
588,725

17.6
19.3
23.7
21.2

No data set
identified
59% (312,888)
58% (276,080)
56% (238,560)
49% (195,020)

716,420

25.4

No data set
identified
530,320
476,000
426,000
398,000
85,703
366,000
78,416

789,429

28.3

83% (58,571)

1,018,413
1,042,701
1,095,830
1,430,205
1,570,894
1,656,790
1,774,437

31.6
31.1
32.5
41.1
41.9
40.8
40.6

70,568
76,954
79,502
83,430
83,268
86,039
90,048
95,503
100,716

48% (175,680)
87% (68,222)

(Post the Boundary
Revision in 1956)

19719
1979
1981
1986
1991
1996
2002
2006
2011

77% (61,217)
74% (61,738)
71% (59,120)
71% (61,035)
69% (62,157)
67% (64,265)
66% (66,238)

Sources: Ó Riagáin, 1997, Ó Murchú, 1985; Mac Donnacha and Ó Giollagáin, 2009; CSO,
Census of Population for the selected years
It was within these spatial areas which demarcated the Gaeltacht that the state’s policy and
investment priorities were to be principally focused in support of the protection and
development of the Irish language as a community language. In effect, these measures
recognised not only the indigenous minority language but attempted to secure a territorial
base for the language’s development and transmission (Ó Riagáin, 1997). The formidable
context and the actual material dimensions of ‘the present desperate plight’ of the language is
summarised by Ó Danachair in his conclusion (Ó Danachair, 1969: 118, 121). In 1971, the
population levels in the West of Ireland generally stood at one-half of what they had been in
1911 (Ó Riagáin, 1992: 104). In the Gaeltacht, in the century to 1970, the population of the
Gaeltacht fell by a full-half for each successive generation (Ó Danachair, 1969: 118).

8

See footnote 3

9 The 1976 census was cancelled due to budgetary cutbacks. A census containing only 6 questions was

administered in 1979.
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2.3

The Contemporary Gaeltacht

The SCT (2007) analysis was compiled by an independent research team from the National
University of Ireland, Galway and the National Institute of Regional and Spatial Analysis,
National University of Ireland, Maynooth. Their 2007 research report set out to describe,
locate and qualify those spatial areas where Irish was to a greater or lesser extent in everyday
use as a community vernacular. Their findings relate closely to the representative and
analytical model set out under the Committee on Irish Language Attitudes Research (CILAR)
(1975) report. Some 30 years after the Bord na Gaeilge report (1988), the SCT (2007)
analysis confirms that the general trajectory of linguistic change has settled into a specific
pattern of concentration, isolation and marginalisation of the traditional community language.
The CILAR (1975) report found considerable variation of findings from within and between
the different Gaeltacht districts. The report identified a number of different types of language
communities ranging on a continuum from almost monolingual use of Irish at one extreme to
almost monolingual use of English at the other. It was estimated that about 30% of ‘official’
Gaeltacht communities used Irish extensively in domestic and everyday social life. 25% were
extensively English-speaking while the remaining 40-50% fell into an intermediate, bilingual
category (Bord na Gaeilge, 1988).
In terms of language use in the larger Gaeltacht areas, these findings display a pronounced
spatial alignment where the monolingual Irish communities, in which Irish was used
extensively across all home and community contexts, were distributed across the more
Western, under-developed and isolated areas. The monolingual English-speaking areas were
located inland to the East and the intermediate language groups of increasingly Englishdominated bilingualism communities rested between these extremes (Ó Riagáin, 1997). In
short, the report presented evidence of the spatial manifestation of language shift and
transition to English across the Gaeltacht as a whole as well as within the individual
Gaeltacht districts.
The SCT (2007) illustrates the extent of the spatial dimensions of the linguistic change since
1975. Its analysis provides an explanation and elaboration of how the current socio-linguistic
conditions have emerged, their causes and driving influences, and the future prospects of the
maintenance of Irish as a community vernacular. The SCT report is based on data sets which
include the returns from the 2002 census that recorded the Gaeltacht population at 90,048;
analysis from various governmental support schemes, principally Scéim Labhairt na Gaeilge
(Irish-speaking Scheme); and original field research and consultative mechanisms.
The SCT portrays an ongoing decline in the relative and absolute number of native Irishspeakers. This is explained in terms of ongoing patterns of in-migration of non-Irish speakers
and the decline in use amongst the indigenous population. The study represents a crucial
body of accredited information in relation to the current levels of language usage and
advocates a range of interrelated and mutually supporting recommendations for action within
an overall integrated framework.
The SCT analysis forms the basis of three distinctive types of ‘language community’ based
on ED-level enumeration which form the core analytical exposition. These categorisations
are given their spatial representation in Map 3 below. They include:
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Category A Gaeltacht Districts >67% of daily speakers of Irish (20,944 people)
Category B Gaeltacht Districts 44- 66% of daily speakers of Irish (7,506 people)
Category C Gaeltacht Districts <44% of daily speakers of Irish (58,069 people)
Map 3: The three categories describing the status of Irish as a community languag e in the
Gaeltacht

Source: SCT, 2007
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Some of the summary conclusions from the analysis argue that:
‘Linguistic instability gains momentum in Gaeltacht communities which do not
succeed in sustaining a relatively high proportion of active Irish speakers. When this
proportion falls below the critical threshold of 67% of the total population in an area,
the linguistic sustainability of Irish as a community language (as opposed to its
institutional use) becomes untenable.’
‘The total number of families raising children through Irish in the Gaeltacht nationally
is very low. This is especially true in Category B and C Gaeltacht districts. In
Category A Gaeltacht districts, the proportion of families raising native speakers of
Irish is insufficient to guarantee the continuation of Irish as the predominant
community language.’ (SCT, 2007: 29)
The most significant finding from the study relates to the projected timeline of 15-20 years
within which the Irish language will cease to function as a community vernacular within the
Gaeltacht if current trends in terms of language use and language shift continue unabated.
When the first Gaeltacht commission was established in 1926, the population of the Gaeltacht
stood at 476,000. The changes in the demographic structure and the linguistic profile show
some considerable degree of continuous change in the 55 years to 2011. Since 1956, the
spatial area encompassed by the Gaeltacht has contracted (see Maps 1 and 2). On the other
hand, the absolute population base has increased (Table 6). Despite the increases in
population outlined below there has been a sharp decline in the number of Irish speakers
(Table 7).
Table 6: Population Change in the Gaeltacht
1956
1966
1979
1986
1996
85,703
72,706
76,954
83,430
86,039
Central Statistics Office, Census of Population, various years

2006
95,503

2011
100,716

Table 7: Percentage of Irish-speakers within the Gaeltacht
Population of 3yrs +.
Year
% with Irish in the Gaeltacht
74,261
1961
86.6
1971
66,840
82.9
1981
73,644
77.4
1986
82,072
70.0
1991
78,056
71.4
2002
86,485
71.8
91,862
2006
70.0
2011
96,628
69.5
Central Statistics Office, Census of Population, various years; see also Commins, 1988
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The central issues here relate not to the general gross increase in the overall population base
but to the ratio of Irish speakers within this overall group and their relative numbers and
strength. The number of ‘native primary bilinguals’ is the critical factor in terms of language
transmission into the future. All of the evidence points to a sustained and incremental decline
in the number of Irish speakers within the Gaeltacht. Linguistic thresholds and densities are
of critical importance in the reproduction of active Irish speakers (Commins, 1988; Ó
Riagáin, 1997): ‘When this proportion falls below the critical threshold of 67% of the total
population in an area, the linguistic sustainability of Irish as a community language (as
opposed to its institutional use) becomes untenable’ (SCT, 2007: 28). The varying geometry
of such thresholds and their spatial configurations are examined in a number of research
studies since the early 1970s (CILAR, 1975; Ó Riagáin and Ó Gliosáin, 1979; Ó Gliasáin,
1980; Bord na Gaeilge, 1999; Harris, 1984; Ó Coileáin, 1988; Planning Advisory Committee,
1988).
The SCT (2007) analysis demonstrates the complexity of devising programmes for socioeconomic development and implementing language planning initiatives in a TML-region like
the Gaeltacht. The available objective and verifiable evidence points to significant rounds of
investment and employment creation secured under direct state intervention. It also confirms
significant development in community and local development initiatives and infrastructure.
On the other hand, the linguistic evidence highlights the accelerating shift to English at the
local level and the increasing contraction of Irish in those districts where it is the normal
language of communication.
As discussed in Section 8.4.1, the Gaeltacht areas in 1926 were characterised by extensive
out-migration, depopulation, and endemic deprivation (Ó Riagáin, 1997: 17). The structural
transformation of the Gaeltacht economy in the 59 years since 1957 has recast the profile and
the range of employment opportunities locally (Údarás na Gaeltachta, Annual Reports,
various years). Commins (1988) considers the impact of such industrialisation programmes
as central to the dissolution of the traditional subsistence agricultural economy and the
intensification of non-agricultural employment through manufacturing and service-based
employment.
Such transformative processes have introduced new contexts for development and a range of
new opportunities. They have also, from a sociolinguistic perspective, disrupted traditional
economic, employment and social transaction patterns. Extension and integration into
regional and national and increasingly global networks undermines the form and function of
dense local networks within the Gaeltacht in a way similar to other traditionally peripheral
and underdeveloped rural areas.
An analysis of the 2011census data in relation to where people live and work illustrates the
proportion of the resident workers who work inside and outside of the Gaeltacht. Some
important ‘socio-spatial processes’ (Ó Riagáin, 1992: 140), and patterns, emerge from such
an analysis which are summarised in Table 8.
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Table 8: Analysis of Travel to Work Patterns in the Gaeltacht

Total Residents
Residents
With a Fixed work
in
Place of Work
Gaeltacht

34,852

that Residents
that Commuters from
the work outside of outside
the
the Gaeltacht
Gaeltacht as a %
of those working
in the Gaeltacht

13,170

21,672

6,317

(37.7%)

(62.1%)

(32.5%)

Net Gain/Loss in
Gaeltacht
Working
Population

-15,421

Source: CSO, POWCAR (2011)
Of the resident Gaeltacht working population, 37.7% work within the Gaeltacht and some
62% work outside it. Some 32.5% of those working in the Gaeltacht reside outside of it. This
analysis is based on an aggregation of the total Gaeltacht cohort across the nineteen planning
areas (Údarás na Gaeltachta, 2013). However, despite variations between the different
planning regions and notwithstanding the dominant influence of Galway city on the
surrounding areas to the East and to the West of the city in the Conamara Gaeltacht, the
general pattern holds its relevance.
Similar to other rural areas, there is significant movement from local areas for the purposes of
work. The considerable impact of non-Gaeltacht residents account for almost one-third of the
Gaeltacht-based workforce. These data demonstrate the overspill from contiguous nonGaeltacht areas which state-supported employment opportunities created within the Gaeltacht
have contributed to. They also emphasise the continuing patterns of out-migration from these
Gaeltacht areas for the purposes of employment and the mismatch in the employment
ambitions of a cohort of higher-skilled and qualified residents and the employment
opportunities available locally within the Gaeltacht economy. The patterns evident are
dynamic and complex, and illustrate the significant integration of these local districts within
the economic structure which underpins their local and regional social hinterlands (Ó
Riagáin, 1992).
2.4

State Policy and State Intervention

The erosion of the sociolinguistic networks which sustain the language has critically
undermined the demographic density thresholds of Irish-language speakers within the
Gaeltacht. Maintaining these thresholds is fundamental to the survival of the community’s
ethnolinguistic traditions and the intergenerational transmission of the language in the future
(Fishman, 1991).
Since the foundation of the state in 1922, the restorative programme for the re-establishment
of Irish as the unique national language of the state gradually shifted from a generic revivalist
and restorative model which sought to underwrite the legal, functional and symbolic status of
the language to a model of institutional bilingualism. Ó Riagáin (1997: 240) places the
development of Gaeltacht policy in the context of the general approach to language planning
and to discourses of rural and regional development as pursued by the state. He argues that,
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as part of the conceptualisation of policy in support of the language generally, policies were
developed which sought to use the state’s authority to enhance the symbolic and economic
value of competence in the language:
‘These policies altered the status and value of Irish not merely by channelling funds to
Gaeltacht areas, but also by changing the structure of sectors of the national labour
market to award real benefits to those with a proficiency in Irish’ (Ó Riagáin, 1992:
103).
Policies were introduced which sought to change the social and spatial distribution of the
language and focused on four key concerns; maintenance of the language in its traditional
heartland, the Gaeltacht; revival across the state; the use of Irish in the public service; and the
standardisation and modernisation of the language itself (Ó Riagáin, 1997; Akutagawa,
1990). Ó Riagáin (2009) further views the overriding objective which underlined Gaeltacht
policy as one which set out to achieve population maintenance and development through
programmes of rural and industrial development. Since the report of the first Gaeltacht
Commission, regional and rural economic regeneration was the key influencer of Gaeltacht
policy and not language maintenance per se (Coimisiún na Gaeltachta, 1926; Commins,
1988; Ó Riagáin, 1992: 104/148; Ó Riagáin, 1988: 30).
In much of the literature regarding RED and LP there is an almost unquestioned assumption
that, if the democratic state so desires or decrees, that it possesses sufficient capacity to
instigate remedial policy measures which will stimulate processes of RED and LP which
could ultimately counter societal phenomenon such as negative language shift
(Rueschemeyer and Evans, 1985; Preston, 1996; Lachman, 2010; Skocpol, 1985) This
‘assumption’ is also supported by many affiliated to the Gaeltacht co-operative movement, by
other local community structures and activists, by actors operating in the private market
economy, and by functionaries of public developmental and regulatory bodies that discharge
state functions within the Gaeltacht. Such analyses bear witness to an implicit (and
sometimes explicit) assumption that the fundamental, almost exclusive catalyst for societal
change is exclusive to the state’s policies and interventions (Ó Riagáin, 1992). Of equal
importance, is the assumption amongst other key statutory providers in education, health,
social services, etc., that whatever responsibilities have to be undertaken by the state in
support of Gaeltacht development, they are exclusively a matter for the Department of the
Gaeltacht or of An tÚdarás (cf. Section 12.4.1). As a result of this, Gaeltacht development
policy (GDP) is often so circumscribed as to function in such a way that its ‘[…] interactions
within the totality of political and institutional regional systems are lacking’ (Carlin, 2013:
98). All of this represents another example of policy ghettoisation where the existence of
these dedicated Gaeltacht structures has allowed other state actors to avoid or ignore their
own key statutory responsibilities, while asserting the central and almost proprietorial role of
the Department and An tÚdarás as it relates to Gaeltacht ‘development’.
There are, of course, many other and often competing forces at play here. Market-led
development is, at best, linguistically agnostic. Processes of regionalisation and
global/glocalisation10 are far-reaching and transformative in their impact on rural and
relatively peripheral areas, not least those located within the Gaeltacht districts (Ó Riagáin,
2009, 1992). The cumulative impact of secular development processes, population relocation,
10

Globalisation in this context is understood as the outworking of changing patterns of economic transaction
and social identities ‘in relation to different divisions and hierarchies of territorial units ’ (Minigione, 1993, cited
in Ó Riagáin, 2009: 95).
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and new commuting trends engendered through industrial and commercial development have
resulted in a massive inflow of newcomers into the Gaeltacht districts (Ó Riagáin, 2009).
This dynamic has destabilised and undermined the traditional core sociolinguistic networks
which acted historically as both a catalyst and bulwark in support of the intergenerational
socialisation of the minority language (Mac Donnacha and Ó Giollagáin, 2009). In short, the
linguistic boundaries within which the ‘linguistic habitus’ (Ó Riagáin, 1997: 39) has survived
for many centuries have been overrun by development.
Parallel to these ‘external’ and objective factors, there is another critical force which accounts
for language shift. This force is faithful to an account of change which is driven at the
community, familial and individual level, what Fishman has described as the
home/family/neighbourhood nexus (Fishman, 1991). These sensitised and deeply intimate
domains form a crucible within which language choice and language shift is transformed and
is driven by ‘[…] human agency and a range of identitarian orientations and political
motivations linked to language policy [Williams and Morris, 2000; Lo Bianco, 2004]’ (cited
in Carlin, 2013: 68). The socio-psychological determinants which drive such processes of
language choice embody different influences and factors which are attested to in the
literature. The assumption that the state has access to and influence over such private and
personalised choice patterns is highly questionable and will be contested in the research data
set out in Chapters 11, 12 and 13.
The commonly held view as to the unquestionable nature of the state’s capacity (altogether
aside from its statutory responsibilities) has a number of longstanding consequences. First
amongst them is the reduction of much of the debate to a relentless criticism of the state, a
criticism which portrays the state as variously inefficient, ignorant, irresponsible,
uncommitted, cynically aversive or even maliciously disposed. Often by virtue of its inaction
or apathy, the state is accused of refusing to address in a comprehensive manner the causes
and consequences of language decline. However, the actual capacity of the state in terms of
GDP and Gaeltacht development has not, it will be argued here, been sufficiently
systematically examined and deconstructed.
What is indisputable is that in the empirical setting of the Gaeltacht, the state has introduced a
range of policy and statutory measures and development interventions over eighty years. It
has invested very significant public funds in supporting infrastructure, in restructuring the
economic base through providing incentives and financial support for private and community
enterprises. It has undertaken specific projects and programmes which were not deployed
outside of the Gaeltacht (Ó Riagáin, 1992). Contemporary analyses recognise the extent of
such interventions but argues that the almost exclusive focus on institutional provision has
avoided or ignored the fundamental societal causes and outworkings of the phenomenon of
the collapse of linguistic sustainability within the Gaeltacht community (Ó Giollagáin, 2014;
Ó Giollagáin and Charlton, 2015). Policy has been driven by a consideration of the language
as a constitutive element in a longstanding process of state development in support of a
differentiated ideology of national identity based on a ‘[…] partial cultural repossession of a
formerly-denigrated ethnic inheritance’ (Ó Giollagáin, 2014: 23), rather than analysing and
building an integrated and developmental approach to the structural socioeconomic and
linguistic challenges which faced the traditional language community in its own social
environment.
Moreover, regardless of the long litany of state interventions, the cumulative empirical
evidence demonstrates that the core language community continues to disintegrate and that

44

its sociolinguistic base has all but collapsed under it. This is not to predict that Irish will not
be spoken in the Gaeltacht or beyond at some point in the near to medium-term future.
Rather, it relates to the likely fate of the Gaeltacht in the sense of it representing a
linguistically defined community where ‘[…] the practical and discursive use of the
autochthonous language(s) historically connected to a given linguistic community’ continues
as the de facto and locally dominant community vernacular in its own unique cultural and
institutional setting (Carlin: 2013: 68).
This element of state intervention must be understood in the historical context of a
commitment to the preservation and development of the Irish language enshrined in Article 8
of the Irish Constitution (Bunreacht na hÉireann, 1937). As we have also seen, the securing
of the status and functionality of the social basis of Irish within its linguistic heartland in the
Gaeltacht has been a central and publicly acknowledged policy objective since the foundation
of the state (Ó Riagáin, 1988, 1992, 1997), what Ó Giollagáin (2014: 117) calls ‘[…] the
regeneration of the marginalised linguistic culture’. Whatever the changes in the political
profile or policy orientation of different governments in the intervening years, this macrolevel policy objective has remained a constant within the prevailing discourse. There have
been significant re-alignments, revisions and even some innovations in terms both of policy
and practice. For example, dedicated statutory provisions and protections have been enacted;
a specific government department and development agency has been in place for some sixty
years; differentiated and preferential support mechanisms and welfare transfers have been
secured in support of Gaeltacht development; and bespoke educational and training initiatives
have been undertaken with very high levels of public funding support.
Without such an arsenal of public supports, it is a matter of conjecture as to whether or not
the current sociolinguistic crisis would have come into clearer focus some decades ago. The
counterfactual arguments are more difficult to harness in this context. Ó Giollagáin (2014)
identifies a significant shift in the strategic orientation of language policy from the 1970s (cf.
Sections 8.2.3 and 8.2.4) as the state’s core responsibilities and commitments became
increasingly ambivalent and centred on the promotion of an English-dominated bilingual
agenda where the TML is tolerated as a form of policy naiveté. In institutional terms, the
responsibility for promotion and development is divested through a process of agencification
and delimitation to a number of state agencies with strictly sectoral or sectional priorities.
This shift, combined with the lack of investment in generating structures capable of
supporting the regeneration of L111 community vitality has made ‘[…] maintenance efforts in
the Gaeltacht an insurmountable task’ (Ó Giollagáin, 2014: 27).
In sum and despite, or because of (depending on the particular analysis which is invoked), the
state interventions which have been pursued in a deliberate and overt manner, all the credible
contemporary evidence points to the final outworkings of the dynamic and seemingly
irreversible patterns of language shift from Irish to the English-medium as the de facto
community language of the Gaeltacht. In any analysis, such an outcome clearly points to the
limitations of state intervention and to the inherent anomalies or structural weaknesses in the
conceptualisation and the implementation of policy responses.
It is argued in this research that the general nature of the state’s actual capacity to intervene
and manage such complex socioeconomic and linguistic change has not been subjected to
systematic research enquiry. In Carlin’s terms, it remains unproblematised and underL1 refers to the language a person has learnt from birth, their ‘native language’ or ‘mother tongue’ (M itchell and M yles,
1998): ‘adult first language’ (Crossley et al., 2016). L2 refers to second-language acquisition.
11
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analysed (Carlin, 2013). For example, while accepting that state-led interventions have
created, in some cases, transformative socioeconomic change, the state falls foul of the
criticism that its interventions ‘[…] failed to impact on the negative power differentials
experienced by the Gaeltacht Irish-speaking minority in their dealings with majority culture’
(Ó Giollagáin, 2014: 27). What is crucial here is the question of whether or not the state has
the actual capacity, autonomy and commitment to manage such complex power relations? Put
another way, what is the state’s capacity to manage demographic and developmental patterns
in such a way as to consolidate and increase the social density of L1-communities? (Montrul,
2008; Clark, 2009; Mitchell and Myles, 1998; Krashen, 1987). How can the state support
social collectivities to valorise and develop the Irish language as a unique and differentiated
sociocultural identity marker? And how can the state intervene and redirect social and
economic pressures which drive language shift towards the ‘normativity’ of English-language
dominance? (ibid: 27/28).
Assuming that the state takes the pursuit of its own statutory commitments seriously as a
legitimate point of departure, it is valid and worthwhile to examine precisely how and in what
way state elites have undertaken their particular analysis of the development challenge; how
they have informed the policy prescriptions which determine investment and spending
priorities; and how they understand the structural challenge of developing policy
interventions and programmes that might address in a comprehensive and integrated way
with the complexity of development in a TML-region.
It has to be recognised that there are many different and contested dimensions to TML
maintenance and development as undertaken by the state, including the critical dimensions of
education and access to social service provision. The lack of a dedicated Gaeltacht education
policy has been particularly important in terms of its immediate impact on language shift at
community level. The lack of such a policy has highly significant implications in terms of
linguistic vitality and the prospects for RLS-measures. Such a lack presents a clear
illustration of the importance and influence of ‘non-policies’ and how they are articulated and
prioritised by the state (Mac Donnacha and Ó Giollagáin, 2009: 315). However, this thesis
narrows its focus on regional economic development (RED) and language planning (LP)
policies because of their centrality in the Gaeltacht policy narrative since the foundation of
the Irish state.
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Chapter 3 The State and Development: Autonomy, Capacity and Policy
3.1

Introduction and Overview of the Overall Theoretical Literature Review

The first assertion supporting the hypotheses of this thesis is that a regional development
perspective is appropriate and highly relevant in the assessment of state development and
planning initiatives in a TML context (Williams, 2000; Ó Riagáin, 1992). This research
investigates the impact of ‘direct’ as well as ‘indirect’ state policies for TMLs and the
complex relationships between such sets of policies. It contends that it is neither sufficient
nor realistic to consider the development of TML communities in exclusive or narrow terms
based on the language that the community speaks. Nor is it sensible to talk of developing
such territories without serious, grounded analyses of the impact of broader development
processes and state policies (direct and indirect) on the linguistic profile, the socialisation
networks and behavioural patterns which are unique to and differentiate the TML speech
community.
For this reason, the overall literature review as set out in the following chapters (Chapters 3,
4, 5 and 6) examines four separate lines of research enquiry. This includes first an assessment
of the state, its autonomy and capacity in terms of conceptualising and implementing
dedicated development policies (cf. Sections 3.2, 3.3 and 3.4). Second, an appraisal of
selected theoretical models of language planning initiatives (cf. Sections 4.1 – 4.9). Third, an
overview of the theory of regional economic development and the policies and practices
which such theories have influenced (cf. Sections 5.1 – 5.11). Fourth, a comparative
assessment of those research undertakings which have attempted to elaborate on the
significant linkages between linguistic and economic development variables (cf. Sections 6.1
– 6.13).
3.2
3.2.1

The State and Development: Autonomy, Capacity and Policy
Introduction

The core concern of this chapter is with the conceptualisation of the state and of public policy
as a specific form of state intervention and regulation.
Public policy can be driven by highly conflicted demands of societal groups within both a
pluralist and corporatist framework. The state, however, also formulates its own strategic
objectives and policy priorities on its own terms and against its own particular analysis. It
may decide collectively to undertake such policy formulations despite, or in direct
confrontation to, the strategic or tactical opposition of powerful societal forces or
socioeconomic conditions which are deeply entrenched and not easily amenable to public
regulation (Skocpol, 1985). This raises the key question as to the actual or potential capacity
of the state in determining and implementing its own statutory, regulatory or developmental
goals independent of societal pressures, those significant ‘[…] politically weighty social
forces’ (Skocpol, 1985: 9). The motivation for such interventions may have to do with state
security and control, or the amelioration of critical socioeconomic problems in times of crisis.
Intervention can occur through extreme, disjunctive or radical change in response to
immediate crises or as part of a more incremental, gradualist approach to change over longer
periods which involves the elaboration or restructuring of existing policies as ‘correctives’.
Skocpol argues that ‘[…] organizationally coherent collectivities of state officials….
insulated from ties to currently dominant socioeconomic interests’ (Skocpol, 1985: 9) are
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critical to the formulation and implementation of autonomous and effective policy-making.
She also enquires as to the relative strength and access to organisational resources which such
elites enjoy and their overriding sense of ideological socialisation (statist, free-market,
nationalist) and their collective commitment to the maintenance of change or the imposition
of a new order of things.
The first assumption in this research stands with the basic hypotheses that the state has the
capacity to intervene, regulate and manage societal change. It is upon this assumption that the
state has committed to introducing a range of Regional Economic Development (RED) and
Language Planning (LP) measures in the Gaeltacht. This raises a number of fundamental
questions. Does the state’s autonomy and capacity depend on the sociopolitical and historical
configuration of the state and the existing structures of class power within society (Skocpol,
1985: 11)? How do we know the state? Does it exist as an independent actor beyond its
articulated policies or does it exist only in respect of its mediation of formal and informal
political networks?
To address such questions, this section begins with a review of how different theoretical
perspectives have considered the state, its normative, abstract functioning and the formulation
and nature of state policy-making. This section seeks further to examine the circumstances
whereby the state undertakes autonomous policies and the factors which determine the extent
of the state’s capacity to give affect to such policies. The empirical treatment considers the
major structural and policy developments which occurred since the foundation of the Irish
state which explain the development of an evolving state activism. This analysis, it is argued,
provides the context within which an appraisal of state-led RED and LP can be properly
considered in Ireland and within the Gaeltacht specifically. Both state interventions and
abstentions are manifestly evident in terms of the state’s response to the ongoing
sociolinguistic crisis in the Gaeltacht.
First, the section begins with an assessment of different definitions and conceptions of the
state. This review does not seek to examine in detail all of the theories (as per Dunleavy and
O’Leary, 1987) or to explain the limitations and insights relevant to each. It focuses rather on
key concepts which are sustained in their salience in the literature reviewed and which are of
direct and immediate relevance to the research hypotheses.
Second, it provides an account of the extent to which the state can function as an autonomous
corporate actor and how societal interests are served by the state. It examines who has a veto
on policies, the dynamics which explain the capture and co-option of the state by the interests
of capital, and the constraints and direction of state action. The extent to which the state
pursues its own stated policy objectives is the core issue here.
Third, the actual capacity of the state is considered. In other words, it examines the extent,
nature and objectives of the policy interventionist role of the state (Preston, 1996). There is a
presumption in all policy prescriptions that state-led planning objectives can be planned for
and implemented. There is also a foregoing assumption that such interventions are critically
needed but much less certainty as to the specific socio-structural and institutional conditions
under which effective state intervention is actually possible (Rueschemeyer and Evans, 1985:
46). This section, therefore, considers those societal structural conditions which curtail state
autonomy and capacity and the range of policy options available to it at any given time.
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The fourth and final section enquires as to the state’s role and the evolution of forms of
Statism in Ireland through the implementation of public policy. It examines the actual and
potential role of the state in determining language choice, language deportment and language
shift within its autonomous jurisdiction. This enquiry concludes by addressing the extent of
the state’s autonomy and capacity in mitigating or reversing the negative sociolinguistic
trends within the Gaeltacht and the extent to which these impacts have been generated by
state-led and state-financed modernisation and industrialisation initiatives within the
Gaeltacht.
3.2.2

The State: Assumptions and Definitions

The construct of the state predates the modern nation state. From its earliest inceptions, it was
built around a permanent public administration, a standing army where it relied on capital and
coercion (Habermas, 1989: 18). Its patrimonial role in premodern agrarian societies was
dominated by the classic state functions of taxation, conscription and the prevention of
rebellion (Lachmann, 2010; Scott, J.C., 1998). Lachmann (2010) contends that the early
states were built on a coalition of power sustained by the merging of elites within structured,
unified polities which sought to increasingly appropriate and control resources. On a more
abstract level, Scott, J.C., (1998) considers the emergence of the nation state construct as
being more fundamentally characterised through its early attempts to complete the
administrative reordering and control of society and nature (including human nature); to
remake the patterns of social interrelations; to circumscribe and control people’s moral,
political and ethical dispositions and worldviews (Lachmann, 2010).
This ideology was manifest in the early state’s attempts at comprehensive centralisation,
standardisation and rationalisation, of seeking out homogenisation through uniformity. This
was a particular type of utilitarianism, confined as it was to the absolutist regime’s demands
for a homogenous citizenship which could be deployed to its own fiscal, security and military
ends. This codification of social customs and practices, and the contemporary economic and
production processes, were mediated by the state through coercive power and a gross
simplification of social conditions and the causes of change. The ‘state’ could thus be
summarised as ‘[…] a relatively unified ensemble of socially embedded, socially regularized,
and strategically selective institutions, organizations, social forces and activities organized
around (or at least involved in) making collectively binding decisions for an imagined
political community’ (Jessop, 2001: 40, cited in O’Sullivan, 2003: 38). In its centralised,
myopic worldview it presupposed ‘[…] a vastly simplified and uniform regime ….
manipulable from the centre’ (Scott, J.C., 1998: 35).
Defining such a state, its inherent features and its potential institutional development through
historical evolution, is highly contingent on the normative assumptions regarding the
autonomy and capacity we ascribe to the state. Castells (2004) summarises the ongoing
debate regarding the theory of the state against three dominant analytical paradigms;
Institutionalism, Pluralism and Instrumentalism. Institutionalism emphasises the autonomy of
the state. Pluralism considers the state proper as the outcome of a never ending dialectic
between societal forces which continually remake the state in the crucible of inter-group
associations and conflicts. The Instrumentalist view considers the state as the ultimate
expression of the power wielded by dominant and exclusive social forces which emerges
from a process of conflict and resolution and compromise (ibid: 358). In the same manner,
the Marxist view considers that ‘[…] the primary function of the capitalist state or the state
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under capitalism is the reproduction and maintenance of capitalist social relations.’
(O’Sullivan, 2003: 35)
These idealised categorisations represent the approximation of abstract, heuristic concepts
rather than demanding allegiance to tightly defined doctrines or political philosophies
(Robertson, 1981). However, a number of salient themes bear emphasis. There is significant
consistent agreement concerning, above all else, how conceptually the state represents a
‘vexed institution’ housing ‘freedoms’ and ‘unfreedoms’ (Scott, J.C., 1998). Moreover,
support is also evident for a consideration of the state as fundamentally a particular form of
authority, exhibiting distinct and often exclusive regulatory and developmental institutions. It
functions on the basis of differentiated power and knowledge and is committed to particular
strategic, and often hegemonic, interests.
Furthermore, the state can claim to represent and defend collective interests, make binding
decisions and enforce them through its legitimacy as the public authority. This authority has
an objective existence over and against any particular government or any specific dimension
of the institutional apparatus (Habermas, 1989). It owes this authority to its promotion of the
common and public welfare of its legitimate members. It functions within an apparatus of
regulated public spheres governed by the jurisdiction and monopoly of legitimate coercion
(Lachmann, 2010; Habermas, 1986:18). In short, the state has the power and authority to
mobilise and redistribute resources through indirect and direct mechanisms (Dunleavy and
O’Leary: 1987). This redistribution and consolidation had long-term structural impacts for
‘[…] exactly as every economy had to go through fixed stages of growth to attain the
beatitude of development. It was also believed that to go through these inescapable stages,
each society had to restructure its culture, shed those parts that were retrogressive, and
cultivate cultural traits more compatible with the needs of a modern nation-state’ (Nandy,
1992: 295). This is a key conclusion with respect to the Irish language community in the
Gaeltacht.
3.2.3

The Nation State

The focus of this treatment, however, centres on the state in the sense of the postWestaphalian Nation State. The modern nation state is the ultimate product of the state
(Poulantzas, 1978, cited in Castells, 2004) through its ‘[…] appropriation of tradition and the
(re)construction of national identity…’ (Castells, 2004: 303). This construction of the state
relied on the twin pillars of scientific rationality and the secularisation of society (Nandy,
1990: 302). The emerging nation state thus explicitly formalised the contractual
understanding of the preeminent social contract within the civic space and it became the
crucible and prime construct of nationalism: ‘[…] each nation-state began to see itself as a
repository of cultural values even though, in reality, each sought to equate these values with a
territorial concept of nationality that militated against the subtler meanings of the idea of
culture’ (Nandy, 1992: 297).
Weber (cited in Skocpol, 1985: 7) insists on the compulsory, legal, extractive and coercive
nature of the state as a corporate actor in its own right. Much more than government, which
acts as its contemporary executive, its coercive, authoritative systems structure power
relationships, by force if needs be, between civil society and public authority and determine
crucial relationships within civil society itself. Weber argued that the state is active and
dynamic, not merely an institutional arena for sectional interests to negotiate their relative
positions.
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The nation state created an institutionalised system where it became the dominant political
process with the highest level of power. Power is determined by the state’s ability to compel
obedience. Weber (1946) confirms that the state is the institution which lays claim to a
monopoly on the right to use force within a given territory. Its recourse to power ensures its
status as the central, almost omnipotent and vital component of the political order (Robertson,
1987: 479). In the modern nation state, legal-rational authority is the basis of the state’s
authority to maintain and order social life. In instrumental terms, the state commonly
provides for an independent and effective judiciary, an effective, transparent and accountable
bureaucracy and for mechanisms to control the executive. It also acts as the formal, legal
guarantor of constitutional rights (basic, political and civic) and oversees well-functioning
democratic institutions. Crucially, the nation state also produces a unique societal institution,
namely the ‘citizen’. Through the interdependent process of disaggregation, simplification
and rationalisation referred to above (cf. Section 3.2.2) the state creates ‘[…] the modern
individual, constructed as an isolated, disciplined, receptive, and industrious political subject’
(Mitchell, 1991: 93)
Thus, the nation state is understood as a particular institutional apparatus. Its form, function
and legitimacy is ultimately derived from an abstract system of law and its near
‘transcendental association with the nation as the fundamental political community’
(Mitchell, 1991: 93). As the distinctive political arrangement of the modern age, the nation
state was conceived at once as the prime agent of modernisation and of social change, the
guarantor of security and the ultimate guardian of civil rights or democracy. Interpretations as
to its ideological orientation and the true north of its strategic objectives range from its role
variously as a harbinger of positive development, impartial, ethical and secular in its key role
in mediating the conflicted expectations of divergent class and ethnic interests. On the other
hand, different analytical traditions consider it no more than the handmaiden of industrial
capitalism (Nandy, 1992: 297; Dunleavy and O’Leary, 1987).
3.2.4

The Welfare and Developmental State

If we accept that: ‘The state is an institutionally elaborate membrane ordering internal and
trans-national flows of economic and political power […]’ (Preston, 1996: 267), we can
argue that all states have a role in the development and management of the economy.
However, the spectrum and intensity of the state’s involvement ranges from the laissez-faire
to the centrally planned and the related institutional infrastructure underpinning the various
types of political economy can be located within these two extremes (Oi, 1995). The
development state seeks to increase its resources by means of increasing material wealth
through enhanced productivity. It does this through stimulating development and enforcing
welfare redistribution to identified institutional interests (Castells, 2004: 360).
The latter analysis looks to the goods, infrastructure and services that cannot or will not be
provided for by competitive actors in the market economy and argues for a deep
interventionist role for the state in promoting growth, welfare and redistribution
(Rueschemeyer, D. and Evans, P.B.: 1985: 61). This form of analysis is most fully articulated
in the post-war, Fordist-based class compromise enshrined in the liberal-democratic
Keynesian growth and welfare package (cf. Section 5.16). This is consistent with the concept
of the fully interventionist, social democratic state (Mitchell, 1991: 1991/99) where the
enlightened liberal-democratic orthodoxy promotes the state as the overseer protecting
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against extensive maldevelopment and the extremes of market fluctuation and self-interest
(Preston, 1996: 266). Such a state provides for regulation, redistribution and the realisation of
public good goals. The centrally planned, state-led political economy essentially privileges an
active central bureaucracy which seeks to maximise comparative and competitive advantage
for the local economy and market-led production. This refers to what Preston (1996) calls
‘state-engendered order’ as located in the post-war Keynesian tradition emphasising the
power of the state. This ‘embedded liberalism’ (Ruggie cited in Adshead et al., 2008: 16)
secured the compact between capital and labour under the authority of the nation state (Kirby
and Murphy, 2008: 122). The state in this analysis fulfilled an indispensable, egalitarian and
redistributive role in the provision of protections and access through emancipatory citizenship
and recognition before the process of law. It provided basic, individualistic rights to shelter,
housing and security, to health, education and other social services (Scott, J.C., 1998: 352).
The alternative perspective of economic liberalism advocates the role of the state in ordering
the establishment of formal institutional mechanisms of economic control so as to support
and facilitate the maximum development of the self-regulating and self-regenerating market.
This laissez-faire tradition articulated through the contemporary New Right talks of the
inevitable incapacity and incompetence of the state (Preston, 1996: 269). However, the New
Right’s insistence on ‘big government’ and more extensive investment and intervention in
certain restricted spheres such as security and moral issues demonstrate the complexity and
paradoxes of such positions (Dunleavy and O’Leary, 1987). In the same breath, the radical
right argue that state development interventions are inimical to economic growth and
inculcate dependency.
In contradistinction to the dead-hand of government, the market is celebrated as a
‘satisfaction-maximising automatic asocial mechanism’ (Preston, 1996: 321). This analysis
argues for the rule-setting ‘minimal’ state and the freeing of markets through privatisation. It
advocates deregulation and reduced government spending; the removal or curtailment of
sociopolitical inhibitions (representative structures, legislative protections, etc.) to market
functions and the relaxation of government controls on private capital and, ultimately, the
opening up of global markets through tariff removals and the free movement of capital in all
its forms (Preston, 1996). Arguing for the withdrawal of state intervention, the reduction in
‘state bloat’ necessarily demanded the imposition of the ‘Washington consensus’ (O’Hearn,
n.d.) of good policies (fiscal discipline, competitive currencies, privatisation and
deregulation, trade and financial liberalisation). (Preston, 1996; Adshead et al., 2008:14;
Breathnach, 2014).
The modern post-Fordist state is explicitly committed to private property and the market
economy where the markets and not the state determine demand through international, global
power structures such as the IMF, the WTO and the World Bank (Lachmann, 2010; Preston,
1996). Such transnational structures have been created by the new territorial declensions of
globalisation and glocalisation (cf. Section 5.9.3). This is the new political and institutional
context where changes in the spatial and political organisation of production have longreaching consequences for the articulation of state autonomy.
3.2.5

State Autonomy

The focus in this section is not to enquire as to whether the state is or can be possessed of
autonomy; it assumes, rather, that such autonomy can and does exist and that the degree to
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which it is constrained or emancipated is the most important concern given this particular
research hypothesis.
Working from this assumption, this research accepts that the state has structural, institutional
and cultural dimensions which differentiate it from other societal organisations, creating both
public and private space. It subscribes to the view that: ‘The exercise of political authority in
modern societies is institutionalized in the processes and structures of the state’ (Midgley,
1986a: 4; Dunleavy and O’Leary, 1987). The state’s claim to legitimate authority and its
exercise of coercive power within a defined spatial jurisdiction is its hallmark definitional
feature. In so doing, it relies on the support and loyalty of a substantial section of the
sovereign population reinforcing its ethnic, cultural or political hegemony so as to secure
social and political stability. Its relative autonomy allows it to enforce authority and absorb
and resolve inter-group hostilities and conflict driven by the ‘[…] distributional conflicts of
modern capitalism’ (Breen et al., 1990: xi)
According to Heintze (1998), the concept of autonomy is synonymous with self-government,
and his definition insists on the autonomous structure’s explicit authority to manage its
internal regulations through public law. Drawing on Lapidoth’s (1996) legal-political
classification, Heintze argues that autonomy is synonymous with some significant dimension
of self-determination, falling short of independence, accomplished through decentralisation
and the transfer of specific areas of legislative and administrative competences and financial
adjudication from the centre to the autonomous entity.
The various forms of autonomy are most often implemented in support of the differentiated
collective identity of cultural or ethnic minority groups. Autonomy, as a collective right,
protects such groups from state or majority interference while also promoting their fuller
integration and productive participation within the state.
Heintze classifies autonomies into three broad categories. First, the concept of territorial
autonomy involves the granting of a special status through territorial self-government at a
local or regional level and with a particular focus on (but often going beyond) specific
cultural, ethnic, or linguistic issues, taking into account ‘the particular historical and regional
circumstances of a minority’ (Heintze, 1998: 18). While a minority within the national
context, the group forms the majority within such defined spatial areas.
Second, cultural autonomy involves institutional and policy arrangements whereby
competencies in relation to education, linguistic or other ethno-communal domains are not
retained by the central state but some significant dimension of autonomous self-regulation
through subsidiarity mechanisms is involved.
Third, functional autonomy involves the transferring of selected state functions and rights to
private minority group organisations (Heintze, 1998: 23). The latter two types of autonomy
are non-territorial and most often are limited to domains such as education, media, culture,
language and religion.
Benedikter (2010) provides a framework for analysing autonomy arrangements, structured
around three key considerations, namely: (1) the beneficiaries of the autonomous
arrangements; (2) the purpose of the autonomous arrangements; and (3) the spatial/territorial
status of such arrangements. Though the institutional arrangement discussed in the Gaeltacht
clearly falls short of representing a proper autonomy in the sense of the definitions discussed
above, the institutional solutions implemented by the Irish state in support of the Irish
language can be meaningfully discussed within the framework proposed by Benedikter.
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However, this conflation of legitimate and monopolistic power/violence with territory
represents only a partial and residual definition of the state and its autonomy (Mitchell,
1991). The statist view expands to consider also the process of decision-making and the
institutional structures of law and ideology; the mechanisms which afford political
recognition and representation to different societal and sectional interests; and the normative
practices which determine the relationship between elites and owners of capital and its
producers (Mitchell, 1991). It also looks at what Mitchell calls the concept of ‘authoritative
intentions’ expressed through rule-making, policy-making, decision-making.
The contrary, minimalist perspective privileges a detached form of state intervention where
the state sets out to secure a legal and institutional environment which is committed to the
security and advancement of property rights and other market contracts. The state should
concern itself with activities which private initiative will not fulfil, ‘[…] to those functions
which fall outside the sphere of the individual, to those decisions which are made by no one
if the State does not make them…. to do those things which at present are not done at all’
(Keynes , 1926: 14; Dunleavy and O’Leary, 1987). Such general public goods (spending that
benefits all or a large number of citizens) typically include services and infrastructure that
would otherwise be underprovided for such as education, security, job creation, language
planning, social welfare transfers, communications and transport because of ‘free rider’
considerations or other market failures. These factors are intrinsically bound-up in competing
interpretations of the limitations of the state’s autonomy.
3.2.6

The Limitations of Autonomy

There exists a prevailing consensus regarding the centrality of the state and its increasing
dominance of power relationships exerted through its control of economic and social life
(Midgley, 1986a: 7). Whether in terms of state socialism or state welfarism in liberal
democracies, the significant increase in public social expenditures and the bureaucratic
centralisation of state regulation have extended and deepened the state’s reach (Skocpol.
1985: 6). These structural transformations, the increase in the scope and function of the state,
include interventions in sectors and territories where the costs and risks are such as to
discourage private capital from undertaking investment and service provision. They have
been evidenced in public health, education, housing, economic management, welfare and
social security provisions.
Tabellini (2005) argues that the ex ante role of the state is to provide the necessary
institutional and statutory framework which serve to protect and reinforce certain rights and
opportunities and which serve to address market failures (Dunleavy and O’Leary, 1987). It
strives to combat exclusion and poverty and to enforce property and personal rights, the
absence of corruption in the public sector, and respect for the rule of law. It must provide for
public goods and to stabilise and mitigate the effects of severe market fluctuations through
control and management mechanisms, incentivisations and restrictions. The democratic
socialist model includes the ownership by the state of strategically important industries such
as the extractive industries, natural resources and communications infrastructure, for
example. The state also manages through its control of the development agenda, through its
supply and control of credit and capital and through other production functions (Oi, 1995:
1143)
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In certain formulations, the state also insists on a militant regulation of the private economy
by the state in accordance with national welfare priorities through redistribution and the
maintenance of social equity as a central strategic objective. The extent of state autonomy is
therefore a critical factor because it is necessary to formulate and implement collective goals
(Rueschemeyer, D. and Evans, P.B.; 1985: 49).
Conflicting analyses from the literature argue for the autonomy and separatedness of the
institution of the state from society as unified, coherent and whole, impervious to societal
forces for change or consolidation (Krasner, 1984, cited in Adshead et al., 2008: 15). This
autonomous, self-willed and separate state is conceived of as a fundamental type of idealist
structure (Mitchell, 1991: 88). The contemporary critique asks whether we can truly consider
the state as a separate, self-willed entity? Does it articulate a set of objectives and priorities
which are self-formed and independent in some way from societal, political or economic
interests? (Mitchell, 1991: 86).
Contrary analyses deny the autonomy of the state and argue that it cannot function outside or
independent of the societal factors that influence it. They stress that such factors have a
crucial role as interdependent determinants of state policy-making. They argue that the state
can only be understood in terms of the outworkings and consequences of the policies it
implements (Dunleavy and O’Leary, 1987). As an organisation, the state’s structure and
ideology, and its instrumental performance through policies, is configured around those
structural societal interests who have institutionalised their dominance in mediating
socioeconomic and political processes over long periods. In short, the literature asks whether
the intentions of the state are separate and unaligned, or co-opted within societal power
structures? Moreover, it asks whether the state can formulate autonomous goals despite
influence from powerful societal actors? This analysis inevitably leads to questions regarding
the location and distribution of power. Considerations of power are properly understood
within a framework which considers the degree of autonomy which the state possesses in
terms of its representation as a material social actor. This autonomy is contingent and
changing. Considerations of power also include the extent to which the state represents an
institutional arena within which conflicts over power are mediated.
There is evidence of some consensus that the state only functions as an autonomous actor in a
relational way (Lagendijk, A. and Cornford, J.; 2000). This is essentially subject to how
effective it is in mobilising underlying resources to realise specific state projects. These
projects are manifestations of state power in particular strategic, historical and conditional
circumstances rather than presenting an understanding of the state as an impervious
institution, unified, monolithic and committed to a long-term historical programme of
development or control. Adshead et al., (2008: 14) describe such conflicting interpretations of
the state’s form and function in terms of the state as a ‘dependent’ or ‘independent’ variable,
as both actor and institutional setting.
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Figure 1: Key Dimensions of the state
The State as an Actor
Rueschemeyer, D. and Evans, P.B. (1985) reiterate the role of the state as a corporate actor
with a very specific structure and an overriding commitment to the common and public good,
to some sense of universal societal welfare whose pursuit represents its ultimate rationale and
governing mission. In this Functionalist approach the state is exclusively responsible for the
enforcement of norms and the codification and implementation of important norms in the
forms of laws. The state also acts as an arbitrator of conflict, resolving disputes and
determining policies. In such an analysis, the state coordinates the planning and direction of
uniform and coherent policies.
From an internal perspective, the state itself can be conflicted with respect to significant
strategic goals. Such contradictions and anomalies, in extreme cases even the ‘balkanisation’
of state interests, can inhibit and undermine, even paralyse, the state’s autonomy and its
capacity for coherent and integrated planning and regulation (Rueschemeyer, D. and Evans,
P.B.; 1985: 47). This is particularly evident in the implementation of state policy with respect
to Gaeltacht development.
The literature argues that the state is the central corporate actor: ‘[…] the state has its own
interests, and its own historical inertia; its administrative elite holds onto its own interests and
values.’ (Castells, 2004: 360). Tilly (2007, cited in Lachmann, 2010: 139) refers to its defence
of autonomous interests through its particular agency, its collectivity and the nature of those
sociopolitical and cultural values which it claims for itself (Adshead et al., 2008: 51). It seeks
to realise an independent set of ‘general interest’ goals specific to the state which demand a
collectivist and integrated response (security, sovereignty, public welfare). On the other hand,
the Marxist view argues that while the state might be distinct from society, it is ‘[…]
essentially a superstructure that serves to rationalize more fundamental forces stemming from
class relations based on the means of production…. [the state] is a mechanism that
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reproduces the normative social order so that particular, not general, interests are protected
and enhanced.’ (O’Sullivan, 2003: 35)
The literature also asks whether these goals are simply dictated to the state as the cumulative
outworking of conflictual processes of mediation between external dominant and subordinate
civil and sectional interests? In protecting its autonomy and enforcing its capacity, the state
offers citizenship and the inclusive recognition of the state through voting rights, democratic
participation, social welfare benefits and civil liberties. The state provides security and
economic protection. In this interpretation, the state is seen as accumulating power to itself; it
manipulates and compromises these sectional interests in attempting to subordinate them to
its own political, moral and ethical interests.
‘[…] on the one hand individuals and their activities, on the other an inert structure
that somehow stands apart from individuals, precedes them, and contains and gives a
framework to their lives. Indeed the very notion of an institution, as an abstract
framework separate from the particular practices it frames, can be seen as the product
of these techniques. Such techniques have given rise to the peculiar, apparently binary
world we inhabit, where reality seems to take the two-dimensional form of individual
versus apparatus, practice versus institution, social life and its structure or society
versus state’ (Mitchell, 1991: 94).
The state then can be considered to exist ‘independently’ but it also simultaneously provides
an institutional arena within which social conflicts, many of them with the state itself, are
played out.
The State as an Institutional Arena
Against the interpretation of the state as an ‘independent’ actor, the deepening capacity of the
state is expressed in terms of the state increasingly becoming the institutional site ‘[…] for
the contestation, adjudication, and legitimation of property, authority, and ideology.’
(Lachmann, 2010: 173). In this context, liberal democratic theory regards the state as being
subservient to the will of the electorate and subject to their control and consent.
Modern functionalist approaches consider the maintenance of the state as one and the same
thing as the security of the prevailing social order and represents the collective interests of
society as a whole. Pluralist theory argues that the state manipulates/mediates and manages
the interests of competing power blocks and sectional interests who advocate on their own
behalf: ‘The power to regulate and control is not simply a capacity stored within the state,
from where it extends out into society. The apparent boundary of the state [with society] does
not mark the limit of the processes of regulation. It is itself a product of those processes’
(Mitchell, 1991: 90).
Elite theories argue the domination of political life by oligarchy and that such domination is
‘ubiquitous and inevitable’ (Midgley, 1986a: 6). Lachmann (2010) goes so far as to argue that
‘States were artefacts of elite conflict’ (:64). Elites will always control because of the apathy
and malleability of the masses and the control of power by sectional and exclusive networks.
The structuralists consider that the state and the underlying class relations are fixed and
stable. The state is the ultimate expression of class relations, it symbolises and embodies
these relationships and can only ever enjoy limited autonomy from capitalist ruling-class
interests. These interests enjoy institutionalised power (O’Sullivan, 2003). In capitalist
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societies, this tradition argues, the state will always intervene and mediate conflict and
compromises in the long-term interests of capitalism as a dominant system of production and
exchange. Alternatively, the state is semi-autonomous of any one elite and is constantly made
and remade by diverse and competing interests, depending on their ability to bring influence
to bear. In this understanding, the state is ultimately relational and represents a variable
geometry of embedded social institutions dominated by the ‘prevailing socio-capital
relations’ (O’Sullivan, 2003: 45)
These coalitions of interest are also central to corporatist theory where co-ordinated groups of
scale accumulate power and ensure that the state articulates their interests. Such theory
engages with the concerns and influence of international monopolistic capitalist corporations
as they are brought to bear on the state. In this analysis, the state is more concerned with
facilitating business linkages rather than regulating the public space. The public sphere and
the domain of state activity is subject to capital’s demands and serves to protect its exclusive
accumulative interests (Preston, 1996,: 266; Dunleavy and O’Leary, 1987; Lachmann, 2010),
where the state becomes ‘the underlabourer to market forces’ (Preston, 1996: 266), to the
monopoly capitalist sector of the economy. From a class perspective, we can say that the state
is involved in securing strategic class interests (Preston, 1996: 266). In this analysis, the state
is characterised as a monolithic structure dedicated to manipulating and entrenching the
privileges and authority of capital’s elite (Midgley, 1986).
The corporatist approach considers the nexus between the state, the economy and political
action and asks which is subordinate to the other: ‘[…] state institutions have been
historically produced as crystallisations of power blocs and social struggles in the specific
evolution of each state, and bear the mark of a conflictive process’ (Castells, 2004: 360). In
terms of governance, the state becomes a networked system whose configuration and
priorities are determined by a range of societal actors none of whom can achieve sufficient
sovereignty to allow their overall domination (Adshead and Quinn, 1998). Preston (1996)
further argues that economic structures are essentially social structures that are continually
recreated to represent dominant interests through social practice.
Criticism of the role of the state is based on an aggressive critique of the existing power
structures and social conditions. Such criticism argues for a clearer, more central role for
communities in planning interventions which affect their welfare (Midgley, 1986b). Some
theorists argue that the state cannot contribute to increasing community participation. State
sponsorship of the process of community-led planning undermines the capacity of the
community sector. It is inherently antithetical to and subverts community solidarity, cohesion
and self-reliance.
However, despite different interpretations, there is substantial agreement that the state’s role
and capacity in socioeconomic development has expanded dramatically in the post-war
period (Breen et al., 1990; Lachmann, 2010; Smith, N.J.A., 2005). State policies determine
how social programmes are developed in support of community welfare and cohesion. The
outplaying of such tensions determine the extent to which the state can fulfil an autonomous
role and maximise its effectiveness. This ultimately depends on the state’s access to power
and its governing ideology.
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Power and Ideology
The exercise of power by the state represents and determines the parameters of its
institutional capacity. The state wields power through hegemony, where the state
manufactures consent, backed by coercion (O’Sullivan, 2003: 36). In this way, the
sociopolitical and economic values and norms of the dominant elite become accepted as
natural, inevitable and immutable. In effect, the state represents the point of congruence
between the ‘corporate rich’ and the ‘political directorate’ (Mills, 1956:167-9, cited in Evans,
M. and Coen, L., 2003: 5). In such a way, the owners of capital and the controllers of
production also control government and impose their views and values through its institutions
whereby the dominated ‘[…] accept their subordinate position in capitalist society and do not
question the existing social and political structure’ (Evans, M. and Coen, L., 2003: 3)
Power is construed variously as a negative, external and coercive force and also as a
dynamic, internal disciplinary force of ‘productive power’ (Mitchell, 1991: 93). In the first
construction, the state effectively operates by determining constraining external limits to
communal societal behaviour and enforces it through prohibitions, orders and the
establishment of uniform standards of conduct, language and social transaction (Mitchell,
1991: 93). It operates by sanctioned legal force (conscription, tax collection, mandatory
obligations, etc.), through its legitimate and authoritative demands. The second formulation
of power is disciplinary. Power is productive or creative (ibid) where the institutional
prohibitions, strictures and permissions form the sui generis of the political subject. The
institutional ecology is not the environment with which the individual political actor, the
citizen, has to negotiate his or her social relations. It forms, rather, the basic materials out of
which the individual is constructed. Of direct relevance to this research hypothesis, such
formulations suggest that the state can directly influence, or even form, attitudes in this way,
that it can determine sociopsychological behaviour in an absolute or conditional way (Giles et
al., 1977). To what extent then can the state change behaviour in an intimate domain like
language behaviour or reform recalcitrant linguistic attitudes? What power can the state exert
over such actors or how can it influence the interdependence between them?
3.2.7

State Capacity and Policy Development

The degree of autonomy which the state secures forms the basis for its legitimacy and
mandate. Assessing relative autonomy provides the key analytical base from which to
understand the nature and impact of its policy formulation.
The state introduces coercive and disciplinary power through its articulation of public policy.
Skocpol (1985) refers to the role of the state in instituting political reform, in managing
economic development, in developing social interventions. She considers the impact of the
state on class formation, on ethnic and cultural integration and political control through state
articulated policies and through the subtlety of power mediation between networks. Through
the development of policy instruments, the state can variously involve itself in coercive or
adjudicative or regulatory actions and create conceptions as to the meaning and value of
various forms of development.
The capacity of the state to devise and implement policy instruments is dependent therefore
on the extent of its policy commitment to clearly articulated goals, its technical capacities, its
investment capability and its monitoring and control functions relevant to the policy area.
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This includes the level of resources (including financial, statutory and technical) and policy
instruments which are available to it and the macro, interstate governance arrangements
which increasingly lay down the parameters within which the state can intervene. The
relational perspective is important given that the state’s capacity to act is influenced by
domestic or international policy actors who bring their own agendas and resources to bear on
the public policy process and the degree to which their interrelationships are characterised by
synergy or conflict (Skocpol, 1985). Of crucial importance in terms of this research, Millar
reiterates that policies are fundamentally grounded in prevailing value systems. Such
normative values determine the extent to which policies are proposed by the state elite and
also the means by which they will be accepted by the community at large and their likely
impact on the social practices of individuals (Millar, 2008: 109).
3.2.8

State Policies

The Determination of Policy Priorities
Mitchell (1991) argues a thesis based on ‘Ideal – Material Dualisms’, which in turn relate to
the internal and external structures of the state, in attempting to locate the precise
determinants of state policy. He refers to the ‘[…] two-dimensional form of individual versus
apparatus, practice versus institution, social life and its structure or society versus state’
(Mitchell, 1991: 94). The state is one such abstraction and the nation-state a transcendental
entity giving order and meaning to people’s lives. Statist theory argues then for the
independent nature of the state in pursuing its own objectives, as separate and distinguishable
from those concerns of sectional, societal agglomerations which articulate their own interests.
Thus, the state is considered as a superimposed set of normative social practices above and
beyond the ordinary discourse of social practice. Such techniques attempt to convince us that
institutions of the state are more than the sum of those who populate them, that the spatial
and temporal organisation of these forces is deployed in a unique way particular to the state.
It creates an abstract of networked institutionalised power which stands apart from prejudice,
practice and policy-making. This is aligned to the state-centric analysis which privileges the
autonomous role of the objective state and its insulation from societal pressure where the
state is not only seen as an: ‘[…] entity set apart from society, but as a distinct dimension of
structure, framework, codification, planning, and intentionality. The state appears as an
abstraction in relation to the concreteness of the social, and as a subjective ideality in relation
to the objectness of the material world’ (Mitchell, 1991: 95). Policy formulation here is
construed as an independent, technical exercise undertaken by objective specialists.
Alternative state-structural analyses refute the concept of the state as an independent,
knowable entity. In this construct, the forces determining the state’s policy priorities contrive
to represent what are essentially internal power structures. They also represent external
dynamics of opposition, repression and change as critical agents of influence. The state and
its policy prescriptions represent the cumulative outcome ‘[…] of detailed processes of
spatial organization, temporal arrangement, functional specification, and supervision and
surveillance, which create the appearance of a world fundamentally divided into state and
society’ (Mitchell, 1991: 95). State-structural analyses concede a considerable influence to
pressure groups and societal and sectional interests who impact on the process of policy
formulation and implementation. The structure as well as the policy legacy of the state have
been significantly influenced by such power relations and the articulation of their common
interests.
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Pluralist theory argues the contrary view that policy is the product of an amalgam of societal
pressures brought to bear on the inert state. In these terms, policy formulations which are
presented to us as new or revolutionary, incremental or structural, are not ‘new’ in their own
right. They represent a new reordering of existing factors and influences.
The Making of Public Policies
In its idealised form, state policy is conceived of as ‘a coordinated act of intelligent
judgement’ (Keynes, 1926: 14). Rational policy-making would hope to deal with issues
without being constrained by ‘[…] preferences or exclusions, no traditions or shibboleths, in
the matter of choice beyond the absolute merits of each case’ (Droppers, 1907: 110).
However, policymaking in virtually all fields takes place within the context of a particular set
of ideas that recognise some social interests as more legitimate than others and privilege
some lines of policy over others. In this way, it is reasonable to assume that new policy will
be constructed as a response not only to the dissatisfaction with past policy and the results it
has delivered but also by way of a response to new sociolinguistic and economic events in the
context of the TML-community. Is the policy process an articulated, compromising response
to societal pressure? If the state determines the trajectory and substantive content of public
policy, are the parameters of such policies set out in terms of a ‘national interest’, is it the
result of bureaucratic politics within the administration? Is it merely another, contemporary
iteration of ‘policy legacy’? (Hall, 1993). In sum, in order for us to understand the ‘[…]
complexity of state policy we need to take into account the dialectics between domination
and legitimation, and between development and redistribution’ (Castells, 2004: 360). The
state must ensure that it can protect its legitimacy, autonomy and capacity by means of its
claim to representation on behalf of the people.
The overall policy paradigm, therefore, can be construed as a coherent set of ideas that
specify what the world is like, how it is to be observed, which goals are attainable through
policy, and what instruments should be used to attain them: ‘[…] a framework of ideas and
standards that specifies not only the goals of policy and the kind of instruments that can be
used to attaint them, but also the very nature of the problems they are meant to be addressing’
(Hall, 1993: 279). Hall (1993) speaks of three central variables of the policymaking process.
First, the overarching goals that guide policy in a particular field which involves a disjunctive
process associated with periodic discontinuities in policy. This assumes the character of
sociological change than more limited scientific change. It is driven by the consistent
emergence of policy anomalies and contradictions which the existing paradigm cannot
negotiate or resolve. It will involve, but goes well beyond, the input of specialist experts and
policy custodians. It will occur within the context of a political value judgement within
existing or new institutional arrangements and resources and will be driven by exogenous
societal factors and not simply by the policy elite who rely only on the authority of technical
merit. Ultimately, it will involve a judgement over the ‘locus of authority’. What policy
authority will succeed in monopolising technical advice? The advocates who succeed then
begin to institutionalise the new policy paradigm. Any change will involve a ‘first-order
change’.
Second, the techniques or policy instruments used to attain those goals. Any change here is
considered a ‘second-order change’.
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Third, this last variable involves the precise settings of these instruments through
instrumentalism, routinisation and satisficing. Change here is considered ‘third-order
change’.
3.3

The Role of the State and Policymaking in Ireland

Breen et al. argue that the Irish state has a unique and dominant role in the structuring of the
class alignments in society and determining directly the opportunities for advancement and
development at the community and individual level (Breen et al., 1990: xi). This is achieved
through the state policy of inclusive corporatism (Smith, N.J.A., 2005: 103). It is also heavily
influenced by the nature of Irish political mediation and the nexus of influence supporting
state and sectional interests where they intersect on significant socioeconomic and cultural
analyses and policy prescriptions.
There is a significant consensus as to the failure of many state policy instruments in Irish
political and social life in the forty years from independence to the late 1950s (Breen et al.,
1990). Similarly, the same authors support the widespread view that the realignment and
restructuring of state interventions in the period from the 1960s onwards created significant
rounds of investment, productivity, profitability and employment within the economy and
contributed to the ‘modernisation’ of the Irish political economy and its increasing integration
into international sociopolitical and economic networks. However, the capacity of such
policy instruments and of the state apparatus to secure the efficient equitable management
and the egalitarian, redistribution of the accruing benefits to different sectional interests is
highly contested. Breen et al., (1990), argue the failure of state policies in sustaining growth
or redistributing whatever benefits accrued in a manner consistent with the objectives of
social and spatial equity.
For present purposes, the fundamental issue relates to the capacity of the state to intervene
and regulate within the broader political economy of development. Breen et al., (1990) and
Smith, N.J.A., (2005) argue the centrality of the state’s role in the management and
distribution of economic benefits and its inordinate influence on the structure of the economy
and on economic performance from the late 1950s and the introduction of the Programme for
Economic Expansion (Government of Ireland, 1958). This prioritisation of economic
development meant the effective subordination of welfare and social development objectives
(Millar, 2008: 104). The state-led economic recovery and growth from the 1950s transformed
the structural profile of Irish society and reoriented much of the growth towards the
interdependent orientations of industrialisation and urbanisation, a major impact attributable
directly to state policy (Breen et al., 1990). Moreover, the growth of the Irish state’s
influence and increasing power is documented by indicators which include the tracking of the
percentage contribution of state expenditure to GDP/GNP, the numbers employed by the
state, the extension of state services and the consolidation and institutionalisation of
corporatist structures. All of these factors combined resulted in a reformulated class and
occupational structure. The state has also created very real cultural, as well as economic and
social dislocation (Breen et al., 1990: 7).
An assessment of state policy formulation in Ireland is necessarily conditioned by what the
literature referred to above describes as the related functional dimensions of autonomy and
capacity (cf. Sections 3.2 and 3.3) (Breen et al., 1990: 20). The key limiting factors on
autonomy were external and structural. The internal societal pressures which bore influence
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on the state’s functioning were less concerned with the political ideology of nationalism or
the oppositional nature of class divisions as they were with the particular nature of
representative politics. Such a dependent political culture emphasised locally-specific issues
rather than engaging with the narrative of macro policy or state building (cf. Section 3.2.3).
This patriarchal and clientalistic prejudice further enhanced the cumulative authority and
power of the inherited centralised state bureaucracy.
In the period to 1958, Breen et al., (1990) argue that specific, attributable structural
dimensions of the political economy were key in differentiating the new state’s capacity to
intervene through policy initiatives. These included the state’s role as financier rather than as
a provider of social services given the existing extensive network of non-state vocationalist
institutions, both religious and secular, who were at the coal face of controlling and managing
programmes for social intervention with nominal state supervision. These structural
dimensions also included the very low tax-base from which public funding could be drawn in
support of policy implementation; the phenomenon of agencification, both in terms of
research and advisory capability and programme implementation. This meant that a range of
semi-state institutions became a key stratum in the overall governance framework.
The management of tax regimes and the delegation of responsibilities and functions to
agencies represented a key policy in its own right which ‘constrained’ or managed the role of
the state proper as a dedicated development actor in its own right. In this first period to 1932,
the subsidiary or ‘auxiliary state’ (Breen et al., 1990) consciously rejected a comprehensive,
interventionist role for the state, an ideology consistent with the edicts of egalitarian
nationalism and conservative Catholic social teaching and its foregrounding of vocationalism
as a key vehicle for achieving progress. The low levels of taxation on the productive sector
acted as the counterweight against the restricted range of socioeconomic development
programmes. This in turn supported the ideological conviction privileging free-trade which
had gained currency within other contemporary commonwealth economies.
In the post-1932 period, the selective autonomy and capacity of the state was evident both in
terms of policies which committed to economic management and social control. Such
initiatives are clearly illustrated through the implementation of the protectionist economic
and industrial regime (O’Leary, 2015: 80). This regime sought to disengage more fully with a
debilitating structural dependence on the commonwealth economy through introducing tariff
protections while simultaneously creating an economic model which had as its ideological
and strategic objective the creation of national self-sufficiency based on the natural, civic and
cultural resources of the state. It was also manifest in the Constitution of 1937 which was
anchored to the explicit moral principles of a conservative Catholic social policy. Such a
policy privileged the solidarity of the common community through an inclusive programme
of interventions which targeted the most vulnerable and disadvantaged in society. The extent
to which these programmes and policies were effective is a separate issue outside of the
scope of this thesis.
Breen et al., (1990) point to the highly significant exceptions to this more general
dispensation. They examine this through the reform process which consolidated and
integrated social service provision within local government and the restructuring of the
judicial system. They also refer to the establishment of semi-state enterprises in the natural
resources sector which sought to engage with public-sector strategic projects, including
electricity supply and the creation of rural employment, and added-value products in the beet
sector.
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Of direct relevance to this research is the assertion of Breen et al. that the dominant and
consistent goal of state policy since independence was, and continues to be, the provision of
employment opportunities to counter unemployment and emigration (Breen et al., 1990: 48).
Central to this state ideology was the assumption that the main developmental role was
necessarily to be undertaken by the markets and not the state (Lee, 2008). Kirby and Murphy
(2008) reinforce such views in their assertion that Irish state interventions have been highly
differentiated, selective and committed primarily to economic measures and the tackling of
cycles and peaks in unemployment increases without identifying or intervening in the root
cause of structural poverty and inequality (ibid:122). In their terms, state intervention is
characterised by ‘economistic’ and ‘functionalist’ considerations, adapting to the constraints
and opportunities driven by neoliberal globalism.
The orientation of state intervention through policy formulation was, in such analyses, partly
caused by the structure and ideology of state institutions themselves and reinforced by their
lack of capacity for policy planning and analysis. The policy which was embraced resulted in
the subsidisation of capital, the exacerbation of social inequalities and the encumbrance of a
very substantial expenditure burden on the state to maintain whole sections of the
‘underclass’ who were not capable of maintaining a subsistence standard of living from the
market economy (Breen et al., 1990: 49).
Breen et al., (1990) describe the failure of the Irish state as ‘monumental’ in terms of
sustaining economic growth or in addressing comprehensively and in a systematic manner
the critical need for a more equitable redistribution of welfare. Adshead et al., (2008) present
a more qualified verdict. Their assessment is redolent of those contributions to the literature
which locate such judgements on a continuum where the relative success or otherwise of state
interventions is ultimately dependent on the nature of the interventions undertaken. For
example, the Irish state received widespread international recognition for its strategy for
economic management, most clearly articulated in its taxation policies and its attraction of
global investment through Foreign Direct Investment (FDI) initiatives. Historically low
unemployment figures, significant exports, the achievement of aggregate living standards
which surpassed the EU-average, the repatriation of emigrants, and buoyant exchequer
returns all became the symbols and substance of a massive, state-led economic
transformation (Millar, 2008: 100-101).
Such accounts provide the stark relief against which the underlying and persistent structural
socioeconomic problems are foregrounded in the contemporary narrative. The boomeconomy surged ahead on a public infrastructure which could barely withstand the force of
its objective progress. Chronically under-resourced transport infrastructure, urban congestion
and sprawl, spatially incoherent patterns of settlement and commuting combined to
demonstrate a classic model of maldevelopment and unsustainable growth. Allied to this
were chronic levels of infant mortality, obscene incidences of child poverty, intergenerational
and spatially dense pockets of acute poverty, social exclusion and increased health risk,
pronounced income inequality and the structural exclusion of the poorest cohort from thirdlevel education. Combined, these entrenched problems described a very different set of
indicators which demonstrated the failure of state intervention in support of social equality
and cohesion (NESC, 2005).
The empirical analysis of contemporary socioeconomic conditions variously describe the
Irish state as being deeply implicated in the relative failure to create the structural conditions
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necessary to support a sustainable and inclusive model of development since independence
(Lee, 1989, cited in Adshead et al., 2008: 11). Breen et al., (1990) conclude that ‘[…] the
state retained substantial autonomy but exercised only a limited capacity’ (cited in Adshead
et al., 2008: 12). Arguing the illusory nature of state capacity, O’Hearn documents the
paradigmatic shift from the espoused welfare state to a domineering model of the
‘competitive state’ (O’Hearn, 1989, 1990, 2000). The competitive state prioritises enterprise,
innovation and profitability objectives as a key structural response to globalising external and
domestic competitive pressures. The dislocated welfare model can no longer fully strive for
social solidarity objectives such as full employment, redistributive transfer payments and
social service provision. In so doing, the form of policies shift from explicit, outcome
oriented interventionism to modes of regulation (Kirby and Murphy, 2008: 123-124).
In this analysis, the state is ultimately responsible for inculcating a model of development
highly vulnerable to and dependent on the forces of liberal industrialisation where the state’s
market logic can only ever privilege profit accumulation for international capital over and
against the acute welfare needs of domestic society. Market logic was venerated above all
else as the dominant principle of social organisation. The state has restructured its policy
formulation role in favour of ‘marketisation’ and ‘commodification’ thus deliberately
reducing the strategic development capacity of the state (Cerny, 2000, cited in Kirby and
Murphy, 2008: 124; Harvey, 2005: 166 ). A ‘productivist’ model of market flexibility is
championed instead of measures which strive for the protection and extension of social rights
as the dominant objective of the state.
Such a contradictory set of analyses underscore the fundamental point. The extent to which
the state can mediate the political economy is highly variegated. It is determined ultimately
by the establishment of ideological priorities and autonomous objectives for development as
well as the technical competence of state institutions to devise interventions capable of
regulating the market in favour of societal welfare and redistributive priorities. However, a
consistent theme that dominates the literature reviewed recounts the power of intervention
unique to the state (Lachmann, 2010). The critical point, however, is that the Irish state has
formulated and implemented significant and far-reaching public policy initiatives in domains
such as economic regeneration, public infrastructure provision, anti-poverty strategies,
disease control, measures to control environmental degradation and an overall package of
public social services which transfer welfare.
Differing policy analyses debate the transformative impact of such measures and the extent to
which they have been internally coherent as policy instruments and the manner in which they
have realised their operational goals. It is the range and complexity of these measures, rather
than in any evaluative assessment of their relative success, that provides the proper context
for an analysis of Gaeltacht development policy.
Gaeltacht development policy formed part of the deliberate and consistent policy
interventions undertaken by the state. These policy interventions have prioritised resourceintensive development strategies deployed over long periods in an attempt to manage or
respond to structural change within society and the economy. In short, the state has
consistently attempted to produce, protect and reform public goods, including language and
community, and services which would not otherwise be sustained in the context of a
neoliberal, consumerist market economy. These policy interventions go well beyond the
minimalist analysis which argues that the state’s role should not extend beyond producing
educated citizens and public infrastructure which in turn form the raw material which might
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attract global investment and further integrate the economy with corporate capital
(Lachmann, 2010). Culture and language belong in this category of public and collective
goods.
Moreover, and again in the specific context of this research, Breen et al.’s (1990) contention
that state interventions already undertaken have generated outputs largely which were not
intended is highly significant. This is crucial in considering the historical pattern and the
model of state-led development within the Gaeltacht and the contemporary analysis of the
current sociolinguistic crisis.
3.4

The State and Gaeltacht Development Policy

A detailed assessment of Gaeltacht development policy is presented in Chapter 10. The
approach undertaken here accepts that the historical legacy of institutional developments in
the Irish political economy generally had a very direct and immediate impact on what
developed within the Gaeltacht since the establishment of the first Gaeltacht Commission in
1925. The empirical setting of this research centres on Gaeltacht development policy. The
question of the diagnosis of the problem is a key consideration as are policy attempts in
administering to this analysis (Hall, 1993). The contemporary evidence illustrates graphically
the extent of socioeconomic transformation and sociolinguistic fracture and dislocation which
has taken place since the 1950s (cf. Section 2.3).
Similar to Irish national development policy generally, it is legitimate to ask if Gaeltacht
policy was all-inclusive and was not sufficiently selective; whether or not interventions were
sufficiently qualitatively distinctive so as to realise the stated goals of state policy. Central to
the analysis is the question about whether policy formulations identified the institutional and
structural reforms which were required consistent with the development of a genuine
linguistically-informed regional development policy: ‘[…] it is the uneven, partial nature of
these initiatives, the lack of a coherent and comprehensive strategy, with appropriate
institutions and instruments of policy that is most striking and most depressing’ (Ó
Tuathaigh, 1986: 129).
In the context of the deeply conservative, centralist and non-interventionist role adopted by
the new state it is important to enquire about what the state did or did not do in relation to the
TML and the Gaeltacht. It is also legitimate to ask if the actual formulation of the problem
(what Hall calls ‘first order change’, cf. Section 3.2.8) was undermined by policy
conservativism and inertia and the dominance of powerful institutional and societal actors
who were not engaged with, or committed to, the stated policy objectives of government as
they related to the preservation of the TML and the development of the Gaeltacht.
In terms of Gaeltacht policy, it can also be argued that the requisite sociolinguistic knowledge
and research capability which would provide the facts at hand, ‘[…] the particular, situated,
and contextual attributes’ (Scott, J.C. 1998: 346) was not always available to the state. The
state opted in its stead to rely on an overt dependency on positivistic models of development.
Therefore, it can be asked whether identifiable and specifiable errors and incompetencies
based on faulty or incomplete analy,sis can explain how partial, misguided or overconfident
planning models were adopted in support of Gaeltacht development?
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In the 1960s, Breen et al., (1990) point to the significantly increased capacity of the state to
raise taxes which allowed it in turn to begin its construction of a functioning welfare state
(see also Breathnach, 2014). In the context of this research, the establishment of the
Department of the Gaeltacht and Gaeltarra Éireann is highly significant in this respect as was
the latter’s mandate for the management of state-enterprises. There follows a central question
as to what was (and is) the actual capacity of the Gaeltacht administrative and development
agencies in bringing executive influence to bear on the authoritative and dominant planning
agencies of government (The Department of Finance, The Department of Education and
Skills, The Department of Environment, Community and Local Government, etc.)? There is
considerable consensus in the literature that the hierarchical and closed bureaucracies of the
Irish state cause policies to lose coherence and credibility. Such fragmentation and lack of
coordination amongst central Departments, allied to the practice of Ministerial responsibility,
created an institutional structure which was complex and wide-ranging but lacked ‘[….] a
core that could provide direction’ (Breen et al., 1990: 47). Looking forward, such an analysis
might also enquire as to what precise exigencies would drive the state to expand its role in
Gaeltacht development and sociolinguistic management in the future?
Traditionally, Gaeltacht development policy was properly understood as an extension of the
undifferentiated national policies with respect to rural, local and enterprise development (cf.
Section 8.3). This research categorises the interventions which were undertaken with respect
to Gaeltacht development in terms of RED interventions and LP interventions. The theories
which determine the form of state interventions in RED and LP are considered in the next
sections of this chapter. This treatment examines both the logic of these interventions and the
extent of their realisation (Scott, J.C., 1998). Both the nature of the policy domain and the
directive role assumed of the state in RED and LP make significant demands of the state in
terms of its coherence and its capability as a corporate actor. Such an analysis has to be
anchored to, and embedded in, a more general discussion of the state’s capacity, its relative
autonomy to act and the conditions required for integrated action at the regional level (cf.
Section 3.2).
Whether or not the state is theoretically ‘autonomous’ is not the central point here (cf. Section
3.2.5). Rather, it relates to the extent to which the state can mark out some degree of
autonomy and mobilise its capacity to deliver on its own stated objectives. There is an
assumption that in advanced industrial democracies the capacity of the state to more deeply
penetrate the interdependent processes of socioeconomic development has been instrumental
in driving forward growth and redistribution and enhancing the state’s ability to manage
conflict and change (Rueschemeyer and Evans, 1985: 68; Dunleavy and O’Leary, 1987: 331).
However, the maintenance of TML-communities in their regional settings involves the
realisation of complex and interdependent goals which must be achieved in a consistent
manner over long time-periods. Such public and collective goods as RED and LP cannot be
delivered in an incoherent and partial manner. Moreover, the evidence reviewed in what
follows argues that the accelerating dynamic of language shift (LS) has been driven to a
considerable extent by processes lying outside the scope and parameters of such formal state
interventions (cf. Section 4.5). Therefore, this analysis demands coherent and rational
approaches to strategic, long-term planning which explicitly sets out to integrate those causal
phenomenon which determine the relative vitality of the TML community (Rueschemeyer
and Evans, 1985: 68).

67

3.5

Summary, Identification of Research Questions and Conclusions

The foregoing review supports the contention that the state functions simultaneously as an
actor and as an institutional context or setting which is central for articulating the meaning
and methods of political action and state policy-making. It argues that we can also assume the
state’s autonomous role, howsoever relative, differentiated or qualified it might be. It is
located within and is dependent upon two critical sets of dynamic factors. First, the state’s
ideological orientation, the resource capacity available to it and the technical competence of
the state apparatus to intervene. Second, it is driven, to a greater or lesser extent, by its role in
mediating complex and contested societal forces which work through formal political
structures and through informal, but acknowledged, sectoral or sectional interest blocks
configured around a necessarily prejudiced agenda for development. The following questions
are central to this research enquiry:


Has the state an actual or potential role in influencing societal choices and behaviour?



In terms of securing a linguistic community, has the state the will or the capacity to
reorder what in many respects is the ultimate inviolable private space of language?
This recalls that the ‘subjects’ of language planning are also ‘agents’ in their own
right (Wright, 2004: 230).

If the state is possessed of both will and capacity, can the state’s rational, technical capability
aggregate the private, diverse social practices of language and reorder them into a new
collective order through state-led language planning? Such forms of planning assume, to a
greater or lesser extent, that the ‘future’ can be known and that it is achievable, that it can be
deconstructed into a series of quantifiable and objective material goals (Scott, J.C., 1998: 95).
Such considerations ultimately depend on the extent of the state’s capacity and autonomy and
the realisation of its role as a ‘guardian’ of collective welfare. Autonomy is relative insofar as
the state’s policy agenda is separate from or confrontational to the priorities of dominant
interest groups – commercial, political or community-representative. State capacity depends
on the extent that it secures the technical and other resources required to develop and
implement its own policy instruments in the pursuit of the public welfare and the securing of
common goods. This assumes the institutional, equalising force of the autonomous state.
Such a state commits to the realigning of social pressures and conflicts and redistributing
welfare to non-dominant interests as part of the realisation of substantive public policy
objectives similar to the maintenance and development of the TML-community in the
Gaeltacht (Dunleavy and O’Leary, 1987).
Aside from its capacity to develop and deploy policy instruments, the state, considered as a
material and independent societal structure, is also critically bound up in determining the
form and structure of other societal actors. In identifying and legitimating certain functional
societal groups and attributing to them the status of collective representation, public
participation and the power of mediation with the state structure, the state in effect
determines the configuration of what might seemingly be considered ‘oppositional’ forces
through creating a form of collective corporatism (Skocpol, 1985).
Figure 2 presents the self-reinforcing relationship and stages inherent in state activity
whereby increased autonomy generates increased capability which in turn secures more
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extensive penetrative and effective policy formulations in new sectors and fields of
intervention. This new capacity increases its autonomy which triggers another round of
cumulative and reinforcing development of the state’s role.

State
Autonomy

State
Capacity

Greater
Capacity, etc.

State
Intervention

Enhanced
Autonomy

Figure 2: Structural Relationships and Stages in State Intervention
Rueschemeyer and Evans argue that once the state moves beyond guaranteeing basic
socioeconomic conditions focusing on the individual and attempts significant rounds of
intervention in societal and economic processes with a view to creating collective public
goods, a fundamental change in the state’s character results, one which impinges on its
relation to civil society. In such a way, these collective objectives demand structural change at
societal level. They assume a coherent, coordinated, and often expensive range of
interventions. They are as a result vulnerable to the problem of ‘[…] justifying and
legitimating results that seem wilful and particularistic, at least to those not favoured by these
results’ (Rueschemeyer and Evans, 1985: 68). What does the ‘greater public mean’ in this
regard? Whose public interest dominates in the case of contested development priorities in
terms of ideology or legitimation?
The processes of state-led LP and RED exhibit aspects of normative appeal rather than
relying strictly on coercion or on material inducements. They also involve processes of
legitimation and delegitimation. In the context of this research we can further ask:
o

What models of development are appropriate and attainable for TML development?

o

What informs the legitimate development objective of the state and the community?

o

What of the anticipated and unintended consequences of development interventions?

For example, the inherent assumptions central to the model of rural industrialisation which
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has been undertaken in the Gaeltacht as a key RED and LP measure provides a good example
of indirect effects relating to comprehensive and systematic social change: ‘[…] such indirect
effects are exceedingly difficult to anticipate and plan and thus are only a very uncertain basis
for state intervention’ (Rueschemeyer and Evans, 1985: 71).
Similar to other ethnic and politico-cultural dynamics, there is a critical need to deal with
TML issues through legal protections and sanctions and by means of incitements and
development inducements. Such efforts also need to mobilise market opportunities and
community solidarity where: ‘[…] interventions could be addressed to a network of
bureaucratic and market relations structurally differentiated from a substantive preoccupation
[…]’ with the issue of language in its own right (Rueschemeyer and Evans, 1985: 72). LP
must include but also transcend individual ‘rational-instrumental’ patterns of behaviour. It
must involve sociolinguistic processes ‘[…] capable of forging new social identities and
institutional forms’ (Rueschemeyer and Evans, 1985: 72) in a comprehensive and integrated
fashion. This raises a number of questions:
o Is the protection and development of TMLs, dependent as language is on a
complex of ethnic, economic, political, sociolinguistic and broader cultural
considerations in different functional and societal domains, amenable to state
action?
o Is the state, therefore, competent and capable of planning in the sociolinguistic
field?
o Is this behavioural domain amenable to progressive reform and rehabilitation
and the creation of rational order imposed through a formal plan which seeks
to forecast and manage multiple and complex contingencies?
o In the context of the particular socioeconomic and sociolinguistic conditions
of a TML-community, how can such planning determine the first, second and
third-order (and often multiple) outcomes which such interventions might
cause, whether by deliberate intent or benign miscalculation (cf. Section
3.2.8)? Such outcomes are all the more variegated and complex given the
intense interaction effects between processes of RED and LP (cf. Sections 6.16.11).
o What should be the didactic or instrumental purposes of such planning?
o Does general state-led development policy potentially undermine Gaeltacht
and Irish-language-specific policy?
The current accredited research identifies sufficient empirical and verifiable evidence related
to a number of sociolinguistic processes and outcomes (Ó Giollagáin and Charlton, 2015).
Irish language speakers now constitute a minority in their own traditional linguistic heartland.
Even in what remains of the core Gaeltacht districts, the colonial language has become the
majority language of the local community as it has always been the language of the ethnic
state in Ireland.
Chapter 8 considers the development and implementation of RED and LP initiatives in
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Ireland. Much of this analysis considers the state’s role to have been variously construed as
partial, complex and conditional and that overall, it has demonstrated an ambivalent approach
to LP in a Gaeltacht context. Whatever of the strategic policy goals set by the state, the net
effect of state-led policy has seen the assimilation of the TML-communities and their
collective rights into the mainstream of the dominant, majority language (MJL). As a result of
this, the TML is no longer the unifying and differentiating factor supporting social cohesion
at community level. There is no longer a critical mass of TML-speakers in the linguistic
heartlands and, consequently, it is increasingly difficult to make the case for a territorial
identity in the Gaeltacht.
Different analytical interpretations (cf. Section 10.4) assert that the state has contributed to
the minoritisation of the TML-community within the Gaeltacht. Therefore, for LP to be
successful, it must contribute to increasing the TML-community’s relative autonomy.
However, it could be argued that the state is also actually forcing the communities in the
Gaeltacht to choose the future of the Gaeltacht and of Irish as the community vernacular
through insisting on a community-based approach to LP as envisaged under the Gaeltacht Act
(2012). Moreover, given the current sociolinguistic profile and the demographic dynamics of
the accelerating sociolinguistic crisis, LP initiatives might do no more than to inadvertently
further segregate and isolate the TML-community in the Gaeltacht or push further for the
final assimilation of that community.
The Gaeltacht Act (2012) and the Twenty-Year Strategy (Rialtas na hÉireann, 2010) contain
little regarding the required institutional or development arrangements required to drive
forward a counter-process of reversing language shift (RLS). Nor do they enquire about the
explicit rational incentive for change either on the part of the state or the community. These
policy instruments say even less about the nature of the state autonomy required, at national,
regional or sub-regional level, and all of its attendant paradoxes and anomalies. They say as
little again about the various functional and representative capacities it expects or demands of
local community and voluntary structures who are deeply implicated in the proposals
concerning the Act’s implementation.
As policy declarations they are also unclear and ambiguous as to how RED and LP might
support linguistic reproduction at local level, which is ultimately the final index and arbitrator
of TML vitality. They are silent also on the many and profound implications inherent in the
structural transformation of the role of the state, moving from regulator to advocate to
development facilitator. They also ignore the salient and deeply entrenched structural and
political factors which curtail state autonomy and the range of policy options available to it at
any given time. Lack of development investment resources provided for from tax and other
revenue generators are the critical factor. Ultimately, they limit the range of options available
because of competing public expenditure priorities. Given the ‘utopia of bilingualism’ which
is at the heart of current formulations, these policy prescriptions side-step the key issue of
how policy issues integrate with political capacity (Oi, 1995). It is in such a way that a
dichotomy opens up regarding the important conceptual differences between the ideology of
state policy and its rational, instrumental goals. Language planning and economic
regeneration in this context might have to mediate an exercise in accommodating longestablished sociolinguistic realities of fracture and increasing impoverishment, recalcitrant as
they are to structural or systemic change through policy interventions, and introducing an
unpredictable and fundamentally new order of things.
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At the beginning of this section, the inseparability of the state and the outworkings of power
was underscored. The state is at once ‘[…] a claim [to power] and the power to make that
claim a reality’ through the monopolisation and enforcement of power (Lachmann, 2010: 1).
In so doing, the state generates, delimits and defines a form of authority and legitimacy which
sets out the definitional context against which private and community legitimacy is assessed
and which shapes their social reality. In such a way were all rights determined by the state
and strictly in terms of the state itself (ibid: 65). The state determines, in other words, the
legal status of citizens and citizenship. Lachmann (2010) underlines the crucial role of the
state in creating a normative national identity and developing an explicit form of national
political culture through mediating different discourses of ethnicity, religion and language.
This creation of different ‘realities’ by the state is a unique form of power and it is managed
through its public policy initiatives and through the deployment of the state’s accumulated
resources, including fiscal, funding, legislative and prescriptive interventions. These
initiatives can range in their objectives from plunder to public policy (Scott, J.C., 1998).
Notwithstanding the plausible and valid objectives which informed traditional state
interventions in the rural industrial and local development spheres, and the tangible beneficial
public goods which they have generated, the fact that the Irish state has presided over the
outworking of the sociolinguistic crisis in the Gaeltacht raises a range of questions as to the
formulation and effective deployment of state policy in a TML context. The basis of such
policies is built on a particular analysis of the reality they seek to engage with through ‘[…]
appropriation, control and manipulation’ (Scott, J.C., 1998: 76). Such analyses can
potentially not only summarise known facts but can discover new social truths (Scott, J.C.,
1998). However, such analyses are essentially typifications, simplifications and
approximations which seek to grasp a complex reality and recast it in terms which are
conciliatory to the state itself rather than necessarily built on an objective appraisal of the
social truth. The sociolinguistic crisis in the Gaeltacht and its interpretation and legitimation
by the state is a clear case in point of this exercising of state power in its own particular
interests.
The extent to which the Irish state apparatus had the ideological conviction or the technical
capacity to fully analyse and plan for interventions which would effectively remake the
particular reality of sociolinguistic collapse in the Gaeltacht is a central point of concern for
this research endeavour. The following questions are to be considered:
o What knowledge or analysis was available which determined the deployment
of either discriminating, crude or inept interventions in support of
sociolinguistic welfare?
o How were policies evaluated so as to determine the extent to which they were
having the desired effect?
o What did the state understand as the didactic or instrumental purpose of
planning in the Gaeltacht?
o Is the sociolinguistic habitus amenable to
rehabilitation introduced by state intervention?
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progressive

reform

and

o Can such planning become an expression of ‘rational’ order imposed through
a formal intervention of the state which seeks to forecast and manage multiple
and complex contingencies?
The analysis of the actual or causal links between RED and LP are set out in Sections 6.1 –
6.11. They stress that the linguistic policies are affected by factors other than strictly
sociolinguistic dynamics and that economic policies are often dominated if not wholly
determined by conditions other than those that are driven by an economic imperative
(Howlett and Ramesh 1995: 25, cited in O’Sullivan, 2003: 39). It is argued that micro
analysis of linguistic change proper is insufficient in methodological terms because it can
often be undermined by the virtual absence of macro-level or structural accounts of the
complex variables which drive processes of language shift. It is for these reasons that both
perspectives are integrated within this research.
Moreover, the structural shift in state activity from direct provision to regulation through to
‘agencification’ is crucial in terms of regional development generally and especially in terms
of the differentiated and unique development challenges relating to the Gaeltacht. Such
agencification represents the ‘hollowing out’ (Jessop, 1995, 2004) of the state and the
resulting disintegration of any significant sense of coordination or coherence amongst state
actors in pursuit of common state goals. Such first-order, authoritative state goals such as
securing the TML-community in the Gaeltacht is obfuscated, if not fully undermined,
through the constant negotiation, mediation and exchange between different state actors
functioning within a multi-nodal and highly centralised network of activity (Adshead et al.,
2008: 19).
Scott, J.C., (1998) reiterates the interdependence between social ‘legibility’, otherwise
understood as the state’s exclusive synoptic and schematic view of society, and actual state
capacity for intervention. He further argues that ‘routine’, ‘single purpose’ interventions and
planning regimes are capable of producing objective and efficient results when the ‘task
environment’ is relatively stable and predictable. Planning for rural industrialisation in the
Gaeltacht could be construed in such a way. The construction of infrastructure for enterprise
development, the dispersal of grant-aid in support of industrialisation, the administration of
development programmes in community development and training initiatives represent other
relevant examples of such task environments. However, the capacity and resource-base
required for development institutions to become increasingly more innovative, flexible,
multifunctional and committed to designing complex sociolinguistic interventions in a
radically and rapidly changing local environment cannot be taken for granted. Such a
consideration, it is argued, is crucial in terms of implementing policies which aim to alter
complex societal behaviour such as language deportment and developing the data resources
and technical competence which are necessary to ensure their proper structural alignment.
In the context of this research, the analysis of the constraints and opportunities for state
intervention in supporting RED and LP in the Gaeltacht is considered a legitimate research
topic. Such processes are necessarily socially situated and involve complex technical, social
and political processes (Dunleavy and O’Leary, 1987). The approach undertaken in this
research also stresses the very clear limitations in the extent of state autonomy and in its
functional capacity. Adshead et al., (2008) contend that state failure cannot only be
attributable to its refusal to engage in certain policy domains (integrated sociolinguistic and
regional economic development planning, for example). These authors argue rather that the
state is overwhelmed by competing and often contradictory societal demands. In such a way
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is the state ‘[…] continually called upon by diverse social forces to resolve society’s
problems and is equally continually doomed to generate “state failure” since so many of
society’s problems lie well beyond its control and can even be aggravated by attempted
intervention.’ (Jessop, 2001: 167). Whether or not the sociolinguistic conditions in the
Gaeltacht are amenable to such control or influence forms the centrepiece of this research
undertaking.
The results of such an analysis might not only help to develop a more effective range of
policy interventions for supporting the vitality of the TML-community in the Gaeltacht; it
might also contribute in a way which has broader application to understanding those
processes of economic development and language decline, and their potential further
development or reversal, which ultimately will determine the relative vitality of TMLs in
their own institutional settings.
It is in this context that the next sections within this chapter consider the theoretical and
policy narratives which have informed the development and deployment of RED and LP
initiatives and their impact in Ireland and on the Gaeltacht specifically.
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Chapter 4 Threatened Minority Languages: Theories, Policies and
Planning
This chapter begins with providing a context in which threatened minority languages (TMLs)
function, the definitions which distinguish them and the socio-spatial parameters within
which they operate. This is followed by the establishment of a typology for threatened
languages and the location within this framework of the case study to be set out in the
empirical research. The processes of language shift which determine the relative position of
threatened languages vis à vis non-threatened, majority languages (MJLs) follows and is
completed with a consideration of the theoretical hypothesis that such patterns of shift can be
reversed. This is followed by a brief account of language policies. Drawing on the foregoing
analysis, an assessment of the structural elements required of a comprehensive TML Planning
Model is presented. The section concludes with an identification of key research questions in
relation to the role of the state in addressing TMLs. These have been built into the semistructured interviews which were undertaken and which support the analytical investigation
of the empirical evidence which is set out in Chapters 11, 12 and 13.
4.1

Function, Definition and Parameters

Language is first and foremost a complex interpretative and communicative social system. In
terms of its interpretative role it functions as ‘[…] the principal mechanism through which we
interpret the world […] a critical factor in the analysis and interpretation of those decisionmaking processes which lie at the heart of human activity’ (Price, 1995: 3). Language is
simultaneously representative of reality, enacting social relations and establishing identities
(Jensen and Leijon, 1996: 22). As a communicative system, it works as a non-instinctive,
human system of objectively abstract and arbitrary oral communicative symbols and
registers. In its social context, it denies incomprehensibility because of a consensually-based
process of community governance to which speakers are affiliated. This supports a linguistic
complex of interchanges founded on rules and strictures of use in situated contexts. This
represents the logic of convention (Edwards, 1985).
In multilingual societies, language differentiation is central to the fullest and most essential
manifestations of differing human behaviour (Wolfram, 2008; Anderson, S., 2010). There is
also a considered ideological, emotional and symbolic resonance to language affiliation. As a
belief system, it is commensurate with morality, religion and political nationalism as an
entrenched expression of solidarity and partisanship at individual and community level
(Wolfram, 2008). In this way, language can be understood as an historically unifying and
embedded communicative social interaction (Edwards, 1985). Such affiliations are central to
societal power relationships which can also serve to institutionally prejudice and discriminate
against non-dominant language forms considered non-standard, inferior and deficient
(Wolfram, 2008; Anderson, S., 2010). In this way, the symbolic and identity function of
language contains a significant instrumentalist capacity in the sense that its premium as a/the
cultural marker is also a critical means to its survival and transmission (Kedourie, 1961, cited
in Edwards, 1985; Sproull, 1995: 11; Ó hIfearnáin, 2008, 2013). It is the means for the
diffusion of the ideas and techniques of social development (Williams, 2008). Language can
also be considered ‘[…] a valued symbolic feature of group life’ (Edwards, 1985: 7; Barton,
1947, cited in Edwards, 1985: 15) driven by historical processes of socialisation practices and
cultural orientation built on, and contributing to, ethnocultural solidarity and cohesion.
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Language socialisation, therefore, creates single or multiple dimensions of socioethnic
identity (Wolfram, 2008: 194; Williams, 2008: 74). This identity is expressed through the
actual structural dimensions of community life within given spatial boundaries and also
through symbolic identity values and practices. Membership of such ethnocultural groups
through language-use and common identity has historically been organised predominantly on
an involuntary basis. Language affiliation and norms were traditionally considered an
immutable socio-historical fact.
The extent to which such conventions are respected and enforced through habitual linguistic
behaviour determine the socio-spatial delimitation of the language community. Language, as
a fundamental emotive element of cultural identity, can also be considered an ethno-political
fulcrum or rallying point (Edwards, 1985). Language socialisation processes are, as a result,
continuously reworked through the impact of dynamic and volatile linguistic and extralinguistic forces. The extra-linguistic forces critically include the state, through its prejudices
expressed in its governance and planning norms. The fall-out from such change processes are
driven by a complex of factors and dimensions which provide the framework for situating
minority or threatened languages in their global context.
4.2

Threatened Languages in their Global Context

Estimated in a range from 6,000 -7,000 are the number of languages spoken in the world’s
200 countries and 500 provinces, cantons and states (Bourgeois, 2012; Williams, 2008; Lewis
and Simons, 2010; Anderson, S., 2010). The spatial distribution, demolinguistic mass and
polarisation of languages is extreme and its geography reflects a clear east-west density
configuration. Using a baseline of 6,000 languages, Krauss summarises that the Americas
together are home to 900 (15%), while Europe and the Middle East together support only 275
(4%). The other 81% of the world’s languages are in Africa (1,900) and in Asia and the
Pacific (3,000). The nine countries which each have over 200 languages account for 3,500 of
the 6,000. The top 22 countries, including overlap, may account for the concentration of
5,000 of the global language total (Krauss, 1992).
In terms of speaker numbers, the world’s top ten languages (including English, Chinese,
Spanish, etc.) are native to some 50% of the global population. When the top one hundred
languages are considered, they account for some 90% of global population.
Only 1% of the world’s languages are used by more than half a million speakers and a mere
10% are used by more than 100,000 speakers (Williams, 2000: 3). Therefore, some 6,000 of
the world’s languages are spoken by a mere 10% of the world’s most marginalised peoples
(Romaine, 2007) and over half of the world’s languages have less than 10,000 speakers
(Lewis and Simons, 2010). Moreover, the ‘indigenous’ peoples who speak some 60% of the
world’s languages represent a mere 4% of the global population (Romaine, 2008: 13;
McCarty et al., 2008: 159). The median number of speakers for languages is very low and
precarious in developmental terms, estimated at between 5,000 and 6,000. Furthermore, a full
quarter of the world’s languages have recourse to fewer than a thousand remaining speakers
(Anderson, S., 2010)
The vitality of languages deepens the quantitative analysis. Grenoble and Whaley (1998)
argue that the key factors determining vitality include the number of speakers and the range
and functionality of the TML’s domain penetration; economic, social and cultural
development trends and attitudes including migration, employment patterns and

76

intermarriage/exogamy; and, critically, the status accorded to the TMLs by the state elite. In
terms of viability, Lee and McLaughlin (2001) surmise, through adopting a range of between
3,000-8,000 distinct languages in a global context, that only 300 can be categorised as power
languages that might survive into the 22 nd century (Crystal, 2000; McCloskey, 2001).
Anderson predicts that some 3,000 of the c.7,000 languages included in Ethnologue.com are
guaranteed extinction this century (Anderson, S., 2010).
Most languages, therefore, survive in a minority position with up to 50% of languages
categorised as moribund or endangered and for whom extinction is guaranteed (McCloskey,
2001: 12/14; UNESCO, 2003; Hale, 1992a and b). Other estimates argue the probability of a
90% destruction rate. Boseker (1994, cited in Grin and Vaillancourt, 1998: 9) concluded that
of the approximate 6,000 languages, some half are no longer being learned by children
(Krauss, 1992). In the English-language dominated world, the destruction and moribundity
rates are simple and shocking where it is forecast that as many as 90% of minority, threatened
languages may be lost within a couple of generations (Krauss, 1992).
Notwithstanding the differing time horizons invoked by the authors referred to above, the
current reality speaks to a dominant social order of linguistic oppression and discrimination
where the spread of dominant languages perpetuates an ‘[…] unequal relationship between
developed and developing societies’ (Williams, 2008; Wolfram, 2008). The global
dominance of the very few has had devastating consequences for the vast majority of local,
minority and threatened languages with evidence of an unarrested pattern of decline and
obliteration. UNESCO’s analysis considers that 43% of the estimated 6,000 languages
spoken in the world are ‘endangered’ (UNESCO, 2003). Within this general categorisation, a
graded scale describing degrees of endangerment is deployed as set out in Table 9 below. The
vertical axis indicates the number of endangered languages recorded in the UNESCO Atlas of
the World’s Languages in Danger (2009). The horizontal axis indicates the language size
group (UNESCO, 2009). 10% are considered vulnerable, 10.77% are definitely endangered,
8.78% are severely endangered, 9.62% are critically endangered and 3.85% have become
extinct since 1950.
Table 9: Endangered languages by degree of endangerment and by number of speakers
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339
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1
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Crystal (2000, 2006) and Bernard (1996: 142) provide a summary overview of the global
position in 2000 which underscores the minoritised position of the vast bulk of global
languages. Some 96% of the world’s languages are spoken by 4% of the global population;
75% of the world’s languages (4,000) have less than 20,000 speakers, the universal dangerlevel datum that Crystal refers to (2000:14-15); about 90% of all languages may be replaced
by dominant languages by the end of the 21 st century. (UNESCO: 2009: 4; Crystal, 2000: 19;
Williams, 2008; Skutnabb-Kangas, 1999: 55-63). In sum, there is little serious divergence
from a general consensus that the rate of language loss is accelerating and intensifying at
rates unprecedented in social history (UNESCO, 2003; Crystal, 2000, 2006; McCloskey,
2001; Muhlhausler, 1995, cited in Kaplan and Baldauf, 1997: 225; Trudgill, 2000; Krauss,
1992; Hale, 1992a and b; Wolfram, 2008; Williams, 2000).
Wright (2004: 230) cites Pagel’s (1995) assertion that as many as 100,000 languages have
been eradicated mainly through deliberate acts of violence. Language choice and language
shift can be driven by positive dynamics related to aspiration, ambition and the
‘transcendence’ of economic and political circumstances. A comprehensive assessment of
language shift and displacement recognises that individual community members have little
choice in the traditional and normative discourse of their early socialisation and education
because they do not control it or often have access to alternatives. Language shift can
represent an egalitarian and enlightened choice based on individual choice. However, forced
language shift has a longstanding provenance as a symbol and vector of societal change.
4.3

Typologies of Threatened Minority Languages

TMLs have been defined in different contexts and according to varying perspectives. For
example, Baxter (2013) draws attention to the provisions of Article 1 of the European Charter
for Regional or Minority Languages which precludes the inclusion of ‘official languages’,
dialects or the languages of migrants (Council of Europe: 1992). Such a limiting definition
would contradict the inclusion of the Irish language as a minority language despite all the
contrary sociolinguistic evidence (cf. Section 2.3).
In identifying the isolation of such albeit state-sanctioned and official languages as Irish from
mainstream social and community networks, Simpson (1980) speaks to concepts including
their compartmentalisation and delimitation. TMLs are compartmentalised against a range of
criteria, including: their demolinguistic weight in absolute and relative terms and their status,
legitimacy and functional capacity across a range of sectoral and societal domains. In
conceptual terms, their exclusion is caused by discourse attrition (Crystal, 2000: 21)
preventing them from engaging in key social, political, judicial, administrative and highorder domains. They then become increasingly and systematically marginalised from the
workplace, from state-led process of development and democratic participation, including the
key domain of the educational system (Tollefson, 1991). Because of their subordinated
position within complex and often multi-lingual frameworks, TMLs become confined
through their increasing retreat into the homeground of familia l and community networks.
A suggested typology of minority languages (including TMLs) includes spatial and territorial
considerations, issues of autonomy and heteronomy, scale and relative development, and
various status and recognition criteria. Such a composite typology is outlined below:
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Minority languages which are languages of alien communities (i.e. immigrants) without a
territorial dimension
Minority languages which constitute a minority in particular countries but are majority
languages in other countries (like Swedish in Finland or German in Northern-Italy or in
Belgium)
TMLs which constitute a minority in several countries (e.g. Kurdish)
TMLs which have a substantial absolute and a small absolute population base
Minority languages located in prosperous regions (Basque in the past, Catalan today)
TMLs located in poor and underdevelopment regions
TMLs which receive active state support, official recognition and statutory protection
(whether at national or regional level or both) – as in Ireland, Scotland and Canada
TMLs to which the state is hostile (Breton in France, Basque in Spain in the Franco era)
Indigenous TMLs (whether attracting official status or not) which have no territorial base
Indigenous TMLs with official status which have a recognised territorial base (as in
Ireland)

(based on Breathnach, 2011)
A framework for locating the relative vitality or endangerment of TMLs has been developed
further by UNESCO (2009) and is set out below in Table 10.
Table10: Endangerment Categories and Intergenerational Transmission
Degree of endangerment

Intergenerational Language Transmission

Safe

The language is spoken by all generations;
intergenerational
transmission
is
uninterrupted

Vulnerable

Most children speak the language, but it may
be restricted to certain domains (e.g., home)

Definitely endangered

Children no longer learn the language as
mother tongue in the home

Severely endangered

The language is spoken by grandparents and
older
generations;
while
the
parent
generation may understand it, they do not
speak it to children or among themselves

Critically endangered

The youngest speakers are grandparents and
older, and they speak the language partially
and infrequently

Extinct

There are no speakers left

Source:

UNESCO Framework (UNESCO 2009); see also Crystal, 200: 21.
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This framework can be cross-referenced to the Graded Intergenerational Disruption Scale
(GIDS) (Fishman 1991: 113). This analytical model is presented below (cf. Section 4.5.3)
and is used to locate the vitality and prospects of the TMLs.
4.4

TMLs and Multilingualism

Societal multilingualism is the common and recurring motif in an appraisal of language
diversity and range in the majority of cases (Trudgill, 2000; Williams, 2008; Shohamy, 2006:
96; Anderson, S., 2010). However, the complexity and diversity of the 470 indigenous
languages spoken in Nigeria (Crystal, 2000: 73) or the 236 languages of Cameroon
(Romaine, 2007: 232) stand in sharp contradistinction to the official bilingual situation which
prevails in Canada, Ireland, Scotland or Wales, for example. The former examples
foreground the difficulties of multilingualism where most languages have not secured an
agreed orthography and where only some 4% globally enjoy the recognition if not the
security of official status (Romaine, 2007). In these latter countries a managed bilingualism is
the prevalent mode where atavistic languages co-exist within the overwhelmingly dominant
sphere of influence of a major global language, English.
However, TML communities in Ireland, Scotland, Wales and Canada (New Brunswick), for
example, share another common and distinctive feature. Although minoritised and threatened
by the dominant majority, non-threatened language (Fishman, 1991), they enjoy official state
recognition, protection and status. They are, in Bourgeois’ (2011) term, considered official
minority language communities (OMLCs). However, in all such cases, the status, function
and utility of the TMLs are in some significant extent minoritised and marginalised within
the orthodox sociopolitical, linguistic and economic master narratives of the host jurisdictions
which are set out in Chapter 7, which deals with the international case studies. This common
category can be further differentiated against criteria which pertain to the TMLs’ statutory
recognition as co-official languages and the legislative and development measures which are
nominally deployed to safeguard their stability and potential in a bi- or multilingual context.
Despite such statutory protections, however, there is compelling sociolinguistic evidence
documenting the accelerating erosion of such official languages. It is the actual context of the
progressive destabilisation and language shift within official TML-communities that forms
the research context for this dissertation. The final minority category presented above in the
summary typology (Breathnach, 2011) forms the particular context for the Irish language and
Gaeltacht focus of this research. The decimation of non-official minority languages in bi- or
multilingual societies falls outside the scope of this research.
4.5

The Irish Language as a TML in Ireland

Since the 16th century in Ireland, English has been the dominant and dynamic language for
the overwhelming majority of the population, controlling all of the high-prestige, public
domains and is recognised as the effective status vernacular of commerce and community
transaction (cf. Section 2.1) for an account of the historical processes of language shift in
Ireland). In an increasingly multilingual Ireland driven most recently by the extensive labour
immigration during the 1990s, English represents the de facto lingua franca for the entire
community, despite the nominal priority afforded to the Irish language (Mac Cana, 1997). In
Ireland, English is also the lingua franca for those for whom it is not their native or first
language. To all intents and purposes the linguistic hegemony of the English language is
historically entrenched, stable and unchallenged. The contemporary sociolinguistic research
on the status and functioning of Irish in the Gaeltacht (cf. Section 2.2) is conclusive and
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unambiguous. It concludes that the pressures of assimilatory contact with the MJL will
ultimately lead to the L1 community’s (cf. Footnote 15) total linguistic absorption and
eventual replacement by the hegemonic language, English (Guy and Zilles, 2008).
While the Irish language is spoken throughout the island of Ireland within certain social,
community and professional networks, its habitual use is restricted to a very small minority
(Ó hIfearnáin, 2013). The empirical investigation undertaken in this research relates to what
remains of the traditional linguistic heartlands of the Irish language in the Gaeltacht (cf.
Sections 2.2 and 2.3 for an analysis of the historical background and contemporary profile).
In the Irish context, and from a public policy perspective, a range of protective and
developmental instruments (legislative, institutional, territorial) have been implemented over
some 90 years (cf. Section 8.2). Given current sociolinguistic conditions on the ground, it is
considered legitimate to enquire as to the effectiveness of such policies and programmes. For
example, certain questions can be asked:
Are the policies adequately conceived given stated policy objectives?;
Are the implementation procedures effective?;
Where the policy impacts have fallen short of stated objectives, to what extent is this
attributable to ineffective policy or ineffective implementation procedures?
These questions are further elaborated upon in what follows.
4.6

Processes of Language Shift and Decline

This section provides an explanatory treatment of the different mechanisms which precipitate
and intensify language decline. It examines the causes and consequences of the economic,
social and psychological effects of Language Shift (LS). The particular outworkings of these
processes in the Irish context is examined in Chapter 10, ‘Processes of language decline in
the Gaeltacht’.
4.6.1

Historical Perspectives and the Animation of Nation-State Development

The nation state as a hegemonic construct emerged in the 19 th century and the political
configuration of Europe owes much of its antecedents to the settlements concluded at the
Congress of Vienna in 1814 (Nordstrom, 1996: 42) (cf. Section 3.2.3). He describes some
200 regions in Western Europe alone based on language and ethnocultural factors
(Nordstrom, 1996: 43). As a sociopolitical construct, the territorial nation state has enjoyed
the preeminent role as the regulator of production, exchange and control. Keating argues the
nation state as ‘[…] the incarnation of the nation and of collective identity’ (Keating, 1998:
90). It is in this context that Williams (1991) situates his discussion of linguistic minority
communities and the process of language shift in terms of the evolution of the modern,
territorial-bureaucratic state: ‘Language issues are directly related to questions of citizenship,
education, socialisation and participation in the public sphere’ (Williams, 2002: 55; Williams,
2008). He assesses those attendant cultural and political forces which set out to demarcate the
territorial nature of the newly-formed states as the spatial expression of an homogenous
socio-cultural and ethnic polity. This is viewed as an explicit attempt to ‘nationalise space’
and can be also understood as the sociopolitical and linguistic economy of space (Ó
hIfearnáin, 2007; Williams 1991:7).
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The explicit manner in which ethnic consciousness was configured around a common sense
of a secular ‘national’ identity is fundamental to an understanding of the origins of the
modern notion of the state-nation, language reproduction and territorial affiliation (Shohamy:
2008; Johnson, 1993; Ferguson, 1968; Amery, 2010; Williams, 2000). Language planning in
support of a single, dominant indigenous language, whether such planning was explicit or
implicit, and which was engaged in as part of the securing of the nation-territorial-state
complex, achieved different but related objectives simultaneously – the integration of the
nation; the legitimisation of the new regime, its structures and ideologies; the reduced
dependency on external organisations and influences; and the securing of the political and
cultural autonomy of the state elite and the political majority (Williams, 2008: 83).
In such an appraisal, multilingualism acts to inhibit modernisation and development and
complicates the problems of nation building and the securing of social equity and political
unity (Ozolins, 1996: 184). Such bias advocates a correlation between monolingualism and
economic well-being even though the nature of the relationship between these variables is
neither established nor expounded upon in such narratives (Ozolins, 1996: 185; Williams,
2008: 75). Language shift and assimilation into the MJL is, in this analysis, a powerful
indicator of the ‘modern’ society’s capacity for the collective, unifying adoption of a conflict
free and efficacious modernisation, of rationalisation and of stability in complex
ethnopolitical states (Ozolins, 1996: 186; Shohamy, 2008: 96-97).
From a TML-community perspective, such coerced linguistic assimilation and repression was
central to the dominant narrative of one language, one nation, one state (McCloskey, 2001:
22; Ozolins, 1996: 191; McCarty et al., 2008). In the emerging nation states from the late 18 th
century onwards, the politicisation of language as a key allegiance, control and identity
marker was rooted in the promulgation of a single, primary autochthonous language as the
language of the state and as an exclusive emblem of the ‘legitimate’ community (Shohamy,
2008; Ferguson, 1968; Amery, 2001). The state became a national construct, homogenous in
its sociopolitical culture and secular in its ideological orientation. The construct of such a
‘state’ became synonymous with a pervasive monolingualism where the dominant language
of high prestige became institutionalised in all critical domains and discourses. It became the
symbol and the instrument of majoritarian power politics and their assimilation objectives
(Williams, 2008: 91). The legitimation of a single, dominant language was considered crucial
in reinforcing the politics of an imagined or real unitary and cohesive community within a
nation state construct (McCloskey, 2001: 22).
The explicit and implicit policies pursued by the unitary state conferred majority status on
certain languages and their speakers and minoritised others. For example, only 1.5% of the
world’s languages are formally recognised and a mere 10% of the world’s languages are used
as education media (Williams, 2000: 3; Skutnabb-Kangas, 2000, cited in Romaine, 2007:
222). Linguistic repression or denial was considered by the elite as a fair ideological price to
be paid for national unity although the price was coerced and had to be carried by minoritised
individuals in a degraded and subjugated linguistic environment (Shohamy, 2008: 216).
Ethnic-group differentiation in a mixed community setting is also a form of social
stratification and differentiation and often involves linguistic differentiation (Trudgill, 2000:
45). Language in this social context becomes a critical marker for community identification, a
force in the building of social cohesion and solidarity and in the demarcation of important
socio-cultural differences. Language tensions exacerbate and can become a vehicle carrying
disparate and overarching sociopolitical and economic issues (Williams, 2008): ‘[…]
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language may be an important or even essential concomitant of
membership…linguistic characteristics may be the most important defining
ethnic-group membership’ (Trudgill, 2000: 44). Such differentiation and
between ethnically diverse groups, or between groups segregated by social
division of labour or access to capital, form the crucible within which processes
shift establish and gain momentum.
4.6.2

ethnic-group
criteria for
contestation
class, race,
of language-

Origins and Patterns of Language Decline and Attrition

Languages die because people cease to speak them. People cease to speak them because such
languages lose their key functions. Functions are lost to the language because of the
introduction of another language which is more functional or which has greater capacity to
effectively negotiate and manage engagements in differing and more complex social,
economic or political circumstances. This relates to the coercion inherent in socialisation
processes which are driven by asymmetrical power relations between the state elite and the
majority and minority language groups creating supremacy, marginalisation and dominance
(Hale, 1992a and b; Ó Giollagáin, 2009: 182; Romaine; 2008:15; Shohamy, 2008: 205;
McCarty et al., 2008). Language shift is therefore driven by ‘[…] a complex array of
ideological forces undermining language allegiances and choices, particularly among youth’
and it involves invariably the dispersal, penetration and social mixing of the L1 group
(McCarty et al., 2008: 168). The ultimate outcome for many of the TML communities is
conquest, displacement and decimation (Wright, 2004: 224).
Kaplan and Bauldauf (1997) provide an explanatory framework as to why a language
atrophies and dies. Their analysis is informed by an understanding of those explicit dynamics
which rest on the allocation, appropriation and enforcement of power differentials between
state elites, local communities, their differing languages and the competitive nature of
language contact (Williams, 2008: 74). The outworking of such dynamics create conditions
where the language of groups, subordinated because of sociopolitical or economic factors,
becomes devalued and displaced by the socially and linguistically dominant group (Wolfram,
2008: 189). Minoritisation becomes normalised and naturalised (Romaine, 2007).
Languages also die because their ability to self-generate and secure intergenerational
transmission is undermined and lost. The death of a language can occur from disruption or
attrition. In the former, ‘[…] an abrupt dislocative and extreme form and a slower,
generational attrition…. The former may be called language loss by rupture and the latter
language loss by attrition.’ (Lo Bianco and Rhyden, 2001: 394). In this specific context,
‘language shift’ (LS) recounts the specific process which sees ‘[…] the habitual use of one
language….. being replaced by the habitual use of another’ in an increasing number of
speakers, registers, social uses and domains (Gal, 1979: 1, cited in McEwan-Fujita, 2006,
2008; Lewis, 2008). This process emphasises the social aspects of LS rather than the internal
linguistic restructuring of the language through change and adaptation. In other words,
language shift ultimately documents the cessation of intergenerational language transmission
(McEwan-Fujita, 2006: 281).
The contributory factors which cumulatively drive LS and undermine the structural integrity
of TMLs include internal factors (linguistic and socio-psychological) and external power
factors (existential, extra-linguistic, socioeconomic and political) (Edwards, 1985; Williams,
2001; McLeod, 2009: 19; MacCaluim, 2007). This distinction is not meant to underestimate
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the complex integration which occurs between these sets of factors or the bi-directional
causality which characterises their relationship.
McKinnon (1977: 35) analyses LS within a similar explanatory framework. These processes
can be generated by the physical clearance of the speech community (including genocide),
informed by economic opportunism and land seizures, consolidated through ethnic force or
by social inducement and through deliberate and overt processes of eradication. In such
analyses, LS is not the product of the inevitable outworking of natural causes but is a result of
human agency (England, N.C., 1992; Williams, 2008: 75; McCarty et al., 2008: 161;
Skutnabb-Kangas, 2000, 2002, cited in McCarty et al., 2008: 161; Cassels Johnson, D. and
Ricento, T.; 2013; Ricento, T., 2006; Tollefson, 1991; Wright, 2004). This has historically
been driven by sociopolitical and economic processes wherein the MJL-community’s
animosity to the TML-community is driven by ‘an ideology of contempt’ denigrating the
language and the speaker community (Grillo, 1996, cited in Wright, 2004: 232).
LS can also result from emerging economic processes where new forms of industrial activity
demand cultural change and require the adoption of the dominant language for commercial or
technological reasons (Christian, 1988). It can be driven by the social and political
ascendancy of incomers, return migrants with monolingual (non-TML) families,
intermarriage and exogamy without the language group and the weakening of traditionally
cohesive socioeconomic structures resulting in the collapse of the L1-base (Krauss, 1992: 6).
LS is further deepened by exposure and transaction with newcomers who are monoglot MJL
speakers, to majority-language education and the weakening of social networks. In short, it
forces the systematic reduction of the traditional languages functionality and domain
boundaries (McLeod: 2009: 33/37).
The cumulative and progressive nature of these dynamics set in train a series of staged
developments inimical to the TML-community (Ó hIfearnáin, 2008). These dynamics are
necessarily simplified and sequentially structured in the description which follows. The
approach adopted here emphasises the individual components of an integrated system and the
interconnectedness between the various elements but in an order which might not always be
representative of their relationship in reality (Cooke, 1983: 154; Bingham and Mier, 1993:
292). This analysis is reductionist in approach and attempts to elucidate and to simplify the
complex phenomenon of language loss, shift and restoration. The following critique does not
assume, for example, to account for the real-time workings of a literal process which evolves
in a consistent or deterministic manner. It is set out more as an heuristic device to capture the
predominant dynamics which destabilise the primary conditions which are crucial to
language survival.
Powerful and destructive external socioeconomic, political and linguistic forces subjugate
and undermine the vitality and the prospects for localised TMLs (McCloskey, 2001;
UNESCO, 2003; Johnson, 1993). Such forces inexorably demand homogenisation and
conformity. In so doing, they force the socioeconomic and linguistic integration of the TML
community into the dominant state-system and its language norms. Within such a
dispensation, the sociopolitical status of the TML community is further undermined through
assimilation, where the key public services and infrastructural supports are provided in the
MJL only and principally on the terms of the state in favour of the dominant speech
community. Employment and economic transaction are dominated by MJL discourse. Media
and mass cultural networks contribute to an advancing shift from normalisation to the
marginalisation of the TML as a viable community vernacular (McCarty, et al., 2008: 161).
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Such external shocks are internalised by the TML community resulting in attitudinal and
behavioural change (UNESCO, 2003). This leads to an explicit or tacit change in community
morale, in norms, values and practices. Drawing on the differential power relations which
minoritises the TML community, there follows the loss of much of the social and symbolic
prestige and functionality of the TML (Wright, 2004). TML values are superseded and shift
in favour of the MJL where a new order of values is mediated. It is reinforced by the new
socialisation and media networks which privilege the MJL not only in terms of the volume of
activity but in the capturing of key social, community and familial domains which once
formed the heartland of the TML-community’s transmission networks (McKinnon, 1977;
MacCaluim, 2007).
These processes inculcate within the community a sense of their shame, isolation and
fracture, associating their increasingly disadvantaged socioeconomic position with the
functional limitations and the lack of status which their language suffers (Craig, 1992;
Brenzigner, Heine and Sommer, 1991: 37, cited in Crystal, 2000: 112; Romaine, 2007: 223;
Romaine, 2008: 17; McCarty et al., 2008). Cumulatively, the community itself becomes
ambivalent and ambiguous with respect to its traditional language and this shift undermines
the rationale and self-esteem for its particular linguistic separateness which is considered
outmoded and lacking in utility. The move is expressed as a shift from valorisation to
stigmatisation of the TML-community through ‘contradictory and complex language
ideologies’ within and without the TML community (McCarty et al., 2008: 160; Amery,
2001).
Ultimately: ‘Once this “trauma” of lack of social confidence and economic purchase becomes
internalised by individuals, families, organisations and whole communities… there ensues a
social collapse or “tip” in the language’ (Williams, 1991: 371). These languages become
progressively marginalised and degraded and become associated with social inferiority and
poverty (Mac Cana, 1997). The need for the MJL is crucial in order to function in the ‘white
man’s’ world where the vagaries of racism combine with the exclusion inherent in
‘linguicism’ (McCarty et al., 2008: 167).
At the intimate level of community and familial intergenerational transmission, the common
linguistic ground disintegrates under them when ‘[…] at the level of dyad: a monolingual
Navajo-speaking grandmother talks to her grandchild in Navajo, the child answers in
English’ (Lee and McLaughlin, 2001: 31; Watahomigie and Yamamoto, 1992: 11). Despite
their understanding of the loss, deprivation and exclusion involved in abandoning their native
language, the older generation consciously decide to shift language (Wright, 2004: 227).
Parents consciously decide to speak the MJL at home to their offspring so as to empower
them and to prepare the ground for their engagement with the educational system and the
world of work (Palmer, 1997; Cassels Johnson and Ricento, 2013). The lack of value that
native speakers attribute to their own language echoes a notion of ‘cultural or linguistic
suicide’ (Crystal, 2000: 103; Wright, 2004). It might be more accurately described as a
sacrificing of core internal values in order to ensure the ability of the next generation to avoid
stigmatisation, isolation from mainstream networks and modes of production and to more
fully integrate the upcoming generation into the progressive trajectories of social mobility,
enhanced identity, status and economic utility. In this sense, language competence in the
traditional TML is considered by its speakers as an actual impediment and is associated
primarily with lower socioeconomic domains of work, lack of advancement and poverty
(Schiffman, 1998, cited in O’Connell and Walsh, J., 2006; Daoust, 1997; Lee and
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McLaughlin, 2001; McCloskey, 2001). Ultimately, the traditional language is abandoned for
convincing utilitarian purposes.
Marginalised people abandon their language in order to survive; to overcome discrimination
and alienation; to secure the dignity of work and to ensure the assimilation of the younger
generation into the majority; to secure for them the vestiges of respect, dignity and tolerance,
if not the affluence, power and prestige, which were denied their forebears. In its most
extreme form, the creole languages are explicitly considered the language of exploitation
because economic subjugation (whether through economic subservience or indentured
slavery) dominates their primary relationship with the owners of capital (McCloskey, 2001:
29). In other words, economic deprivations and exploitation have direct and far-reaching
linguistic consequences. LS results then from social and economic fracture and violation
(McCloskey, 2001: 38). This progressive shift from transitional bilingualism with diglossia to
monolingualism and onwards to the extinction of the TML is an observable and recurrent
phenomenon (Romaine, 1989: 39, cited in Williams, 1991: 316; Ó hIfearnáin, 2013).
In summary, these interrelated processes create and sustain the conditions for LS through the
reduction in the hegemony and functional utility of the traditional vernacular, causing domain
reduction in the TML and its displacement and increasing subordination to the dominant MJL
in critical social situations, groups and strata. It perpetuates the social alienation of the TML
speech-community in its traditional heartland and causes the physical retrenchment and
ultimate displacement of the TML-community from its traditional linguistic ambience
(McEwan-Fujita, 2006; Ó hIfearnáin, 2013).
Crystal (2000) and Brenzinger et al., (2003) describe an index of endangerment for such
TMLs which locates the specific conditions for the subject language across a viability axis.
Deepening community discourse, deprivation and attrition caused by contact with the MJL
serve to rupture the transmission continuum and create conditions ranging from an optimum
stable, viable norm, across various degrees of endangerment, whether potential, serious, or
moribund, concluding with extinction (Crystal, 2000: 21; see also Wright, 2004: 229). This
formulation locates the language condition within an integrated framework and against a
range of interrelated factors. These are set out in Table 11 below as a composite index to
assess relative endangerment. The factors listed from 1-9 set out the key variables against
which to assess the condition of the TML. Selected Key Situational Factors (KSFs) (Lewis,
2008) establish some important primary data sets and indicators which detail the general
factor condition.
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Table 11: A Taxonomy for Assessing Threatened Languages’ Relative Endangerment
Factor 1

Age of Speakers
KSF: overall number of users by age group
KSF: age of the youngest known user

Factor 2

Absolute Number of TML speakers
KSF: number of L1 speakers
KSF: number of L2 speakers
KSF: number of L1 speakers who use a particular L2

Factor 3

Proportion of TML speakers within the total population
KSF: absolute proportion of LI-speakers as a percentage of total population
reference group or of differentiated demographic context such as a delimited
territorial basis

Factor 4

Scale of shifts in domains of TML use and the scale and intensity of
Intergenerational Language Transmission
KSF: predominant use of TML in the home
KSF: predominant use of TML in public and community functions, encounters
(sport, religion, etc.)
KSF: predominant use of TML in the public market and in economic
transactions
KSF: predominant use of TML in work
KSF: predominant use of TML in formal education at all levels
KSF: predominant use of TML in mass media

Factor 5

Scale and response capacity to new domains and media

Factor 6

The extent of the availability of materials for TML education and literacy
KSF: the existence and ongoing transmission of oral literature
KSF: the existence of orthography, standardisation and literacy instruction
materials
KSF: the existence of print material and mass media
KSF: the existence of education materials at all levels

Factor 7

The range and legal bases to governmental and institutional TML attitudes
and policies, including Official Status and use
KSF: the extent and legal exposition of official or semi-official status
recognition

Factor 8

TML community members’ attitudes towards their own language (subjective
ethnolinguistic vitality)
KSF: the number of TML-community members who positively view the TML
KSF: the number of the majority outgroup who positively value the TML

Factor 9

Type and quality of documentation

Source: based on Crystal (2000), Brenzinger et al., (2003) and Lewis (2008)
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This classification system combines demographic and linguistic thresholds with the extent
and penetration of functional domains and provides an index of status indicators. In
demolinguistic terms, the critical threshold of 20,000 native speakers is proposed as an
ultimate cut-off-point level below which the TML cannot sustain and reproduce itself, where
the language ceases to exist as a family and community language (Crystal, 2000: 14).
Languages which exist below such a threshold become truncated and moribund. Moribund
languages are those that do not have the capacity to self-generate and so ensure their intergenerational transmission, where the numbers reduce below this critical viability threshold
(Fishman, 1991).
If the preceding account is plausible, it justifies amending and deepening the categorisation
of such languages moving from ‘minority’ to ‘threatened’ as the key descriptor. It is argued
that the ontological bases of such distinctions are crucial. In terms of language depiction,
there are important distinctions to be made here between languages that are minority, lesserused, and threatened and their relationship to issues of scale, proportion, vitality and
relativity. Lesser-used languages, for example, exist in Spain, in the US, in France and in
Canada. Notwithstanding their relative speaker numbers, and their proportionate strength
within the overall polity, they are all threatened to a greater or lesser extent. Languages with
millions of speakers are under threat (Quechua, spoken in six South American countries by
between 8 to 12 million people) while some languages with some thousands (most of the
world’s languages) are considered to be equally under threat (McCarty et al., 2008: 159). In
such a way does ‘minority’ as an ascription of language status obscure the processes of
minoritisation to which it nominally refers. As a concept, it is inherently relative (to the
majority power language). It is static, passive and elides the importance of the varying
geometry of power relations which determine its relative positioning to other languages.
Because of this, such minority language communities, including the Irish-language
community in the Gaeltacht, are referred to deliberately as threatened (TML).
The word ‘threatened’ is justified by its deliberate focus on the dynamic and hostile
environment (in sociolinguistic as well as economic and political terms) within which the
transmission networks, which form the bedrock for such differentiated language
communities, continue to disintegrate. It also forms the conceptual framework and
operational context within which language planning (LP) measures are deployed to address
the causes and the consequences of the phenomenon of LS (language shift). The next section
is based on a critical review of such theories of LP and the planned interventions for
mediation, rehabilitation and development which they inform.
4.7

Language Planning (LP) and Reversing Language Shift (RLS)

This section undertakes a critical review of selected theories and policy practice which have
been developed in support of LP generally but with a particular focus on TML-maintenance
and development. It examines a range of emerging themes and perspectives. This critique
will assist in the development of a conceptual framework in which to ground the research
questions concerning the specific study of TML communities, LP and their integration (or
otherwise) into mainstream processes of regional economic development (RED).
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4.7.1

Language Planning, Minoritisation and Social Control

As a public policy endeavour, LP is characterised as a deliberate, ‘rational’ activity of
authoritative state agencies12 which set out to determine the acquisition, function and
structure of different languages within bi- or multilingual communities (Ozolins, 1996: 194;
Ager, 2001:5; Ó Riain, 1994: 3; Kaplan and Baldauf, 1997). Similar to many other state
interventions, they are products of the modern welfare and developmental state (cf. Section
3.2.4). For two generations following the Second World War, the state was associated with
the role of both the originator and the guardian of progress. Social equity, participation and
egalitarian macro-objectives created the political rationale where welfare, education and
justice became considered as universal societal goals and crucial service domains.
LP policies can be understood, therefore, as an extension of social welfare policies that
sought to ensure equality among all citizens, regardless of ethnicity, gender or language. LP’s
contours became more clearly defined under the terms of major sociopolitical developments
– the formal recognition of ethnolinguistic minorities; the valorisation of regional identities;
subsidiary political and governance structures; and a popularising of discourses legitimising
individual and collective rights.
However, in a paradoxical manner, the standardisation policies of the ‘homogenous’ and
centralised welfare state created forces fundamentally antithetical to TML groups (Bauer
1987, 2000) and made such minority groups aware of their vulnerability in an increasingly
uniform state (Bourgeois, 2007). The compulsion to integrate peripheries into the unitary
state for political and strategic reasons has driven claims against the state of core
discrimination, the marginalisation of the periphery, the denial of collective political rights
and the undermining of cultural/linguistic autonomy and reproduction (Williams, 2008: 75).
Policies to protect TMLs are particular by their quest for ‘particular’ equality. Thus, they are
both a product of the welfare state and an opposite reaction to it. Williams (1991) argues for
an historical view of LP as an instrument of social control and of political and cultural
assimilation (cf. Section 3.2.3). This view considers language as a nation-building tool for
cultural nationalism and for the enforcement of social homogeneity. In this sense, the
planning for, and the enforcement of, a ‘national language’ or a ‘language of the state’, was
variously utilised as a programme for the eradication of localism, the suffocation of
clericalism and as a policy instrument to mitigate the general counter-revolutionary impulse
from the ethnic peripheries (Williams, 1991).
In this context, the issue of TMLs and their associated cultures within monolithic states is
centrally involved with the status depiction of such minority communities and the TML as a
‘non-state’ language. The assertion of these TMLs, whether lesser-used, local or regional,
was considered by the state as an assertion of localised cultural and linguistic identity and
autonomy. Such assertions and claims to legitimacy and recognition are fractious and
contested and have met with differing responses from the central state. The securing of the
territorial nation-state and the national ‘coextensive entities’ (Williams, 1991: 5) were the
symbolic and political objectives of the national socialisation programmes of the 19 th century.
This thrust towards singularity and homogeneity demanded the assimilation and compliance
of TMLs and their associated cultures (Williams: 1991: 6). A form of dominant
multilingualism captured the sense of this development where minority-language
12

LP can also be practiced by NGOs, communities and individuals but the focus of this research relates to stateled LP.
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maintenance efforts were seen as ‘[…] expressions of provincialism or counterproductive
balkanisation’ (Fishman 2001: 19; Ó hIfearnáin, 2013) and where TMLs were viewed as the
‘[..] recrudescence of substate provincialism, isolationism and ethnocentrism’ (Fishman,
2001: 20). In this context, differentiated linguistic identity was to be decoupled from
nationalist communal allegiance.
The modern liberal ‘nation-state’ faces fundamental challenges when the demands and the
outworkings of the ethnocultural ‘nation’ are no longer consistent or coterminous with the
political construct of the ‘state’. This situation leads to tensions, often violence (Gurr, 1994).
To prevent or minimise such conflicts, many states protect TMLs and communities
(Capotorti 1979; Eider 1994). Some accommodations amount to no more than administrative
discretions while others take the form of constitutional rights and statutory protections. All
accommodations, provisions, and planning interventions – formal or informal, constitutional
or administrative – can be considered as linguistic policies and form central components of
LP (Ó hIfearnáin, 2013). The theoretical framework which supports such interventions are
considered in the next section.
4.8

Theoretical Framework for Language Planning

The extant theoretical corpus has engaged with a number of lines of enquiry, including: LP as
an instrument of social control and of political and cultural assimilation (cf. Section 3.2.3);
comprehensive planning for multilingualism; planning for the integration of different
languages; for social engineering; corpus, acquisition and status planning; and planning for
the survival and growth of TMLs (Wright, 2004: 232).
Three main domains of LP are identified (Mac Donnacha, 2000; Cooper, 1989; Williams,
2008). They include Corpus Planning which amounts to prescriptive interventions to bring
about structural change to enhance the functional competence of the targeted language to
master certain domains and development narratives (Hornberger, 2006). Such planning drives
the creation of new terminology and engages with orthography, dialects, grammars and
phonological and lexical forms (Trudgill, 2000: 135). Acquisition Planning concerns the
teaching and learning of languages (Wright, 2004: 232). The foundational objective of Status
Planning is to structure and give effect to those legislative and development measures which
recognise and protect identified discreet languages, whether official or not. Such planning
interventions mediate the relative positioning of languages in a multilingual context
determining what roles are to be played and by what languages (Trudgill, 2000). In
multilingual contexts, the state may have to decide on selecting a national language(s) and to
develop and standardise the language(s). Some states regulate corpus issues like grammar and
vocabulary, but states usually regulate the status of languages, notably which languages are
considered official within the state and in what circumstances citizens may conduct their
interactions with the state in a minority language or TML.
4.8.1

Locating the Dynamics of Language Shift

In the context of this research hypotheses, the enquiry relates to conceptualisations which
seek to explain and provide for those specific conditions in which TMLs are situated and
which attempt to model interventions and practices which will ultimately generate a more
optimum rate of intergenerational transmission and reproduction. As a planned intervention,
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these models attempt to elucidate those contingent factors which facilitate or retard
systematic efforts to reclaim and revernacularise the TML through LP (Mac Donnacha, 2000;
Ó Riain, 1994; Shohamy, 2008: 207). Ager (2001: 5) and O’Connell and Walsh (2006)
narrow the definitional focus to TML communities in a bi/multilingual context, to their
internal language networks, practices and behavioural dispositions and the influential external
factors which determine language usage and attitudes. In this research, and given the
‘subaltern status’ of TMLs, emphasis is placed on those interventions of language planning
which try to reverse language shift (RLS) in a TML context (McCarty et al., 2008: 159;
Fishman, 1991, 2001). In this context, Mc Carty et al., (2008) consider LP as an expression
of sovereignty and identity and as a clear assertion of human and linguistic rights (ibid:159;
Skutnabb-Kangas, T. (1999).
To explain and predict language shift and reversal in a TML context, a prevailing and
convincing theme which links selected theories foregrounds the institutional and social
contexts which determine the sociolinguistic networks within which language socialisation
and language shift occurs. This theme emphasises the centrality and dominance of extralinguistic factors (Kaplan and Baldauf, 1997) (cf. Section 4.3.1 and 4.4.1). What Giles et al.,
(1977) and Landry and Bourhis (1997), have called the ‘ethnolinguistic vitality framework’ is
a crucial device which is used to accurately situate and conceptualise planning for TMLs (see
also Landry et al., 2007). This framework is arranged within a complex of socioeconomic
and political co-ordinates. Following the analysis of the process of language decline (cf.
Section 4.3.1), vitality here relates to both sociolinguistic and social-psychological contexts
(Young et al., 1986). Measures of vitality relate to the distinctiveness and cohesiveness of the
group within an intergroup contact setting and in terms of the demographic and institutional
support for the relative status of languages in contact (Bourhis et al., 1981; Howard et al.,
1977). The greater the index of vitality the more likely the minority language group is to
survive the contact zone and the interaction with the MJL(s).
These different explanatory factors ultimately determine the parameters within which
successful ameliorative, restorative and development interventions can be constructed in a
sociolinguistically literate manner (Ó Riagáin, 1997: 193). Such a framework attempts to
identify and calibrate priorities, to describe the linkages and sequences between events and to
provide differential weights to the various factors being highlighted. The framework also
explains why other factors are often ignored, for example, the economic, linguistic, political,
etc. (Fishman, 2001: 13).
4.8.2

Language, Communities and Contact

Crucial to the outworkings of these theories are the fundamental concepts of the ‘language
community’, ‘inter-language group contact’, and the ‘systemic ecology of the socioeconomic
environment’ within which such processes are situated and sustained (Lee and McLaughlin,
2001; Williams, 1991; Giles et al., 1977; Kaplan and Baldauf, 1997).
First, in terms of the TML-community dimension, Fishman’s (2001: 12) ‘solidarity domains’
of the TML ‘ingroup’ focus on the familial, social and community networks and the
interdependence which relates and reinforces them. Fishman’s approach argues that such
robust and intimate domains are a sine qua non for the intergenerational transmission of the
TML and for reaching a critical threshold for ethnolinguistic identity and vitality. His model
argues that there are grounds for striving for collective rights to institutions that support
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‘cultural autonomy’. Such autonomy requires a set of enabling conditions with a particular
spatial concentration which will defend and develop the home-family-neighbourhoodcommunity nexus. The overriding sense of systemic, interrelated and mutually reinforcing
domains of activity are central to his thesis.
Second, in terms of the dynamic condition of the TML group, it is characterised by means of
a contact analogy within a model of intergroup relations which determines the relative sociospatial position of groups in contact (Giles et al., 1977). For the TML community, contact
with a more dominant group in a diglossic relationship ultimately deteriorates to the
detriment of the TML ingroup by means initially of subtractive (as opposed to additive)
bilingualism (cf. Section 4.3.1). Such processes ultimately lead to the eventual displacement
of the TML through the processes examined above (cf. Section 4.3) (Lambert 1975; Hamers
and Blanc, 2000, cited in Landry et al., 2007: 4; Shohamy, 2008). Skutnabb-Kangas (2000:
312) summarises that ‘[…] unsupported co-existence mostly … leads to minority languages
dying’ (cited in Romaine, 2007: 218). In this context, Jenkins considers ethnic communality
expressed through collective action as a form of ‘[…] monopolistic social closure: it defines
membership, eligibility and access’ (Jenkins, 1997: 10). Amongst the defining factors, he
considers language as principal amongst the social identification practices identified with
ethnicity both because of the fundamental communicative and intelligibility imperative and
the grounding of social norms within language and social custom. Ethnicity, in this sense,
demarcates and explains the social organisation of cultural difference (Jenkins, 1997: 12).
In short, the self-definition of the linguistic ingroup is related to the external, majority
outgroup exclusively in terms of language, rather than through a complex of supporting and
related factors which would create a sense of communal solidarity and differentiation
amongst the members. The socially dominant group settles the specialisation and
stratification of the MJL language as a function of its majoritarian supremacy in contact
(Williams, 2008: 87). There is no sense of exclusive or differentiating shared cultural values,
forms or practices, no ‘[…] bounded social field of communication and interaction’ for the
TML-community (Jenkins, 1997: 18). Language is not a ‘social isolate’. It is relational and
contingent, ascriptive and interactive to the majority community (in the language sense) to
which it intrinsically belongs (ibid: 11, 17). Language shift, therefore, is at once a linguistic
and an extra-linguistic phenomenon. Accepting that all languages evolve through use and
interaction with new forms and functional domains is not to underestimate the centrality of
sociopolitical and economic forces which fundamentally drive such power relations:
‘Language death does not happen in privileged communities; it happens to the dispossessed
and disempowered’ (Romaine, 2008: 9).
Ó Curnáin (2009), for example, speaks of the condition of social and linguistic minoritisation
suffered by the TML-community within the Gaeltacht (cf. Sections 2.3, 4.6 and 10.4.1). The
avoidance or the refutation of truth regarding the perilous condition of the TML is an
attributable and common feature of minority speakers’ groups and of the external, majority
community in other socio-spatial contexts (Ó Curnáin, 2009: 91; Ó Giollagáin, 2010: 12).
Internal to the TML-community, such expressions of denial can also be exacerbated by
‘collective ignorance and apathy’ (Benally and Vita, 2005: 98, cited in McCarty et al., 2008:
164).
The contemporary Irish context is characterised by a range of recent developments in terms
of the ongoing research corpus, significant institutional developments and statutory
provisions which seek to maintain and develop the TML (Ó Giollagáin, 2010: 11). It is also
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of specific interest because of the ongoing disruption and fracture of the ethnolinguistic base
of the TML L1-speaker community in its traditional linguistic heartland of the Gaeltacht.
Such processes have a clear articulation in both social and linguistic domains.
The origins of such social impacts are attributed to a range of interrelated and complex
factors. They include the dominance of majority-speaker influence within traditional local
networks. They also include the lack of community, intellectual and political leadership from
within the TML group who are committed to a critical analysis of current conditions and who
possess an appreciation of the priority measures required to mitigate the continual erosion of
the linguistic vitality of the group from within and without (Ó Curnáin, 2009: 93; Ó
Giollagáin, 2010: 15; Ó hIfearnáin, 2013). The ceding of ‘authority’ to the younger cohort of
the TML group is a ‘counter-intuitive dynamic’, where their language preference works
upwards to distort the traditional patterns and practice of parents and elders, further
destabilising local community linguistic dynamics (Ó Giollagáin, 2010: 15).
Access to power and resources are also central to this process of minoritisation which is
bound up in the dominance and status of the accepted and imposed external definitions of the
TML group. While McLeod (2009: 19) identifies the systematic structural threats to the
integrity of the TML (in the Scottish context) and its diminished prospects for survival, he
admonishes the common tendency to attribute all changes in language as ‘decay’, a hostile
process driven exclusively by external agency. However, the externally-imposed and
sometimes pejorative or hostile social categorisation of the minority group by the majority
group (as opposed to the internally-determined group identification) is a key dimension of
minority-majority power relations which perpetuates the minoritisation process (Jenkins,
1997: 23; Ó Giollagáin, 2009: 182; Romaine, 2008). In such a way, the state system itself,
ostensibly committed to creating and defending the stable conditions required for TMLmaintenance and development, increasingly actively minoritises the TML L1-speaker’s
vitality in her/his own linguistic habitat. Whether by dint of deliberate measures inimical to
the TML or by ignoring the detrimental consequences of its own programmes, the results are
the same. Cumulatively, such developments create conditions where the LI-speaker cannot
function in the TML language alone (Ó Curnáin, 2009: 103).
In linguistic terms, the incidence of code-switching incorporating majority-language forms
into the TML, and the degradation of previously accepted ‘traditional’ language norms, is
both the cause and consequence of a more fundamental consideration or self-portrayal of the
TML speakers who understand themselves as a minoritised group with diminished status. In
this context, the intergenerational transmission of the value systems and linguistic complexity
which differentiate the status and capacity of the ‘traditional Irish language/an Ghaeilge
traidisiúnta’ in its own environment is undermined. It is undermined by faulty acquisition
between speakers and learners and the depletion of the in-group’s linguistic resources leading
to variance and simplification.
This is summarised as the linguistic displacement of the older generation (díshealbhú) and
the lack of foundational acquisition amongst learners (neamhshealbhú) creating cleavage in
the transmission of the TML (Ó Curnáin, 2009: 112). The linguistic integration of the
majority happens on its own express terms, further eroding the status and functionality of the
TML. In short, for native learners, their maternal language is no longer their principal
language, creating a new generation of ‘halfspeakers – leathchainteoirí’ with significantly
reduced linguistic capacity and avowing a particular identity and selfhood (Ó Curnáin, 2009:
100, 105 & 126). Incomplete or inaccurate understanding between generations in an
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homogenous TML context signifies the failure of the vitality and cohesiveness of the
language community (Ó Curnáin, 2009: 115). Ó Giollagáin (2010: 16) summarises the
linguistic implications for TML L1-speakers as a ‘truncated and atrophied’ acquisition and
the erosion caused by younger speakers is characterised by McLeod as a ‘[…] deviation from
a perceived superior form’ (McLeod, 2009: 34).
4.8.3

Reversing Language Shift (RLS)

The preceding paragraphs set out aspects of how theory has conceptualised the LS
phenomenon. The treatment has emphasised the multiplicity of socio-cultural, political and
economic factors which explain and predict the conditions under which languages prosper,
atrophy or shift in a competitive and unequal diglossic context. While locating the drivers of
such processes in structural, extra-linguistic forces external to the TML community, they also
reach into the intimate and personalised domains of familial and community socialisation
networks and intergenerational language transmission which form the central concern of
Fishman’s (1991) Reversing Language Shift (RLS) thesis. The RLS thesis attempts to
conceptualise how such overwhelming sociopolitical and economic forces might be
negotiated with a view to reversing their internal dynamic in favour of the TML. The
following section will examine how such ameliorative and developmental interventions have
been structured.
Fishman’s theory postulates that RLS is achievable. The home-familial-neighbourhood nexus
is the critical context and determinant for successful RLS measures (Ó hIfearnáin, 2013; Ó
Riagáin, 1997). The twin social agencies of familial networks and education are prioritised as
critical measures for TML reproduction (Williams, 2000: 225). It is within this crucible that
intergenerational language transmission establishes and reproduces, self-primes and sustains
(or fails to take hold) (Fishman, 1991: 17). In a situation where parents/older generation do
not transmit the language to children/younger community members, the stability of the
language community is increasingly undermined and the contraction of the speech
community is further exacerbated (Amery, 2001). The cessation of key communicative
functions or registers results (Kaplan and Baldauf, 1997; Trudgill, 2000: 81). Furthermore,
once this cumulative and reinforcing process of abandonment or assimilation begins to distort
the configuration and profile of the speech community, there is an increasing collapse of
related registers under the weight and momentum of the more powerful language (cf. Section
4.3). While the treatment accounting for the general processes of language decline and
attrition which is set out in Section 4.3 indicated the various dynamic factors which
precipitate negative change, Fishman builds his critique on the cornerstone of the particular
home-neighbourhood nexus. In terms of TMLs, interventions which secure, support and
develop this environment for transmission are prioritised above all others.
Fishman’s ‘Graded Intergenerational Disruption Scale’ (GIDS) is an index to locate and
measure the extent of intergenerational transmission or disruption (Lo Bianco and Rhydwen,
2001: 392). This seminal model is considered the ‘[…] foundational conceptual model for
assessing the status of language vitality’ (Lewis and Simons, 2010). The index framework
focuses on two central determinants and markers of language shift; intergenerational
transmission of the TML and its relative capacity to negotiate the emerging diglossic norms
which privilege the use of the MJL language in high-order domains and which confine the
TML to low-language societal functions and domains (Giles et al., 1977). Analytically, it
proposes how, and in what order, should specific development interventions be undertaken to
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secure the viability and vitality of TMLs. Depending on the sociolinguistic context of the
particular TML, the sequencing of interventions to be deployed is rationalised. The range
extends on an analytical continuum from polarised conditions of language death/
obsolescence/moribundity to the optimal scenario where the TML community achieves
cultural autonomy. Cultural autonomy, he argues, is what non-nationalist language groups
favour as opposed to demands for political autonomy which are the explicit aim of nationalist
groups. Measures of cultural autonomy describe the extent to which the TML has penetrated
and can negotiate its status within networks of education, economy, mass media, the law and
government services.
The staged process of RLS is nested within the GIDS index framework as presented in Table
12 below. The process includes the strategic objective relating to each ‘Condition’ or stage
and the interventions/actions required to realise the desired condition.
Table 12: Graded Intergenerational Dislocation Scale (GIDS)
Stages of Reversing Language Shift: Severity of dislocation of Intergenerational
Transmission
1. Strategic Objective:
Action:

Plan for TML penetration within education, economic sphere, mass
media, governmental operations at higher and nationwide levels

2. Strategic Objective:
Action:

TML introduction into ‘lower work spheres’ of
government and media

TML provision
services

3. Strategic Objective:
Action:

TML use in higher domains, ‘normalisation’ achieved

in local/regional mass media and

governmental

TML domain penetration in the work sphere

Introduction of TML into the local/regional economic sphere

4. Strategic Objective:

Condition: Status and functional
achieved, particularly in education

recognition

Action A:

Public schools for TML under dominant language control

Action B:

Compulsory school education under TML community group control

5. Strategic Objective:

Action:

TML penetration of the language outside of the
home/family/community nexus limited, often with no
official recognition

Measures to increase literacy in the minority language
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6. Strategic Objective:

Action:

Social integration of TML speakers, but age profile
beyond reproductive stage

Cultural interaction in TML to multiply younger speakers

8. Strategic Objective:

Action:

familial/community

Consolidate
and
development
TML
intergenerational
and
demographically concentrated home-family-neighbourhood nexus

7. Strategic Objective:

Action:

TML
intergenerational
reproduction remerges

Negotiate and improve lowest vitality stage, vestigial
speakers, often no written standard

Recording of TML for potential reconstruction

Source: MacLeod (2008); Grin (2003, 2003b): adapted from Fishman (1993)
Similar to the analytical device introduced to describe the processes of language decline (cf.
Section 4.3.1), the eight stages of the process/index are neither fixed, linear nor necessarily
consecutive in terms of their relationships. The GIDS framework provides a coherent and
analytical structure which delineates the identified factors and relationships which drive the
processes of language decline and recovery documented in the foregoing analysis.
However, the stages of the index do not function solely in terms of static descriptors of
relative development or demise. They are presented as a complex of forces which move
across and between the stages, impacting the nature and the prospects for progression and
regression along the continuum. For example, in this construct a language which is located at
Stage 8 of the index will need to undertake an LP programme which, over time, will
incrementally move up through the related stages to Stage 7, Stage 6 and so on along this
analytical trajectory of recovery and consolidation. The index charts the progressive route to
be undertaken to achieve stability and expansion. For present purposes, and recalling the
stated category of languages (TML) which forms the case-study for this research (cf. Sections
4.1 and 4.2), it is assumed that the TML retains some demolinguistic potential for viability
and prospects for recovery within an LP programme of interventions.
In order to underline the limitations of viewing such a framework as a single coherent
process, the Irish case-study demonstrates how a language can occupy a number of the stages
concurrently and where the dynamic of LS is collapsing the viability prospects from the top
(Stage 1) down. The Irish language de jure enjoys the status, the protections and the official
endorsement of the state thus arguably meeting the prior conditions established for Stages 5
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through to Stage 1. However, contemporary sociolinguistic evidence argues that the basis of
the linguistic community in its societal and familial context, Stage 6 of the model, is being
hollowed out from within (Ó Riagáin, 1992, 1997; Ó Tuathaigh, 1979; SCT, 2007; Ó
Giollagáin and Charlton, 2015). The specific historical processes which have driven language
shift in the Gaeltacht context are presented in Section 2.1 and in Chapter 10.
In the GIDS model, the critical condition and juncture is Stage 6, the ‘home-familyneighbourhood- community’ stage. The extent to which intergenerational language
transmission is achieved crucially depends on this fulcrum. Fishman argues that failure to
achieve this stage instigates a negative process within which all other attempts to reverse
language shift are ultimately undermined because the language is no longer being acquired
naturally by children (Fishman, 2001:458). However, criticism of the model argues that it is
more eloquent as to the process of shift rather than the mechanism required to reverse it and
of the assumption regarding boundary and domain management within a stable diglossia (Ó
hIfearnáin, 2013: 350).
Ó Giollagáin (2010) identifies the overreliance on institutional formulations (Stages 3, 2 and
1) which obscures the fundamental nature of the sociolinguistic crisis in the contemporary
Gaeltacht. He characterises as a postmodern and neoliberal dispensation the tendency to
privilege and to take refuge in normative institutional responses to complex and intractable
ethnolinguistic conditions, the resolution of which resist such interventions because they are
not sufficiently nuanced, comprehensive nor sociolinguistically informed. Such policy and
institutional prescriptions cannot be read off as a resolution to societal dynamics driven
internally by linguistic power relations, social dislocation and fracture and, externally, from
the ongoing transformative impact of secular globalisation on the key social, economic and
political domains which form the crucible for language attrition and shift.
4.9

Social Bilingualism in its Gaeltacht context

The outworking of the ideology of bilingualism within a TML-context is entirely consistent
with the ‘Graded Intergenerational Disruption Scale’ (GIDS) analytical assumptions as they
relate to Stage 6. It represents a crucial explanatory factor in the intensification of LS and its
impacts on Stage 6 processes within the Gaeltacht (Ó Curnáin, 2009: 106). What Ó
Giollagáin (2010: 13) describes as state-sanctioned ‘entropic bilingualism’ is an insufficient
bulwark for the protection and future development of the TML. Bilingualism facilitates and
mainstreams code-switching and the accession of the MJL in this crucial domain. Such
socialisation processes, which are increasingly dominated by the MJL (English), disfigure the
acquisition capacity of the TML-child and they undermine the linguistic boundaries which
configure the traditional functional domains of the TML (Ó Giollagáin, 2010: 14). Within the
traditional TML spatial enclaves, the L1-speaker is increasingly status-inferior and
minoritised through ongoing attrition and displacement. Moreover, the linguistic resources
and functionality of the MJL far outstrip the capacity and reach of the TML in a bilingual
environment. The transmission ‘nexus’ constituted by the family, community, educational
and other social networks, are so disfigured as to be unable to reproduce TML-L1
competence in the younger age-cohort. The logical outworking of bilingualism is majoritylanguage monolingualism with its associated higher prestige and status (Ó Curnáin, 2009:
107). Stated differently, such processes identify a dominant form of bilingualism which is
diglossically blind and which will ultimately destroy the TML community’s language
reproductivity, functionality and prestige.
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The contemporary Gaeltacht context is redolent of a complex and confused sociolinguistic
environment played out in a fraught, highly sensitive community and within asymmetrical
institutional power relations (Ó Tuathaigh, 1979: 112). (A comprehensive account of the
current reality is set out in Section 2.3). In such a context, the fundamental negative change in
the nature and quality of inputs from ‘traditional’ speakers to the younger cohort has
intensified exponentially since the 1970s (Ó Curnáin, 2009: 117). Given such a structural
deterioration in linguistic competence, he argues that renewal must now become the primary
state-policy objective for the Gaeltacht in place of previous interventions which supported
progressive TML transmission.
Ó Giollagáin (2009) and SCT (2007) identify the failure of Stage 6 social, community,
familial and educational networks to reproduce competent TML L1s. Ironically, there is
considerable evidence to suggest that the same processes have created a momentum to impart
the learning of Irish in the Gaeltacht to L2s. For those TML L1s who have been socialised in
Irish, the SCT (2007) confirms that the vast bulk of the younger age cohort profess a
significantly higher ability in English language skills than in Irish, even in the Category A
districts (Ó Giollagáin, 2009: 166) (cf. Section 2.3). Without recourse to significant and
incremental change in the dominant patterns of language use and shift, without a broadening
of the functional domains and of a deepening of the social, institutional and communicative
networks’ capacity to reinforce TML-usage in their own habitat, the weight of accredited
evidence points to a twenty-year time horizon until the TML ceases to function as the
dominant community language in the Gaeltacht (Ó Giollagáin, 2009: 167; see also
MacCaluim, 2007 for a critique of the Scots Gaelic position). The next section provides a
brief summary of language planning policies which are relevant in the context of this
research.
4.10

The State and Language Planning Policies (LPPs)

State policies have been defined vaguely: ‘Whatever governments choose to do or not to do.’
(Dye,1972: 18 cited in Prunty, 1985) and precisely: ‘Public policy is the broad framework of
ideas and values within which decisions are taken and action, or inaction, is pursued by
governments in relation to some issue or problem’ (Brooks, 1989:16). Inaction, in effect, the
maintenance of the status quo, is also a direct articulation of state policy intent. In this way,
Language Planning Policies (LPPs) exist and are highly influential in driving change even
when they are neither articulated explicitly nor endorsed specifically through the authority of
the state (McCarty et al., 2008: 10). The articulation and implementation of all policies are
vulnerable to timing (Wilson, 1989). Issues will appear and remain on the public policy
agenda when they have sufficient scope (when a significant number of people or
communities are affected), intensity (the magnitude of the impact) and/or have remained
constant as an issue over a long time-period (Gerston, 1997).
The formulation and implementation of state policy is ultimately about the exercise of
economic and political power amongst society’s stakeholders (Gibbs, 2000). In such a way
can LPP be considered as a policy antidote to laissez-faire or linguistically blind sectoral
policies. Such state policies represent a demonstration of normative decision-making
(McCarty et al., 2008: 161). On the other hand, LPP has also been characterised as an
example of what Olav Berg (2004: 81) calls the mere incantation of heroic objectives by the
state ostensibly in support of change but which in reality consolidates the status quo ante in a
manner entirely consistent with the current dispensation.
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Regardless of differing emphases, current perspectives coincide in considering language
policy as an explicit attempt to introduce a new order of things. As a complex sociocultural
process, LPP is ultimately determined by ‘[…] modes of human interaction, negotiation, and
production mediated by relations of power’ (McCarty, 2004: 72, cited in McCarty et al.,
2008: 160). It is primarily a sociopolitical project, an extension of social welfare policy
which seeks to bring about behavioural change (with obvious linguistic dimensions)
(Ladefoged, 1992: 810, cited in Romaine, 2008: 9; Williams, 2008). It deliberately seeks to
change the attitudinal and behavioural patterns within multilingual societies through the
establishment of enabling, protective and developmental institutions and instruments (Hale,
1992a and b; England, 1992; Ó hIfearnáin, 2013). In other analyses, LPP interventions are
considered an explicit control mechanism (Shohamy, 2006: 49).
Despite such different emphases, there is broad agreement that they set out to modify the
‘[…] values and institutions which prioritise the value of capital and the maintenance of
existing patterns of social relations’ which have driven the processes of LS (Gibbs, 2000: 18).
In this conception, through engaging with such policy formulations the state explicitly sets
out to defend, develop and reproduce certain socio-spatial and linguistic configurations
within a public policy framework (Ó hIfearnáin, 2013). In certain analyses, it is also
considered central to community self-determination and linguistic human rights (McCarty et
al., 2008: 161; Skutnabb-Kangas, 2000, 2002)
Language policies can in this sense of the practice of applied sociolinguistics (Ó hIfearnáin,
2013; McEwan-Fujita, 2008), be argued ultimately as a tool for social engineering (Williams,
2007: xv). Williams characterises policy initiatives, whether driven by coherent action or
subject to abject rhetoric, as too often emphasising the ‘superstructural level’ even though the
territorial and community networks which support and are integral to TML-vitality are
collapsing under incessant pressure from LS dynamics. However, such objective and
‘aggregate structural features’ (Williams, 2007) of language planning, whilst providing the
space for developing the critical enabling infrastructure and supports, are ultimately only as
effective as their capacity to produce individuals who make deliberate and explicit life
choices in support of the TML and its inherent collective value-systems. Romaine (2007)
reiterates this view and contends that the international evidence suggests that statutory
language rights and protections do not, in themselves, guarantee language maintenance or
RLS. Such analyses argue that it is notoriously difficult for extra-familial agencies to
influence, let alone control, family language choices (Romaine, 2007: 218; Wright, 2004:
232). They further argue that it is individuals who ultimately seek out social change and
linguistic choice. Because of this, public policies must be consistent with a deep assessment
of the TML-community’s linguistic profile and its overt and covert practices, attitudes and
belief systems in their social context (Ó hIfearnáin, 2008; Romaine, 2002).
Williams (2007: xiv) draws attention to the key policy pillars which underpin TML
protection and reproduction. He refers to the prevailing sociolinguistic and political
ambience, to the attitudinal and dispositional ‘soft’ supports which are articulated through
discourses of tolerance, plurality, diversity and goodwill. Such discourses are at once
generative of, and a precondition for, state legislative and policy measures and the
mobilisation of community and private resources in support of the TML. Many states also
adopt ‘symbolic’ policies (Edelman, 1971) to alleviate sociolinguistic conflicts. Because
language is such a volatile issue and because of its link to personal and collective identity,
such ‘symbols matter’ (Bourgeois, 2007).
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To the extent that LPPs have been developed, they have traditionally targeted the
development of corpus and status planning (cf. Section 4.5). Most states provide some of
their communications and services to some minority language communities in some areas,
although some states also provide communications and services in many languages from their
headquarters (Capotorti, 1979 cited in May, 2003 and Bourgeois, 2014). The spatial
accommodation is popular because the most important minority and TML communities are
geographically concentrated. Thus, the territorial principle is prevalent in state policies
because it is effective (it provides communications and services to the vast majority of the
minority group and it makes it easier to recruit civil servants who can communicate in the
minority language from within the minority community) and efficient (it reduces the public
funds required to provide communications and services in the minority language to the areas
where demand is higher).
Policies in support of corpus development consider the modernisation and development of
vocabulary, terminology and the internal function and structure of language. Such policies
seek to deal with the lack of standardisation, deficiencies in terms of vocabulary and the
ability of minority and TMLs to mediate discourses of modernity, progress or
internationalisation (Fishman, 1967; Ferguson, 1959, cited by Daoust, 1998; Walsh, 2006;
Grin, 2000).
Interventions within the sectoral and functional domains germane to status planning policies
have included institutional and service provision through the establishment of language
boards, language commissioners, legal and statutory prescriptions to consolidate the
provision of various public services in different languages; the provision of multilingual
communications with and from state institutions in the TMLs and simultaneous translation of
parliamentary deliberations and publications; the use of the TML within the legal system; the
multi/bilingual naming of places (toponymy); the provision for public broadcasting in the
TML or minority language; investment in multilingual or TML-educational infrastructure and
services; and grants to community and voluntary organisations or private sector players. In
sum, such policies commit to ensuring that legislative or policy provision is made for
measures which support the economic and social viability of differing language communities
through the provision of services (economic, health, welfare, education) which are crucial to
their sustainability (Mac Donnacha, 2000: 19).
In a TML-context, Ó Giollagáin (2009) argues in support of the widespread recognition that
the extent to which institutionalised language policies can successfully engage with processes
of LS is directly correlative to the continuing isolation and retraction, or the degree of
acquisition, transmission and vitality of the TML, within the core domain of the family
network (Ó Giollagáin, 2009: 172; Mac Kinnon, 1977).
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4.11

Structural Elements Required of a Comprehensive TML Language
Planning Model

The analysis set out in this review of theoretical models and policy initiatives support a
number of conclusions. They argue for the development of an approach to LP which is more
fully aligned with the needs of the TML-community, advocating a process-led development
initiative which can properly locate these remedial and developmental efforts in their correct
strategic and operational context. Drawing from the foregoing analysis, this section identifies
the structural elements of such a model and the core processes which are predicted, explained
and managed through the model’s implementation. This analysis will inform the lines of
enquiry to be pursued in the semi-structured interviews which are central to the research. It
will also inform the structure and rationale for the evaluation of development policy in the
Gaeltacht (cf. Chapter 10). Its assumptions and conclusions will also contribute to the
conceptualisation of the potential routes to be identified which could support a new model
framework for TML-development and the policy recommendations which generate from it.
Drawing on the internal-external perspectives discussed in Sections 4.1-4.5, this consolidated
model must be capable of engaging with conditions and viability factors which are central to
integrated LP. The model must be able to build progressively through different stages, from
the internal conditions germane to individuals’ language behaviour, to the capability of TML
linguistic communities to survive and mediate diglossic competition and the nature of their
engagement with the external framework. Also, the model should be inclusive and integrative
of potentially transformative extra-linguistic factors. Such a model must be able to
simultaneously engage with, mediate and successfully overcome differentiated planning
challenges within a unitary and integrated strategic framework (Ó hIfearnáin, 2013). A
measure of its relevance will be judged in terms of its ability to deal with complex, multidimensional and dynamic processes of societal change and their real-time linguistic
consequences.
First, in terms of the consolidation and development of TML communities, the foundational
importance of planned interventions in support of Fishman’s Stage 6 are critical. The
strategic objective and operational priorities to be set out within the LP model must prioritise,
above and beyond any other measure, those initiatives which explicitly seek to underpin and
develop the TML-community’s internal capacity to secure this domain. As per Fishman
(1989, 1991, 2001), Ó Giollagáin (2006, 2009, 2012), Mac Donnacha (2000), and
MacCaluim (2007), investment and development measures which do not adequately address
the centrality of this domain will lead to their sub-optimal performance as language policies
and will contribute to the ongoing erosion of the TML-linguistic base. The model must plan
for an increase in the number of people who speak the language at home so as to bolster the
prospects for the maintenance and development of the TML. As a core, explicit objective, all
related interventions must ultimately be set out clearly in terms of their capability to
contribute systematically to an absolute and relative increase in the number of such home
speakers.
Second, the model must plan for those measures which will support the TML in managing its
diglossic proximity to the MJL language. Fishman’s (1991) concept of ‘co-territoriality’
locates the basis of such transactions, where the minority language shares a common
sociopolitical and economic space with a dominant neighbouring language and culture. This
dominance can be accounted for in terms of the symbolic prestige and functionality of the
MJL in political, religious, social, economic or educational domains (cf. Section 4.5).
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Managing the diglossic challenge which is central to retaining and developing the
communicative ability and the full social functionality of the TML needs to be a fundamental
concern for intervention measures (Ó Giollagáin, 2014).
Third, the model must conceptualise how community and network boundaries are established
and maintained in practice. The concept of traditional networks and the management of
community boundaries, the linguistic mix and social practices of proximate language
communities need to be incorporated and provided for. Fishman (2001), Carnie (1996) and
Akutagawa (1987), talk to the concept of freezing the linguistic boundary as a measure of
communal support. The disruption of kinship, family, and neighbourhood networks and
boundaries (and other intimate domains) through out-migration and inter-marriage is equally
divisive and deleterious to the maintenance of the TML. Such boundary transgressions
facilitate LS. These are phenomena rooted in the personal and psycho-sociological spheres
and self-categorisations of TML communities as well as being highly contingent on the
working of economic structures locally (Palmer, 2007; Ó Riagáin, 2006; Bourgeois, 2007,
2012).
‘Boundary maintenance is critically important. The “outside” language cannot be
permitted to invade the boundaries of the “inside” since it will erode its distinctive
domain and undermine its transmission prospects… Stable situations of bilingualism
are thus predicated on domain separation and diglossic patterns of communication…’
(Lo Bianco and Rhydwen, 2001: 393)
Without such an insistence on boundary maintenance patterns and separatedness, the TMLcommunity will ‘[…] lack the separation and the insistence on difference that are needed in
order to maintain its own beloved language as an actively functioning and intergenerationally
transmissible vehicle….’ (Fishman, 2001: 86). Carnie (1996) goes so far as to assert that RLS
is ultimately dependent on the creation of exclusive, monolingual TML territorial
communities which are self-contained. Ó Curnáin also insists on the central role of language
sanctuaries (tearmann teanga) in the protection and transmission of the TML (Ó Curnáin,
2009: 134). This is reinforced by Ó Giollagáin’s (2010) assertion of the need to secure a form
of ‘postponed bilingualism’ (Ó Sé, 2000, cited in Ó Giollagáin, 2010: 20) which would
safeguard the critical period where acquisition, competence and ethnolingual rootedness are
primarily secured for the young L1. His assessment of conditions on the ground in the
Gaeltacht focuses on the lack of such socio-institutional and cultural settings which sustain a
critical linguistic mass that could potentially consolidate and reinforce L1 acquisition in the
TML. The community, social and institutional networks which have developed within the
Gaeltacht are unable to provide such a safe anchorage at present.
Ó Curnáin (2009) argues that for the TML to be successfully transmitted on an
intergenerational basis, the socialisation of children needs be accomplished in an exclusive
TML environment/refuge without admitting any bilingual form and resistant to appropriation
and assimilation by external agencies. Williams (2008) supports this view claiming that
place, territory and boundaries are critical for TML development and protection. The need for
exclusive Irish-language socialisation in key domains is the critical issue to sustain the next
generation of TML parents, including some form of significant self-determination or limited
autonomy (Ó Giollagáin, 2010: 15; Dunbar, 1999: 176). ‘There is evidence that language
communities can only survive inter-generationally if they are numerically dominant within a
particular territory, and if their language is the language of opportunity in that territory’
(Kymlicka, 2001: 79, cited in Williams, 2008: 81). However, retaining such predominant
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status is increasingly difficult for TMLs particularly if incomers and next generation returners
can be educated and employed in the MJL.
If the MJL is not prohibited, it follows then that the TML is. Equal linguistic facility in a
bilingual context renders obsolete the TML rather than the TML functioning as the majority
language in its own habitat (Ó Curnáin, 2009: 107). Allied to this is the fundamental change
in social discourse and practice at the familial and community-level where external media
have replaced intimate networks as the means for the inculcation and enrichment of the
‘traditional’ form of the TML. However, in the Basque context, Gardner (2000: 55) argues
that while the need for such a monolingual sanctuary is paramount, it is legally unobtainable
under Spanish law.
Fourth, institutional control and completedness emerges as a key requirement of the model in
safeguarding the TML minority community. Ethnolinguistic vitality increases institutional
control and status, which in turn reinforces and increases momentum towards sustainability
and so on into the positive cycle of regeneration and support. TML groups need to
systematically improve their relative positioning in the hierarchical social structure through
the development of institutional supports and recognition which lead to enhanced social
status differentials (Giles et al., 1977).
Fifth, the model must signal how it will identify and manage those factors inherent in the
fundamental and direct correlation between measures of socioeconomic development, TMLshift and decline and its assimilation into the majority proximate language. LPPs cannot be
considered autonomous (Williams, 2008). They are context-dependent and depend on their
integrative capacity to inform and direct the strategic orientation of a range of other ‘nonlinguistic’ socioeconomic policies (Romaine, 2007: 219). To explain, predict and plan for
restorative measures, the model must commit to engage explicitly with the direction and the
dynamic of language shift at the TML-community level. In order for it to do so, it must be
framed within the overall linguistic ecology framework (cf. Section 4.5.1) and manage the
institutional and structural challenges which result from change processes and their
immediate impact at a local level. These are largely objective, external and extra-linguistic
factors and must be considered as such so as to deal more accurately with the impact they
have on linguistic variables.
This central and highly significant theme emerging from this review underlines the crucial
intersection of language planning interventions with more general socioeconomic
development initiatives. This supports Ó Riagáin’s contention that: ‘Language policy is
formulated, implemented and accomplishes its results within a complex interrelated set of
economic, social and political processes which include, inter alia, the operation of other state
policies’ (Ó Riagáin: 1997: 43; McEwan, 2005; Williams, 1991). Williams (2002) also
prioritises the role of governance and the dynamics of the received power hierarchy and the
spatial and functional scales involved in institutional language planning. He argues that such
initiatives should always ensure to establish a central role for the service end-users in the
formulation, implementation and monitoring of the planning intervention and the decisionmaking process. Such interventions must set out to integrate the different agencies and
departments of state in the exercise so as to ensure horizontal integration at planning and
execution stages and the optimal efficiency in the manner in which resources are prioritised
and allocated.
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Following Watt et al., (2006), the model must explicitly rationalise and legislate for the ways
in which an increase in language status, functionality and esteem (Stages 5, 4, 3, 2 and 1 of
the GIDS framework) will lead directly to enhanced economic and community development
and cohesion leading to TML stability and sustainable growth. It is postulated that the
strengthening of cultural identity leads to population retention, entrepreneurial development
and economic and employment gains. To do so, therefore, the model must also mediate the
impact on the language community not only of explicit language policies, both sectoral and
territorial, but also with the impact of implicit policies (extra-linguistic) and their combined
effect on language development initiatives.
In short, the model must account for the placement of such TML-planning efforts within a
broad socioeconomic development perspective as well as a sociolinguistic framework so as to
more fully conceptualise, understand and predict the impact of socioeconomic development
on linguistic and community vitality:
‘[…] the more pertinent issue is the formulation of integrative analyses which will
allow for a better understanding of the social, economic and political mechanisms
which condition processes of language maintenance and language shift. At best,
language policies of the type Fishman discusses are only one set of the mechanisms
among many, but any consideration of the role of the state requires attention to the
‘implicit’ language consequences of all policy interventions’ (Ó Riagáin, 1997: 29).
Furthermore,
‘[…] the power of state language policies to produce intended outcomes is severely
constrained by a variety of social, political and economic structures which
sociolinguists have typically not addressed, even though their consequences are
profound and of far more importance than language policies themselves’ (Ó Riagáin,
1997: 170-71).
The establishment of such cause and effect relationships between explicit language policies
and the incidence and intensity of LS is complex and often disputed (Bourhis, 2008;
Romaine, 2008a and b)
Fifth, and in light of the last point, the review’s findings are consistent with a view that there
is an overriding need for the incorporation of an explicit economic development strategy
within a comprehensive and effective TML-planning model. As has been argued, TMLs
depend on a complex interplay of socio-psychological, ethnolinguistic, and economic
matrices. Specifically, this involves the securing of utility, prestige, status and protection for
the TML. Much of the prestige, status and utility originate from and are determined by
economic factors (Mac Donnacha, 2000; Crystal, 2000; Gardner, 2000: 57). The political,
economic and spatial dimensions of local community sustainability are critical and must be
addressed within an economic and ecological planning framework (Romaine, 2007: 233).
They are dependent on the language’s inherent abilities and resources to survive contact with
the economic and work sphere, with the modernising and internationalising dynamic that
macroeconomic forces bring to bear on the lives of communities and the prospects of
individuals.
In terms of the systemic ecology of the socioeconomic environment, the model must
accommodate and integrate a range of causal factors ranging from the macro (structures and
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processes of state intervention, legal and political frameworks, socio-historical phenomena,
economic globalisation) to the micro processes of linguistic and cultural socialisation
(attitudinal, behavioural, socio-psychological). At a conceptual level, the model must seek to
account for TML attrition both in terms of social determinism and self-determination at the
individual level.
Kaplan and Baldauf (1997) and Williams (1991) draw on these external/internal perspectives
and seek to integrate them in an interdependent, self-sustaining planning model. Mac
Donnacha (2000:16) builds a complementary analysis of an ecology of networks with
‘primary activities’, which directly influence language behaviour, and a second tier range of
‘support activities’, which constitute the basic architecture of the language planning effort.
The primary activities are described in terms of attitudes, ability, usage, community and
intergenerational transmission. Each separate activity incrementally and cumulatively works
towards the optimal consolidation of the target language, its normalisation and development,
establishing and extending the range of its functional competence and authority across as
many of the high-order social and symbolic domains as possible. The key dimensions of the
external and internal dimensions of language shift are summarised below in Table 13.
Table 13:External and Internal Dimensions to Language Shift

External –
Economic/Social/Political Environment

Internal –
Values, Attitudinal and Behaviour

Power

Education

Legitimacy

Literature

Adequate Employment and Economic
Opportunity

Communal Values, Cohesion and
Solidarity

Demographic Stability and Development
Planning

Socio-Psychological Behaviour
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4.12

Summary, Identification of Research Questions and Conclusions

4.12.1

Summary

In establishing the sociolinguistic context within which majority and minority languages
interact, this review has attempted to locate the most significant structural dimensions which
determine how certain categories of languages are destabilised, undermined and
progressively eroded. The review identified the specific scale-category within which the
Gaeltacht case-study can be properly considered. It also argues for an understanding of the
relative conditions of this language category, not only as a minority language, but specifically
as a threatened minority language (TML). Drawing on the theoretical literature of Language
Planning, the critical factors which are internal (linguistic) and external (extra-linguistic) to
the TML-community were reviewed and placed in the context of those dynamic processes of
language shift which have precipitated the current sociolinguistic crisis in the contemporary
Gaeltacht.
The conceptualisation of those planning measures which can engage with and reverse such
process of LS were then set out so as to provide a framework for interventions in support of
the viability and development of TMLs in their own socio-spatial context. The evidence
presented argues for a model which can engage with significant structural complexity and
multidimensionality in a dynamic change environment. It must be able to deal with and
overcome external shocks. In such a way, the evidence suggests, the model for intervention
must simultaneously mediate change on a sectoral as well as a territorial basis. It must be
robust enough to integrate preventative, abatement and development priorities and work
within a comprehensive planning hierarchy spanning high-order, publicly acknowledged state
objectives as well as localised, community- familial interventions.
4.12.2

Identification of Research Questions

The synthesis of theory, policy and existing development and intervention measures
culminates in a set of questions which will be built into the case studies, the semi-structured
interviews and the analytical investigation of the empirical evidence, specifically:


What is the appropriate planning framework for TMLs to structure the
necessary conceptual and operational priorities of the planning model?



Is the principle of territoriality, which assumes some form of spatial closure
and structured coherence (cf. Sections 5.5 - 5.7) (Commins and Keane, 1994)
the most critical variable in creating a model in order to regulate language
choice and behaviour?



In the Irish context, given that the bulk of development plans are spatially and
linguistically blind, how can the TML model both avow an explicit spatial
character and provide an integrating framework for a hierarchy of multi-level
plans and development initiatives in the absence of an overall state-wide
approach to planning and development for the Gaeltacht?



What is the most effective mechanism to integrate the external (extralinguistic) structural dimensions with the internal (linguistic) dimensions and
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what explicit and implicit roles are undertaken or could be pursued by the state
in this regard?


Specifically, what strategic measures can be deployed by the state so as to
ensure (rather than presume) that state-sponsored public valorisation, and the
creation and funding of certain statutory provisions at the state and
sociopolitical level for the TML can be translated explicitly into
developmental initiatives which objectively increase linguistic vitality at
community-family level (Stage 6 of GIDS) and which explicitly set out to
increase the capacity for more extensive and intensive intergenerational
transmission of the TML in its own socio-spatial context?



What governance, institutional and development structures (economic,
educational, public services) are necessary to provide a protective and
development-orientated linguistic environment for the TML and which will
incrementally, and in an integrated, concrete manner, bolster internal
community empowerment, cohesion and solidarity, based on a communal
linguistic identity?



Given the interventionist and regulatory capacity of the state, is RED in TMLs
to be considered an end in itself or should it or can it be structured in such a
way as to support language planning objectives?



In what way can the state create a planning and development model which can
simultaneously function in a highly prescriptive, defensive mode in support of
the TML-community and which can also be inclusive of the majority/nonthreatened language community?



How can the state mediate and manage the internal and external linguistic and
socialisation networks within which the TML-community is situated and
which provides the context for its future survival?



For such a model to become more than a temporary ‘strategy’ for localised
crisis management, it cannot ultimately confront or compromise the authority
of the state’s central planning function. Ultimately, the TML, throughout all
stages of GIDS, depends disproportionately on the redistributive capacity and
functional power of the central state. Given the character of public policy
planning in Ireland (cf. Sections 8.3 – 8.4), how then can local plans attempt
the spatial co-ordination of a multitude of sectoral and functional policies and
make more coherent the strategic focus and the operational consolidation of
manifold public investment measures in a sociolinguistically informed
manner?



What are
the state
conditions
and how
criteria?

the necessary monitoring and evaluation arrangements required of
to adumbrate a systematic and ongoing analysis of sociolinguistic
on the ground (stressing dynamic variables and contingent factors),
will impact and output measures be evaluated and against what
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4.12.3

Conclusion

That such comprehensive and integrated models as outlined above have not emerged to date
can be credibly portrayed in terms of the power relationships between minority and majority
cultures and between local communities and the centralised, unitary state. Traditionally, the
patterns of such relationships are characterised by discourses of dominance and
subordination, of predispositions inimical to the TML as witnessed in the scale of neglect,
passivity and indifference (England, 1992). The state, while often the sponsor and facilitator
of policies and programmes which set out to promote and defend minority cultures and
threatened languages, is often profoundly implicated in the processes which ‘[…] attempt to
eradicate former vestiges of minority cultures for they speak of the mal-integration of the
state and its constituent peoples. Moreover, it is economically disfunctional to have an
internal labour force, differentiated by language […] which threatens to inhibit the smooth
development of the production processes, with its ramification for economic autarchy as the
counterpart of political sovereignty’ (Williams, 1991: 317-318). McEwan reiterates this
contention through her insistence on the conceptualisation of the community which is to be
the subject of the planning intervention. Where such conceptualisation is elided or not
explicitly worked through iterations of linguistic, socioeconomic and cultural differentiation,
such planning interventions might serve, in a perverse way, to actually further impede the
opportunities for reversing TML-shift to the MJL and further ‘[…] the exclusion of minoritybased language planning based on sociolinguistic principles’ (McEwan, 2005: 167).
A review of the regional development theories which conceptualise and explain such
economic and sociopolitical processes form the basis of the next chapter.
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Chapter 5 Regional Economic Development Theory and Practice
5.1

Introduction

This section presents a review of how theoretical thinking in relation to regional economic
development (RED) theory has developed and how it has informed state-led regional, rural
and local development policies. It begins with establishing and clarifying the linkage between
RED and Threatened Minority Languages (TMLs) in the context of state-led policy
interventions. The following sections provide a series of related definitions considering the
region, ‘problem’ regions, a consideration of development as a discourse and within that an
interpretation of the specific challenges of regional development relevant to this research
enquiry and an examination of regional development policy (RDP).
These sections precede a selective, but representative and coherent treatment, of RED theory
through a systemic overview. The selection and the structure of the review of RED theories is
undertaken on the basis of the particular aims of this research. For this reason, it is
necessarily selective and biased. However, it is also argued as representative of those models
and interpretations which contribute to developing the conceptual framework of this research
enquiry. For example, theories which articulate and are restricted to the internal evolutionary
dynamics central to industrial complex formation, to the contributory factors which drive
production networks, the diffusion of technical innovation, and the forward and backward
integration of production systems, are not prioritised. Neither are those theoretical discourses
which examine agglomeration processes at the level of the individual firm or sectoral clusters
considered central to certain aspects of RED discourse. It is argued that by their very nature
such theories are inadequate to the task of conceptualising the integrated socioeconomic,
political and cultural dimensions of regional development within which state interventions
nominally in support of TMLs are undertaken. Conversely, models which conceptualise the
territorial, spatial and community/local dynamics of interregional divergence and
convergence are emphasised. Also central to the review are those treatments which prioritise
the sociopolitical and economic relations which act as the catalysts which propel such forces.
5.2

The Context and Rationale for linking RED and TMLs

An assessment of the fundamental concepts which underpin development discourse is central
to any attempt to locate the antecedents and outworkings of RED theories and their relevance
and linkage to the planning and management of TML territories and communities. Such
discourse has attempted to elucidate, contextualise and rationalise the epistemological nature
and evolution of ‘development’ as a concept. Sjoholt contends that the common underlying
assumption within the extensive literature asserts that development is concerned with
manipulating future conditions, with stimulating and supporting the systematic evolution
towards higher states of welfare improvement (Sjoholt, 2004: 36).
The state is fully, and in some cases exclusively, implicated in conceiving and managing such
process either on its own terms or in sympathy with market forces. The latter occurs mainly
through the state controlling crises by managing devaluation in such a way as to facilitate
capital ‘accumulation by dispossession’. It does this through managing the distribution and
effects of allocation, expropriation and redistribution by means of deliberate decisions
concerning resources, products and services (Harvey, 2005: 163-165). As a post-modern
discourse, state-led development continually advances competing continuities and
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discontinuities involving the
(McDonagh, 2001: 119).

deconstruction

and

reconstruction

of

different

realities

Such RED theories as have emerged represent different frameworks within which
problematics can be analysed and explained. McDonagh argues against the notion of different
absolutist paradigms vanquishing their antecedents. In its stead he proposes an iterative and
interdependent dynamic process where different historical contexts and the dominant
discourses they generate feed in an out of a continuum of discourses which co-exist. He
rejects the notion of dichotomous concepts arguing that current formulations and emphases
have recreated the antecedent forms and so recreate new contemporary forms which
themselves are subject to continual reappraisal, revision and reconstitution (ibid: 41). Each
concept of development has a normative orientation and an implicit valorisation of certain
assumptions.
In such a way, economic forces provide the context and many of the causes within which
TML communities (and other ethnic, economic and political minoritised groupings) are
fundamentally dislocated. This happens through the cleavage, rupture, dislocation and the
degrading of social networks. The conditions under which such marginalised communities
exist are socio-spatial in nature. Therefore, a meso regional-level analysis of different spatial
scales below the level of the nation state provides the situated contexts in which language and
economic processes converge and conflict.
The review which follows attempts to elucidate how through their contact with economic
processes, the secure conditions which traditionally sustained minority groupings are
radically transformed. The extent to which market-forces are deregulated by the state, and are
so facilitated in their drive for utility and maximum return, creates certain prevailing
conditions which undermine local community and social networks. For example, state-led
structural adjustment often means institutional reforms favouring capital and which are
institutionalised through ‘[…] cuts in welfare expenditure, more flexible market laws and
privatization’ (Harvey, 2005: 29).
The contrary scenario, where the impact of market forces are contained through state policy
interventions, provides an environment which is fundamental to the prospects for
marginalised and peripheral communities and the sustainable pattern of their future
development. It is argued here that an understanding of such theories and their influence on
state policy measures is a critical aspect of language planning (LP). Such protective,
restorative and development programmes are crucial in negotiating both market-led forces
and for developing state policy measures which attempt to create the optimum conditions for
regulation, support and development of the TML through dedicated state-led policy
initiatives.
A treatment of some basic and relevant definitions and concepts are set out in the section that
follows in advance of the review of the theory and policy of RED.
5.3

Defining the Region

In defining what is meant by the/a region it is argued that ‘[…] the term was highly
indeterminate … lending itself to any number of metaphorical applications or extensions’
(Anderson, 1994: 6, cited in Keating, 1998: 79). The regional construct, therefore, conflates
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and appropriates different territorial spaces, integrating economic, political and social space.
It includes a complex of systems, proponents and structures for development.
In its ideal conceptualisation, the region’s scalar territory is determined by and contains a
functional spatial delimitation, multipartite institutional forms and a particular political
context. The concept of the region possesses to some significant and discernible degree an
internally consistent economic, political or human logic, stressing its own self-identified civil
society and articulating significant consensus on common development issues (Medeiros,
2013). In its optimum construction, the concept acts as a conflux of trade and exchange
processes, as an institutional site and as a mediating process of place-specific governance and
mediation (Keating, 1998: 79, 144). Depending on different perspectives, the region is
considered essentially as ‘[…] a theatre of collective action’ (Friedmann and Weaver, 1979:
31).
The region is also understood in terms of how it acts as a functional governance structure
within a particular social and political field. It simultaneously appropriates downwards or
internally some important functions of the state whereby in scalar terms, the region is ‘[…]
an area of subnational extent that is functionally organised around some internal central pole’
(Scott and Storper, 2003: 580). Other analyses emphasise the ‘[…] externally defined
function of the region’ (Keating, 1998: 143) where the region orients itself so as to operate in
an interregional or global environment (Medrerios, 2013; Szajnowska-Wysocka, 2009).
Regions are often described in spatial terms to make them relevant for state policy purposes.
A conceptualisation of the region drawing on an explicit geographic focus forms the basis for
much discussion (Pike et al., 2006). Typically, regions are considered as substantial territorial
units. Different forms of spatiality and boundary classification are at play, introducing
competing and conflicting economic, spatial and natural resource-based definitions of a
region:
‘[…] it is not clear that general criteria can be developed independently of the issue or
problem under discussion.... The concern, or context, under scrutiny should determine
the relevant characteristics for defining the region’ (Keane, 1995: 50).
This reflects the multidimensionality of regional and rural space and the complex
constructions of interdependent factors of development (worked out through economic space
and impacting on geographic space and social relations) and the contested discourses of
development which are played out in these settings (McDonagh, 2001; Commins and Keane,
1994). The acceptance of the regional construct as valid gained purchase as a policy
imperative in the last half of the 20 th century and gives centrality and weight to the concept
that spatial problems of the material, lived world represent specific problems in their own
right (Commins and Keane, 1994: 3; O’Hara and Commins, 2003: 31).
Since the 1950s, regions have been variously defined as homogenous spatial units sharing
common internal characteristics (common productive natural resources, ecology, climate,
physical features, income or employment levels, or sectoral specialisation, etc.);
administrative regions (defined for governance and planning purposes); regions defined in
terms of functionality, including city regions (combined focal urban centres and their
surrounding hinterlands); regions which comprise internally-coherent economic systems, i.e.,
involving a high level of self-containment and interaction between economic actors and the
boundary interdependence of regional markets (these frequently coincide with city regions);
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regions with a predominance of particular economic activity, relative income and
productivity; and regions defined by how they are structurally linked with the outside world
(e.g., plantation economies, branch-plant economies).
There is a recognisable interplay of significant factors which are determined by such physical
resources and constraints, the internal and external factors which determine relative economic
performance, and the planning and regulatory regimes which underpin the governance
structures of different regional expressions (Commins and Keane, 1994). A complex
pluralism of functions and factors combine and integrate pointing to ‘[…] the overlap
between spatial heterogeneity, occupational structures, socio-cultural disparities, and political
action and expression identified with defined spaces’ (Higgins and Savoie, 1997: 12).
5.3.1

‘Problem’ Regions, State Policies and the Regional ‘Problem’

Neoclassical theory understands the regional ‘problem’ as the spatial manifestation of market
adjustment failures of factors of production which were articulated through ‘[…] the
emergence, persistence and mitigation of spatial socio-economic disparities’ (Capello and
Nijkamp, 2009: (i); Savoie, 2006). Spatial regional differentiation was driven by the extent to
which a particular sector contributed to growth, output and employment, often leading to a
vulnerable, limited economic base. When such ‘[…] international specialisation, based on
industrial dominance and free trade’ (Massey, 1979: 52) collapsed through ‘capital flight’
(Markussen, cited in Massey, 1979: 77; Harvey, 2005), traditional export industries collapsed
with a massive, disproportionate impact. The nature of such regional specialisation meant
that sectoral and regional decline and stagnation became one and the same thing (Bergman,
Maier, Todtling, 1991: 3).
Such ‘problem’ regions have typically been defined in homogenous terms by way of their
prevailing and relatively low living standards. Such analyses hold that these regions have
inherent, ‘internal’ and ‘objective structural weaknesses’ implicit in their socioeconomic
makeup. These can include weak factors of production, limited population base, geographical
isolation, distance from markets, limited economic diversification, an overreliance on the
traditional industrial sectors experiencing historic atrophy and decline. They also include
limited local markets, a weak entrepreneurial base and limited potential for adaptation,
innovation and investment.
The neoclassical tradition argues that such structural weaknesses are exacerbated by
impediments inherent in state policy interventions. Such state policies distort the market and
prevent regional and national labour and investment markets from achieving their ‘natural’
equilibrium (Johnson et al., 2007: 20; Savoie, 2006: 54; Harvey, 2005). State policies of this
type which are characterised as ‘transfer dependency’ interventions encourage people to
remain in dysfunctional peripheral regions rather than follow the pull-factor of market forces
and relocate to the more dynamic and developed core. This stagnation perpetuates the cycle
of disempowerment, social and economic stress and the aggravation of poverty, under- and
unemployment and the ‘malaise’ endemic to failed places (Bickerton and MacNeil, 2007:
46).
Such analyses argue that these conditions are both the symptoms and consequences of
regional disparities caused by inappropriate mechanisms of state intervention – what have
been called ‘state function impediments’. A related view considers state policies which have
been deployed in support of lagging regions as fundamentally undermined because they have
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been applied via administrative regions (rather than spatial, economic or scoiogeographic)
which are created within the regional governance and planning architecture through which
mainstream national and subnational programmes operate.
An important question relating to the definition of problem regions from an economic
development perspective is how such regions are connected and interact, and how this
influences their relative levels of development. The key conceptual model in this respect is
the division of regions into ‘core’ and ‘peripheral’ regions and how this operates in a ‘nested’
hierarchy whereby larger functional regions contain within them sets of core and peripheral
regions (Breathnach, 2014: 2268). Thus, it is argued that at a global level there is a core of
developed countries and a set of peripheral countries. Within countries there exists a similar
division and even within subnational regions a similar division is found to exist (Thomas,
1964).
This is a key argument of political economy, structuralist and dependency approaches to
RED. Conventional economic development theory sees urban centres as ‘positive’
developmental elements (the progressive dimension), providing services to their hinterlands,
acting as collection and distribution centres for regional exports/imports and acting as key
nodes for the dissemination of innovation (Armstrong and Taylor, 2000; O’Leary, 2003;
Breathnach, 2014). The contrary analysis espoused by political economy theory sees urban
centres as also (or even primarily) acting as centres of exploitation (the parasitic role),
functioning as centres of ‘surplus’ extraction from their hinterlands through unbalanced
trading relationships and agglomeration and localisation effects. In such a way are they
considered power centres which dominate the hinterland politically, socially and culturally;
as media through which exploitative external investment penetrates peripheral regions
(Douglas, 1999: 11; Harvey, 2005). Commins (2006: 3), for example, argues that ‘[…]
peripheral economies tend to be incorporated into international economic processes and
relationships in terms that benefit the core regions more than the peripheries.’
5.4

Definition of Development

In its narrowest interpretation, development is synonymous with economic growth. This in
turn is understood as an expansion of productive capacity through the creation of structures
and systems which facilitate sustained growth in per capita levels and an increase in general
living standards. Such an understanding effectively argues for a process which moves the
‘[…] restorative, recreative, reproductive and resourcing services from the informal sphere of
communities, households and underground economies to the formal sphere of the market’
(O’Hara, 1999: 86). In such a way is development argued as ‘[…] sustained progressive
change to attain individual and group interests through expanded, intensified and adjusted use
of resources (Shaffer et al., 2004, cited in Heanue et al., 2011: 5). Development is expressed
as a measure of regional income and output per capita normally measured in terms of per
capita GDP (or GVA at regional level), or a rise in output per worker (Armstrong and Taylor,
2000, cited in Terluin, 2003). Such increases lead to improvements in socioeconomic welfare
at the regional level (Pike et al., 2006: 63).
However, development is not only about generating increases but also includes the reduction
of economic disparities and divergences within and between regions along the core-periphery
axis (Bachtler and Yuill, 2001). The conceptualisation of development has deepened and
broadened in theoretical and policy discourses over the decades. Socio-cultural, political and
institutional dimensions are increasingly incorporated into the analytical structure of the
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region and in the espousal of a philosophy and practice of development. In tandem with the
deepening of conceptions of development, a substantial literature on developing multiindicator indexes of development has emerged (Haase, T. and Pratschke, J. , 2008; UN
Development Index, 1990; Gini13 Coefficient, 1912; Ceriani, L. and Verme, P., 2012;
Indicator of Sustainable Economic Welfare and the General Progress Indicator; (O’Hara,
1999: 90; Brereton et al., 2011: 208; Harvey, 2005: 143). There is increasing recognition that
GDP/GNP alone, as explicit monetary indices, should not be the exclusive measure of
societal progress and that a fuller assessment of the multidimensional and complex nature of
development is cardinal and needs to be addressed (O’Hara, 1998: 164; Stiglitz et al., 2009).
Such a view emphasises the critical role of such factors as ethno-cultural, community-identity
and non-material value-based systems (Wright, 2004). It advocates local partnership-based
coalitions of interest which have a central role in determining the form of development and
the implementation of planned interventions built on strategically integrated models of
governance committed to structural and institutional change (Moulaert and Sekia, 1999, cited
in Terluin, 2003; Barca, 2009; Breathnach, 2014).
A definition of development cannot, therefore, be absolute or unconditional. The end-game
scenario which is variously proposed as the optimum ‘development’ state is relational and
contingent (Douglas, 1999). Any given definition of development sets out to describe a
contra-position to the status quo, to prescribe a set of conditions which represent the optimum
outworking of certain causal processes and ideological orientations (for example, increased
employment, increased economic growth per capita, reduced pollution and inflation,
reduction in welfare and transfer costs). The dichotomy of contradictory forms or meanings
of ‘development’ depends ultimately for its meaning on those a priori, value-based principles
which are formed through an ethno-cultural and sociopolitical consciousness at community
and individual level (Thomas, 1964: 422). What development might mean in its ontological
sense depends entirely on the relative value-systems and perspectives of those agents who
hypothesise as to its dimensions and prospects. State policy narratives which engage with
problematic concepts of growth, development, progress, the amelioration of unsustainable or
unwanted conditions damaging to the fundamental needs of existence, or to the retardation of
indigenous potential, all point to the complexity and ambiguity of development as a concept
and as a policy discourse.
For present purposes, development is proposed as a multidimensional process of structural
change which is socially constructed ‘[…] an organised and articulate effort of a community
to empower itself in the context and conditions of its collective existence’ (Kulkarni and
Raja, 1991: 102, cited in Walsh, J.A., 1996: 159; Kearney et al., 1995; Neil, C. and
Tykkylainen, 1998a; Tykkylainen, 1998; Commins and Keane, 1994). It represents a planned
and deliberate process to establish a hierarchy of related goals through interventions which
explicitly attempt to reduce existing and potential inequalities in income and employment.
The development process seeks to operate through sustainable and egalitarian processes,
improve the quality of community life (material and non-material) and access to basic
services and infrastructure in accordance with local values. Cumulatively, these processes
will assist in the amelioration of exclusion, conflict and poverty through empowerment of
individuals and communities (McDonagh, 2001: 81). In contrast to growth, development
induces structural change and an enhancement of the capacity for planning and managing
positive change.

13

The Gini coefficient is an inequality indicator that measures the inequality of income distribution within a country.
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5.5

Definition of Regional Development

McDonagh (2001: 76, 77) admonishes attempts to anchor development as a discourse or
practice to a specific and durable definition. It simultaneously denotes nothing and
everything. However, he summons Goulet’s definition as an instructive benchmark from
where to begin to deconstruct such a narrative: ‘The ambiguous process is often depicted as
the crucible through which all societies must pass and if successful, emerge purified: modern,
affluent and efficient’ (Goulet, 1971: 13, cited in McDonagh, 2001: 75).
There is some consensus regarding two important dimensions to the definition of regional
development, the positive and the normative. This first relates to the ‘positive’ perspective
concerning how regions grow economically and why regions grow at different rates or in
different ways. This growth-dominated perspective which advocates regional development as
a deliberate process of planned interventions (including the withdrawal or the imposition of
certain control functions) is concerned with reducing geographical disparities in income and
output per capita. In the long-run, ‘static equilibrium is reached’ through convergence and
the mitigation of disparities (Pike et al., 2006). Thus, regional development can be considered
as an ‘[…] expression of a process of accumulation and growth with no real pre-established
directions’ (McDonagh, 2001: 77).
In this analysis, regional output-growth is generated by an expansion in productive capacity
and the growth of capital stock, labour force and technical progress. It is a measure of how
efficiently resources are being exploited. Population growth, savings, human capital factors
and technological development are treated independently of capital and labour inputs. In
demographic terms, the measure of this growth to population indices illustrates the relative
socioeconomic welfare of a region in comparison to other regions (Hahne and von
Stackleberg, 1995). Disparities in regional growth are explained by variations in the factors
of production, through the impact of technological progress and the capital/labour ratio.
Hahne and Van Stackleberg present such a regional production function: Y = f (L,C,T,S). In
such a formulation, Y represents the production result or the output/regional product of the
region through combinations of Labour, Capital, Technical progress and Social systems
(Hahne and Van Stackleberg, 1995: 3). Prevailing natural conditions, the availability of
production factors, accessibility of supply sources and markets, transportation infrastructure,
technical competence and innovation, returns to scale, forward and backward linkages,
regional milieu and soft factors all form part of the regional production function. It is argued
that the regional development process ‘[…] is a complex outcome of interaction between the
micro (firm, potential entrepreneur, household), the meso (regional institutions, rules,
conventions, localised production systems, networks, milieus) and the macro level (national
systems of innovation, economic policy, legal framework) of an economy at large’
(Schleicher-Tappeser et al., 1997: 63).
Based on such differentiated theoretical critiques regional development can be variously
understood as a range of interrelated or integrated planning interventions as outlined in
Figure 3.
:
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Figure 3: Model of Regional Development Functions
The second, the ‘normative’ perspective, relates to regional development as a policy issue
designed to enhance development levels in ‘lagging’ regions. The rationale for the state in
introducing such policy measures can be categorised in terms of equity and efficiency
arguments. The former argument centres on fairness, i.e., people should aspire to similar
living standards no matter where they live within a country. Interventions focus on
sociospatial distributive measures in support of income and welfare distribution and the
amelioration of exclusionary outcomes (O’Hara and Commins, 2003). Political responses to
this usually involve a combination of transfers (i.e., subsidisation of living standards in
poorer regions through the transfer of tax revenues from richer regions) and economic
development measures designed to raise living standards in poorer regions. The efficiency
argument is based on market-economic considerations. It postulates that poorer regions have
underutilised resources which, if exploited properly, can raise long-term living standards
without the need for ongoing subsidy from wealthier regions.
5.6

Regional Development Policy (RDP)

In general terms, there is considerable evidence in the literature to support an understanding
of regional development policy (RDP) as a formal attempt to mediate the market-led societal
changes which reshape geographic and economic space (Commins and Keane, 1994: 9)
Morgenroth argues that the rationale for RDP can be summarised in terms of allocation,
redistribution and stability with a view to ‘[…] improving aggregate measures of welfare’
(2000: 7). Such policies can be espoused in strictly political/equity arguments or by centring
on economic efficiency arguments or by combining the various dimensions (cf. Figure 4
below) (NESC, 1978: 102). Addressing the ‘negative cycle of cumulative causation’ in the
weaker regions is a fundamental objective of RDP (Morgenroth, 2000: 4). Undesirable spatial
inequity conditions have negative socioeconomic cost consequences because of welfare
transfers and inefficient regional production systems (Capello and Nijkamp, 2009).
Therefore, promoting regional growth and development is focused on a more efficient (and in
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some case equitable) restructuring of economic geography, the maximising of underutilised
resources through redistributive measures (including labour market, infrastructure, research
and development initiatives and industrial development policies), the alleviation of
unemployment and underdevelopment and the creation of new rounds of investment and
employment (Commins and Keane, 1994: 10).
Such measures also ameliorate the congestion and other negative externalities which
undermine or depress the growth potential of the core regions. These inefficiencies and
structural flaws in the market structures often assume distinct spatial dimensions which
require a focused approach (Morgenroth, 2000). In sum, ‘[…] rather than having a negative
impact on aggregate output, reduced disparities would have a positive impact’ (Morgenroth,
2013: 46). They also accelerate the impact of processes which attempt to reduce different
sociopolitical inequalities, further integration and bolster solidarity. This trade-off (in
ideological and material terms) in the costs and benefits associated with different
interpretations of urban/rural and core/periphery efficiencies is central to policy formulation.
In its historical context, Scott and Storper (1990) trace the evolution of RDP to the 1930s and
the concerted efforts to support areas unable to recover from the Great Depression and the
engagement of under-utilised productive resources (Scott and Storper, 1990: 3; Friedmann
and Weaver, 1979). Freidmann and Weaver (1979) identify a significant shift in focus in the
post-war years to the role of RDP as a vehicle for reconstruction and the rapid industrial
growth based on the Fordist model of production. Keating (1998) characterises the reemergence of RDP onto the political agenda as a feature of 1950s development discourse
framed within the broader Keynesian project to support lagging regions and to initiate and
diffuse growth. This was undertaken in a model of development conceptualised through the
core-periphery dependency relationship which was ultimately based on an ‘exploitative
functional relationship’ which systematised the subjugation of the periphery (Friedmann and
Weaver, 1979: 31).
Keynesian models were the mainstay of regional development interventions in the post-war
period (Cooke, 1983: 126; Neil, C. and Tykkylainen, 1998a) which included export-based
development strategies, industrial diversification and state intervention through investment
and regulation (Cooke, 1983: 129). By definition, RDP sought to engage with and influence
the underlying social relations in the production and distribution of power in society. In a
utilitarian sense, policy sought to exploit and manage productive resources in such a way as
to contribute to, or mitigate factors, which form an impediment to the welfare of a region in
an absolute or relative sense (Capello and Nijkamp, 2009). Moreover, the overall objective of
traditional RDP has been to mediate local/regional market failures and the functional
integration of the space economy through integrating marginal regions into national
economic structures (Scott and Storper, 1990; Weaver, 1978; Commins and Keane, 1994).
Such unequal and subordinate exchange relationships which inhibited integration were driven
by the international product cycle and the spatial/sectoral division of labour between
manufacturing and raw materials regions and the higher skilled, technology-driven
development regions.
RDP has been variously considered as ‘[…] comprehensive or incremental, decentralised or
devolved to local decision units, technocratic or participatory, long-term or short-term,
deterministic or aleatory’ (Freidmann and Weaver, 1979: 3). In this analysis, the role of the
state was fundamentally to secure the efficient functioning of the market economy within a
framework of state regulation. This presumes and advocates an entrenched corporatist
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relationship between the state and industrial capital. It views society as the aggregate of
passive consumers, provided with sufficient information to make informed, but market-based,
choices (Gibbs, 2000: 17)
It is argued that for RDPs to be integrated and comprehensive, they should commit to the
following objectives. First, they should not be confined to ‘lagging regions’ or to the
dichotomous analysis of the core and periphery dialectic. Second, their formulation must
recognise that economic changes across different regions are significantly interdependent.
Third, they must be sensitised to the particulars of local regional circumstance and valorise
and build upon socioeconomic resources as well as environmental, social and cultural factors
and conditions (O’Hara and Commins, 2003: 31)
5.7

Regional Development and Balanced Regional Development

An important distinction is made between regional development and balanced regional
development. The former objective relates to improving the efficiency processes and welfare
conditions of all regions. The latter attempts to reduce inequalities and asymmetries between
regions focusing on changing the negative patterns of economic geography and social
cohesion in specific lagging regions (Martin, 2000). RDP is not necessarily only concerned
with the distribution and elimination of regional disparities (Shannon Development, Forfás
Advisory Group, 1996; O’Hara and Commins, 2003). RDP is also concerned with the
optimum realisation of each region’s socioeconomic potential – although this could
exacerbate regional disparities where some regions possess more potential than others.
The National Spatial Strategy in Ireland (DOEHLG, 2002), for example, aspires
simultaneously to both of these objectives (reduction in disparities and maximum
development of potential) without perhaps due consideration of the possible conflict between
them (cf. Section 8.3.15). A third concern which is sometimes associated with RDP is the
creation of spatial structures (transport links, location of production activities, etc.) which
allow regional economies to operate with maximum efficiency. Regional ‘planning measures’
which instigate such initiatives can also encompass models of environmentally-sustainable
regional development.
RED theory, therefore, sets out to understand, explain and predict why levels of
socioeconomic performance or other public/private welfare measures vary between regions.
RED theory and the policy formulations through which such theories are operationalised
identify and give affect to possible measures which can reduce disparities between regions
(which might include holding back leading regions as well as accelerating the pace of
development of lagging regions) and/or accelerate the development of regional economies.
RDP is also concerned with initiatives which analyse and evaluate actual measures put in
place by the state to influence development at the regional level (or national-level measures
which have varying regional impacts).
The literature speaks to a range of motivations which have informed RDP. It has been argued
that the main consideration driving the formulation and implementation of regional policy is
political, where the state seeks to attract, or not to alienate, political support in lagging
regions. In such a way can RDP, including LP, be considered a critical element of the
structure and functioning of power within society and the systematic reproduction of
inequalities and division between dominant and subordinated interests (Tollefson, 1991).
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Such considerations recognise explicitly that underdevelopment and alienation in lagging
regions can create political discontent and upheaval, potentially undermining the state’s
territorial integrity and causing attendant social and economic costs. Political concern with
regional disparities may also be derived from a genuine commitment to ideals of social equity
and the more extensive involvement by the state in a range of socioeconomic interventions
which commenced with the post-war ‘reconstruction phenomenon’ (Bachtler and Yuill,
2001).
RDP measures include economic/efficiency objectives in support of economic development,
competitiveness and employment creation; sociopolitical objectives building on justice,
equity and participation objectives in support of enhanced social cohesion and improving
access to commensurate levels of services and infrastructure across the polity; spatial
planning considerations emphasising integrated territorial structures and balanced spatial
(re)distribution patterns (O’Hara and Commins, 2003).
RDP instruments usually involve a combination of transfers. For example, the subsidisation
of living standards in poorer regions through the transfer of tax revenues from richer regions.
They also commit to economic development measures designed to raise living standards and
drive economic performance and welfare. The efficiency argument holds that poorer regions
have underutilised resources which, if exploited properly, can raise long-term living standards
without the need for ongoing subsidy from the richer regions. In other words, underdeveloped
regions lead to the sub-optimal allocation of resources within the economy, creating
inefficiencies and waste. The enhanced productive capacity and competitiveness of different
regions create a locomotive effect in driving national economic performance (Adams et al.,
2003; Morgenroth, 2000; O’Leary, 2003). The Irish National Development Plan (2000-2006)
(Government of Ireland, 2000), identifies both equity and efficiency arguments for regional
policy, while the National Spatial Strategy (DOEHLG, 2002) focuses on developing ‘regional
potential’ (efficiency argument) while also striving to create ‘balanced development’ (equity
argument). At the macro, EU-level, cohesion policy as an RDP instrument is also built on a
consideration of the integration of such measures, combining objectives concerning social
and territorial cohesion, economic competitiveness and balanced spatial development at
regional level (CEC, 2006).
The analysis of RDP can, in summary, be framed within certain political economy
perspectives which critique the working of the state and its interrelation with market forces.
The fundamental principles of RDP are summarised as the even distribution of welfare, the
creation of local endogenous opportunities, the assertion of equal opportunities and free
market competition (Neil, C. and Tykkylainen, 1998a). Policy objectives can be variously
understood, therefore, across a spectrum of isolated, interrelated or increasingly integrated
planning interventions as presented in Figure 4 below:
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Figure 4: Related Objectives of Regional Development
From such a perspective, the emergence of regional disparities and asymmetries in economic
growth and performance is considered a temporary phenomenon which should be ironed out
over time through the migration of resources between rich and poor regions. Where this trend
to convergence and equilibrium does not occur it is postulated as a market failure. Traditional
welfarist models of RED provided a context and a justification for state policy interventions
designed to introduce measures to eliminate such market failure (O’Hara and Commins,
2003: 33; Keane et al., 1998). Contrary market-dominated theory essentially proposed
measures to restrict state interventions which distort and undermine the long-run effects of
market-driven equalisation forces and the free operation of factor mobility. Such competing
prescriptions have evolved over time into analytical and prescriptive models which exhort a
range of regulatory, fiscal, developmental and investment measures. Some seek to engage
directly with and facilitate the outworkings of the fundamentalism inherent in an unregulated
free-market economy (Harvey, 2005: 29). Others have attempted to manage and ameliorate
the deleterious consequences of such processes. The next section examines the underlying
assumptions and outworkings of such RED theories.
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5.8

Regional Economic Development (RED) Theory

5.8.1

Introduction

Interest in RED theory mainly arose from growing concerns within advanced economies with
the emergence of substantial interregional economic disparities in advanced economies in the
early 20th century. The new ‘welfare state’ of Keynesian political philosophy embraced by
social democratic governments in the post-war period further supported state interventions to
address these differences and the ensuing high levels of unemployment and social distress.
Initially, the main focus of this concern was on depressed but formerly prosperous industrial
regions which had emerged in the 19 th century. Such policies subsequently broadened out to
encompass peripheral rural regions also. This deepening of the analytical resolution to
include diverse regions encompasses the rural, local and community dimensions of regional
development as they have emerged as coherent and distinctive development discourses in
their own right. These are considered further in Section 5.9 below.
5.8.2

Foundations and Function of Regional Economic Development Theory

RED theory models different types and levels of analyses, including the economic, social,
cultural and political (Amin, 1994: 5). Competing theoretical views variously advocate a
narrow focus on dynamic, global agglomerations with ‘[…] geographically specific
production logics’ (Scott and Storper, 1990). Alternative approaches view the totality of
territorial development rather than emphasising specific places, factors or sectors, focusing
on comprehensive resource development rather than a quest for urban industrialisation the
objective of which is to integrate territory into the world capitalist system (Weaver, 1978;
Friedmann, 1987, 1991; Bergman, Maier, Todtling, 1991).
‘Territory’ and ‘the territorial’ is understood here in terms of space as a factor of
development in its own right, as a networked dimension of regulated market and social
relations, a ‘[…] ‘sedimentation’ of specific and interrelated historical, social, and cultural
factors in local areas, which directly generate different processes of development’ (Garofoli,
1991: 122). In certain other traditions, RED theory has engaged with an exclusive
understanding of the dominance of economic relations (much of them based on systematic
exploitation and monopolies). Others have considered regional development as a
fundamentally political and ethical process mediating between different societal interests and
the state-market dialectic (Weaver, 1978: 402, 403).
The conceptual foundations of RED are elaborated within theories which attempt to explain
and predict phenomena which drive processes of regional growth and development. Despite
their differing ideological allegiances and sometimes inherent contradictions, such theory (ies) ‘[…] combines the normative, procedural, substantive and practical dimensions [which
are] systematised…’ (Freidmann and Weaver, 1979: 4). Theories are ‘[…] by definition,
abstractions or simplifications of reality’ (Keane, 1995; NESC, 1978). The function of RED
theory is, therefore, to conceptualise, explain and predict the causes and consequences of
regional disparities and to explain why processes of convergence and divergence happen
between regions (Agnew, 2013; Pike et al., 2006; Savoie and Higgins, 1997; Amin, 1994).
Such disparities between the relative wealth, resource endowments and the institutional
capability of different regions represent a central line of both theoretical enquiry and policy
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formulation. These theories are also highly instrumental and carry significant political and
policy utility. In this sense, the amelioration of intra- or interregional disparities through state
policy interventions, along with the attraction and deployment of public investment and
private capital, remains a critical issue for local, regional and central government (Martin and
Sunley, 1998).
5.8.3

Regional Divergence and Disparities

Theoretically, RED is driven by a complex interplay of prevailing socio-institutional
networks, institutions and norms. Such a repertoire of collective and durable norms relate to
the basic aims, distinctive competence and organisational integrity of such institutional
networks and production factors (Jensen and Leijon, 1996: 19). They determine the particular
character of contemporary industrial production relations and processes and their
outworkings (Scott and Storper, 1990). Such forces also create distinctive and coherent
economic geographies summarised as the ‘geography of welfare and its evolution’ (Nijkamp
and Abreu, n.d.). Figure 5 describes the main stages of the interrelated processes in
conceptual terms. The causes and consequences of regional ‘problems’ are fundamentally
attributable to such territorial differentiation, the spatial polarisation of factor endowments,
their geographical interrelatedness and distribution (Massey, 1979). RED theory seeks to
critique those processes and interventions which give rise to and which potentially ameliorate
such ‘handicapping differentials’ in endowments and differing levels of economic growth.
These processes include the processes which can cause a reversal of economic growth. Such
phenomena demonstrate a clear spatial demarcation. RED theory is also concerned with the
identification of measures which might contribute to the evening out of these differences and
which ultimately lead to the convergence hypotheses (Odum, 1945: 36, cited in Friedmann
and Weaver, 1979: 38; Dawkins, 2003).

TerritorialInstitutional
Systems

OrganisationalLocational
Dynamics

Patterns of
Regional
Development

Figure 5: Conceptualisation of the Regional Development Relationships
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5.8.4

Neoclassical Models of Regional Economic Development

Models of Equilibrium and Convergence
Early RED theory grew out of the economic development literature which described the
functioning of the market economy and drew heavily on the tenets of classical economics.
These explanatory and predictive models are dominated by a fundamentalist, economistic
hegemony both in their frameworks and also in their political philosophy (Douglas, 1995,
1999: 8; Thomas, 1964). In the early stage of theoretical developments, the neo-classical
models of explanation were built on an appraisal of ‘development’ as an exclusively
economic and transactional phenomenon. In their dominant conceptualisations, the market is
considered as ‘[…] an institution beyond the pale of social evolution, as the natural arbiter of
material well-being’ (Friedmann and Weaver, 1979: 27). These theories consider the market
as a dynamic abstract force located within an economic space14 which is homogenous and
indeterminate, as the ultimate, efficient allocator of resources and the driver of development
(Higgins and Savoie, 1997: 170; Savoie, 2006: 73). In this theoretical construction, the
primary pulse of activity is that of a production unit in search of maximum profit. The
outworking of this search for the optimum conditions conducive to leveraging maximum
profit assumes a ‘rational’ and objective assessment of the economic space and of market
opportunities by both producers and consumers. The following ontological assumptions are
fundamental to the neoclassical analysis: uniform distribution of the consuming population;
uniform transport surfaces; firms and sectors which are homogenous in structure and
performance; the costless and instantaneous mobility of all factors; the existence of perfect
knowledge about factor prices; economically rational private economic decisions and
efficient choices by suppliers and consumers seeking maximum utility (‘homo economicus’);
and constant and increasing scale of economic activity (Holland, 1976; Higgins and Savoie,
1997; Rodriguez-Pose, 2013; Pouw and McGregor, 2014). In this context, development
generally is presented in a ‘[…] non-dialectical and ahistorical manner’ (McDonagh, 2001:
77).
The twin concepts of the equilibrium of systems and the mobility of capital dominate this
analytical tradition. Static equilibrium is reached through unrestricted capital flows where
economic growth continuously levels out spatial economic inequalities, potentials and
efficiencies because of diminishing factor price differentials (Hanley and Douglass, 2014;
Pike et al., 2006; Savoie, 2006). Adjustment mechanisms govern the movement of factors of
production and are determined by capital/labour ratios. These adjustment mechanisms relate
to internal transportation cost economies and proximity to raw materials and to markets for
finished products. Capital and labour move inexorably to those regions which demonstrate
capacity to deliver the highest rate-of-return profits for firms and high wages for labour.
Because of this postulated tendency of markets to balance, the achievement of a desired,
optimum equilibrium, and a return to equilibrium when disturbed, is possible where equal
status is enjoyed by different sectors and regions within the overall economic system
(Higgins and Savoie, 1997: 6). In such abstractions, the internal processes continually create,
through their self-balancing dynamics, new states of equilibrium through the interaction of
processes of antagonistic and oppositional forces contained within the model.

Economic space is not determined by ‘physical boundaries’. It is rather shaped by the decisions of ‘industrial capitalism’
on an international scale (Commins and Keane, 1994: 12).
14

123

Factor conditions are considered a series of development constants which maintain their
profile across space and over time. The self-correcting bias of the market ensures that
disparities do not anchor the range and causes of divergence in a permanent, structured
alignment. The orientation towards self-regulation and equilibrium tend towards convergence
so that regional disparities are countered and adjusted. Thus, in the long term, differences in
living standards between regions should be inclined to decline.
Trade, specialisation and competition equalises the absolute factor prices and explains the
basis of comparative advantages within regions: ‘[…] specialisation in factor-abundant
production combined with free inter-regional trade will result in equal per capita incomes
across regions for workers with similar skills’ (Dawkins, 2003: 134, 135). Thus, interregional
migration of workers should lead to a fall in wages in receiving regions (richer regions) and a
rise in wages in source regions. Richer regions create demands for food and other goods
which should benefit poor regions. Surplus capital in richer regions will be invested in poorer
regions, etc. Pike et al., (2006: 65) talk to the concept of geographical equalisation in this
regard.
The conceptual bases to classical and neoclassical theories as summarised above is crucial
given that the evolution of RED theory has represented, in important respects, a series of
responses, elaborations and rejections of these core assumptions. Their fundamental
inadequacy in explaining the complexity of the material world is upheld in what follows and
emphasises the ‘[…] complex time-space settings, where human activity produces sociospatial structures’ through agency and interaction with the physical and social environment
(Neil, C. and Tykkylainen, 1998b). Such analyses argue that the insistence on broader
conceptualisations of RED theory and practice is warranted by reality.
Pre-War Interpretations and Models
In Dawkin’s terms, the early economic models were essentially ‘aspatial extensions’ of
classical models (Dawkins, 2003: 135). However, Weber’s Business Location Theory, (1909,
1922); Losch’s Theory of Business Networks, (1940); Christaller’s Central Place Theory
(1933); and Issard’s Regional Science School (1954) (see Hahne and van Stackleberg, 1995
for a full treatment; Schleicher-Tappeser et al., 1997) integrated an important spatial
dimension into economic analysis through the incorporation of location studies and transport
costs within the predominant neoclassical framework (Weaver, 1979: 398; Dawkins, 2003).
This body of work argues that space matters and that regional development and diversity is
fundamentally spatial in nature.
The bases of such theories are constructed on a particular interpretation of spatial and
economic reality and argue that the comparative advantage which differentiates different
locations are distributed unevenly across economic space. In other words, development has a
clear geography. Some regions prosper and grow while others languish in terminal decline
(McDonagh, 2001). The bases of such advantages lie in the locational, geographic and
productive resources as land, minerals and other natural endowments which are immobile
(Keane, 2008). Nor are the competitive advantages deriving from scale, transport costs and
other agglomeration externalities which accrue to places, articulated in a spatially coherent
manner. Such territorial differentiation is driven by the ‘[…] demands of the production
process and capital accumulation, competitiveness and profit’ (Massey, 1979: 50). The
evolving structure of the economy of any given region is understood in terms of the dense,
complex layering of different historical and contemporary roles in the wider national and
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international spatial division of labour (Massey, 1979: 51). Capital continuously seeks to
increase the size of firms and to reduce the cost of labour. The initial sectoral spatial
specialisation within the primary production sectors of coal, steel, shipbuilding and textiles
within the UK economy, for example, and the implications of economic rationalisation and
restructuring which lead to the demise of these industrial sectors, is a case in point.
Theory postulated that as regions grow through export trade an increase in regional
production and spending power is generated, diversification is stimulated and new enterprises
emerge to serve the export and residentiary sectors and secondary and tertiary sector
development (Cooke, 1983: 128). Over time, such growth will lead to interregional
convergence where peripheral regions expand their exporting industries (Dawkins, 2003;
Cooke, 1983). Spatial differentiation is proposed as the structural referent of utilitymaximising behaviour (Cooke, 1983: 135). In this construction, divergence in regional
performance is considered a temporary phenomenon and the spatial distribution of these
disparities are subject to self-correcting movements of prices, wages, capital and labour. This
creates a spatial economic hierarchy based on transport costs, the locational preferences of
production and consumption patterns. The closer overall convergence is reached, the greater
the equilibrium is achieved (Higgins and Savoie, 1997). In policy terms, sufficient growth
will render the (re)distributive measures at the heart of RED policies superfluous (Friedmann
and Weaver, 1979: 89).
The early models of Losch and Weber are criticised for the inadequacy of their attempts to
explain the spatial structures of production, distribution and consumption. They demonstrate
the ‘[…] clarity with which it portrays the precise reason for its own inapplicability to
material processes’ (Cooke, 1983: 175). Their commitment to an explanation of regional
development based on a spatial equilibrium which cannot be achieved even in theory, is
refuted as an extreme form of ‘economistic abstractionism’ (ibid). Cooke (1983) argues the
flaws of both the model components and its specifications as well as the crucial assumptions
which underline them. Specifically, their insistence on the premise of individualist, juridical
economic rationality and utility maximisation is contested. Such an analysis portrays a reality
where actors and production units, operating within perfect information and market constants,
determine their spatial location and preferences based exclusively on ‘[…] the competitive
pursuit of profit maximisation’. This is rejected on the basis of its ‘[…] utilitarian and
marginalist assumptions’ regarding human behaviour (Cooke, 1983: 115, 118).
The lack of internal logic and coherence within the models and their non-applicability to the
material world has led to criticisms of the teleological and functionalist dimensions of spatial
equilibrium as an explanatory model. Harvey argues that: ‘The neoliberal presumption of
perfect information and a level playing field for competition appears as either innocently
utopian or a deliberate obfuscation of processes that will lead to the concentration of wealth,
and, therefore, the redistribution of class power’ (Harvey, 2005: 68). Such abstractionism, it
is argued, is ignorant of the complex structural relations (unemployment and income
distribution, firm distribution, urban decline, etc.) which determine the material processes and
patterns of regional development and the systems it creates (Cooke, 1983: 116; Walsh, J.A.,
2002).
The Post-War Period
In post-war theory development, growth was postulated as a function of external capital
accumulation. The cornerstone assumption argued that development was deterministic
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(Diochon, 1997). Trade was based on fixed, comparative advantage and equal exchange
driving flows of capital and labour. Regional complementarity and interdependency was
central to the functional integration of the economy (Weaver, 1979). The export base model
of North (1953) was built on an understanding of development which emphasised the role of
the intensive development and export of staple natural products indigenous to the region
(Thomas, 1964). Working against the tenet of neoclassical economics which considers space
as homogenous, this model argued that the difference in spatial allocation of resources and
factor endowments leads to specialisation and the creation of comparative advantage for the
region (Angelis et al., 2006). North’s model was concerned primarily with exports to
externally-located markets and externally-located development dynamics and sources of
wealth. It contended that the real forces of development were exogenous, rather than building
a development effort drawing on own resources or endogenous processes. It privileged
‘exogenously-induced growth’ (Weaver, 1979: 400; Cooke, 1983: 128), importing
investment and productive capacity through supply-side measures (Diochon, 1997; Dawkins,
2003).
The most basic explanation of interregional differences in levels of economic development
relates to such differences in natural resource endowments (agricultural fertility, mineral
resources, strategic nodes in trade routes, etc.) which confer advantages relating to higher
productivity and lower production and transport costs. These advantages become particularly
important when they are used to develop an export base which allows regions to exploit
economies of specialisation and large-scale production. Such resources and conditions for
development include the availability and proximity of people, markets, resources, innovation
capacity, technological and communications infrastructure, production and transport costs.
The creation of export trade delivers multiplier effects and spin-offs through the creation of
residentiary sectors which in turn develop self-sustaining growth in the regions, what Hahne
and von Stackleberg (1995) term the ‘[…] regional multiplication effect internally’ (: 21).
However, the availability of natural resources is not essential for the development of an
export base. Regions without resources can develop an export base through the development
of specialised skills and input suppliers and the creation of industrial structures conducive to
innovation through information circulation and strong interlinkages. This was a key insight of
Alfred Marshall’s theory of ‘industrial districts’ (Breathnach, 2010; Schleicher-Tappeser et
al., 1997 ). Also, regions can make up for a lack of resources by acquiring them on
favourable conditions from elsewhere. Thus, Lancashire became a world leader in cotton
production on the back of supplies acquired from India (Breathnach, 2010).
Regional Development Policy (RDP) Formulations
The common policy response in North America and Europe to the problem of lagging regions
arising from export base theory has been to introduce measures to create an export base in
such regions where it was lacking. Since these regions are deemed to lack the necessary
resources, infrastructure, human and technological capital, RDPs target the injection of
resources from outside, typically through a combination of state investment in infrastructure
and externally-sourced private investment in locally-based exporting activities (Bergman,
Maier, Todtlng, 1991). Assuming the dualistic core-periphery paradigm as their starting
point, in such policies industrial location ‘traces the path’ of new product cycles where
standardisation migrates to the periphery and where space is considered ‘[…] a passive
framework in the process of development’ (Garofoli: 1991: 120). Such branch-plant
industrialisation dominated RDP throughout the developed world in the decades after the
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war. Examples of the deployment of such initiatives include the interventions undertaken in
Southern Italy (Mezzogiorno), the UK (Special Areas Act for South Wales, Northeast,
Cumberland and West Central Scotland, 1934) the Massif Central in France and regional
policies implemented in Norway and Finland (Danson, 2003).
However, such an approach consistently demonstrated a high vulnerability to external shocks,
poor spin-off effects in terms of residentiary development and low regional multiplier-effects
in terms of technological or entrepreneurial capabilities for host regions (Breathnach, 2007:
74). Apart from sometimes developing industrial estates to host such investment, there tended
to be no structural or spatial dimension to these policies (Goldstein, 1991: 242). To the extent
that they worked at all, these policies typically resulted in the establishment of ‘export
platforms’ through a range of branch plants in different sectors with few mutual endogenous
interlinkages, mainly importing their inputs and technology and exporting their outputs
(O’Leary, 2015: 167-169). This new spatial division of labour has meant that such policies
have tended to be of limited long-term effectiveness due to the typically low-skill nature of
the employment provided, the lack of local spinoffs, and the repatriation of profits to the
home regions of the investing firms (Grimes, 2002: 213). Regions dependent on such mobile
investment are highly vulnerable to external shocks and the particular dynamic driven by
transnational enterprises and global commercial imperatives which are consistently prone to
rationalisation, deconcentration and the divestment of labour through technological
efficiencies (Commins and Keane, 1994; Breathnach, 2007; Friedmann, 1991: 173).
To the extent that specialisation and the realisation of economic efficiencies create
technological and cultural innovations which drive competitive spatial patterns, they have
resulted overwhelmingly in urban-centric forms of development. This in turn creates the
polarisation of capital and labour. Spatially, these are concentrated in metro growth-poles
which were considered the keystones of national economic development which ‘[…] induced
urbanisation through a combination of direct public investments and capital subsidies to
private enterprises’ (Friedmann and Weaver, 1979: 6). The functional catchments which such
centres served would, hypothetically, benefit through the diffusion of spread effects. In such a
conceptualisation, RDP was essentially geared towards the creation of growth poles in the
core regions facilitating induced urban industrialisation and through concentrated
decentralisation to selected sites (Schleicher-Tappeser et al., 1997: 56; Freidmann and
Weaver, 1979: 126)
Spatial Keynesianism and Regional Disequilibrium Theories
The period from the end of the Second World War through to the 1970s was dominated at a
macroeconomic level by Keynesian welfare-theory. This approach prioritised an economic
policy of interventionism, stabilisation and state-managed growth which sought to increase
the alignment of policy objectives towards endogenous growth (Brodie, 1990; Johnson,
Hodgett and Royle, 2007: 21; Hart and Padayachee, 2010). Keynesian approaches were
concerned with ‘[…] the social relations of production, consumption, and redistribution and
their underlying geographies of conflict’ (Ward and Jonas, 2004: 2121). This type of
Keynesian economic management and the expanding welfare state supported: ‘[...] Active
spatial policies [which] were used to counterbalance territorial disparities’ (Keating, 1998:
71). This governance model assumed that the development state was best positioned to
manage economic growth with redistribution, what has been described as ‘national
capitalism’ (Hart and Padayachee, 2010: 52, 59). Such policy formulations sought to
maximise economic growth and bring about the territorial integration of the economy
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(Hodgett, 2007: 13; Walsh, J.A., 2002). This model was tied to an ever-expanding and
unprecedented demand in the post-war period for goods and services in the market and was to
be achieved through the national planning of regional development predicated on an urbanindustrial template (Freidmann and Weaver, 1979; Dawkins, 2003).
Keynesian theory postulated that without a degree of state intervention, the pursuit of market
efficiency and equilibrium, and the optimisation of utility upon which it was predicated, will
progressively configure the economic and social structures in such a way as to concentrate
development and growth in core areas (Johnson, Hodgett and Royle, 2007: 22). Equally this
theory contended that without even ‘light-touch’ state intervention in market processes, and
the legitimate and proactive directing of redistributive and equalising welfare and wealthcreation measures, that intensifying inequality will accrue. This will progressively lead to the
marginalisation and impoverishment of increasing numbers of society’s most vulnerable
socioeconomic categories (Tovey, 1996: 135).
In the Keynesian model, state-led development processes seek to ameliorate the interregional
divergence born out of the impact and persistence of such disparities and structural
weaknesses in the regional economy. The enabling theories advocate adjustment mechanisms
based on the demand-side factors (Keynesianism) issues over a shorter timeline in contrast to
the supply-side factor analysis (Monetarist) and longer-run contexts which dominate the
neoclassical perspective (Harvey, 2005: 22). The potential of the market as the instigator of
exacerbating and disequilibriating forces (Lei, Z., 2006), rather than as the taproot of positive
forces of adjustment and convergence, is its characteristic baseline analysis:
‘[…) because market forces, if left to their own devices, are spatially disequilibriating.
Economies of scale and agglomeration lead to the cumulative concentration of capital,
labour, and output in certain regions at the expense of others: uneven regional
development is self-reinforcing rather than self-correcting’ (Martin and Sunley, 1998:
201)
Keynesian-inspired regional development policies, building on the concept of the
‘development state’, sought to achieve full employment, price stability and low inflation
(through nationalisation measures, for example), and growth and balance of payments
equilibrium (Danson, 2003; Bannon and Lombard 1995; Pike et al., 2006; Neil and
Tykkylainen, 1998: 6). The social-democratic states, and their pursuit of what has been
termed ‘spatial Keynesianism’, articulated policy through the funding of welfare transfers
and equalisation measures (Breathnach, 2014; Brenner, 2004) within the overall objective of
improving ‘[…] aggregate demand and to secure high levels of social stability’ (Scott and
Storper, 1990: 20).
As part of the general consolidation of modernisation theory, and in contrast to the classical
concerns with equilibrium, this approach understood the development process as inherently
dynamic. It was an investment-led, expansive approach with a strict economic bias focusing
on returns to scale. Conceptually, the mode of development was monolithic and universal
(Sjoholt: 2004: 50). It relied on a top-down15 and externally-induced model of development
that assumed broad application and universality regardless of context and prevailing
circumstances (Sjoholt, 2004: 36). Its proto-typical institutional form was a Fordist
15

Top-down models depend on centrally -designed controls and criteria in determining the appropriate forms of
development which are standardised within different functions or sectors and operated primarily in reference to their own
internal and often unilateral requirements (Commins and Keane, 1994: 159, 200).
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production complex set within the Keynesian model of state-led, demand-side planning for
management and investment through rational discourse. In practice, it privileged a model of
urban industrialisation with an outward diffusion from the core to the periphery and through
the vertical disintegration of the production process through branch-plant industrialisation
(Walsh, J.A., 2002: 64).
The agglomeration tendencies caused by such processes, and the reciprocal advantages of
proximity and inter-firm dependency, compound the stratification of investment and
development opportunities around these central fulcrum points. The counter-prevailing
conditions evident in the peripheral regions are characterised by demographic trauma and
stagnation, the flight of expertise, capital and intelligence, and the concomitant syndromes of
social degradation and economic retardation. Without the interventionist capacity and
regulatory practices of the state, lagging regions will be further undermined as viable
socioeconomic and cultural entities (Harvey, 2005). While Keynesian macroeconomic theory
had no spatial component as such (except to the extent the government might direct social
transfers and other resources to low-income regions to stimulate demand and local supply
opportunities), such initiatives coincided with the emergence of different theories which
attempted to predict the ongoing and identifiable pattern of uneven spatial development.
Theories of Polarisation and Spatial Divergence
As outlined above (cf. Section 5.8.4), neoclassical theory argued that the ‘misallocation’ of
resources arises from the generation of positive externalities (including public goods) or
negative externalities including ‘[…] market failures, incomplete markets and information
failures’ (Morgenroth, 2000: 3). In spatial terms, such theory argued that the initial
intensification of spatial polarisation would always return to its economic and spatial
equilibrium. Such self-equilibriating and corrective mechanisms built on ‘perfect’ factors
including supply, price and demand, would readjust and reconcile the inefficiencies which
such distortions generated within a system-wide equilibrium where all factors would be
equally compensated at the margin (Scott and Storper, 1990; Ward, 2008; Friedmann and
Weaver, 1979: 143; Capello and Nijkamp, 2009). Such convergence would ultimately occur
despite the place-based contextual drivers of mobility, monopolies and other impediments
(Capello and Nijkamp, 2009). In spatial terms, a point would be reached where no further
locational shifts would occur when all economic activity finds its optimum location (Lefeber,
1958, cited in Friedmann and Weaver, 1979: 94).
Theories of cumulative causation (Myrdal, 1957), growth poles, uneven development and
polarised development have as their common concern the explication of such processes, what
is characterised as divergent theory (Pileček, J. – Jančák, V., 2011). Hirschman (1958) and
Myrdal (1957) challenged ‘[…] the ideological assumption of unequal development’
(Weaver, 1978: 400). They argued that uneven spatial development patterns of growth,
driven by negative circular and cumulative causation, are inevitable (Pinder, 1983: 26). Such
patterns cause agglomeration and polarisation effects and are an inevitable and integral
dimension of the development process, not a consequence of its outworkings (Scott and
Storper, 1990; Weaver, 1978).
Analysis framed within divergent theory is antithetical to the neoclassical school insofar as its
basic assumption contends that economic growth takes root and develops in specific areas. It
is concerned explicitly with space as a ‘strategic variable’ in regional development and the
interregional polarisation and cumulative disequilibrium processes which are generated by it
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(Holland, 1977; Savoie, 2006). This theory relates to the concept of the recasting of
geographic boundaries where a new world-system of core, semi-peripheral and peripheral
regions is considered. The scalar hierarchy of such a complex is driven by pressures from the
market, from technology and production processes, from diversification of the economic
base, from specialisations and the ability to compete internationally. The success of the core
depends on the protection of domestic markets and producers, the manipulation of markets
through regulation and the provision of infrastructure (public and private-funded)
(Schleicher-Tappeser et al., 1997). Internal dominance by the core regions depends on food
stuffs, raw materials and markets provided through the colonisation of the periphery.
Theories of Perrouxian growth poles and regional growth centres extend this analysis,
advocating a positive relationship between agglomeration and development (Scott and
Storper, 2003; Hahne and von Stackleberg, 1995: 28). Rapidly growing ‘propulsive’
industries or sectors act as magnets which attract investment and other resources and which
consist of networks of firms, some supplying others with inputs of materials, equipment and
services. These models argued for the concentration of investment and development effort to
build a critical mass and a momentum which can deliver agglomeration, localisational and
urbanisation economies. This leads, in turn, to self-sustaining and largely privately-funded
growth. These models linked theories of unequal development and the inducement of
regional growth to the integration of the space economy (Weaver, 1978) and advanced the
spatial dimension of regional development theory by linking urban and regional economic
development.
In sum, the nature of divergence as a discontinuous or constant process is stressed
(Schleicher-Tappeser et al., 1997). Hirschman’s (1958) analysis identifies patterns of
divergence in the spatial distribution of economic growth because of relative factor
endowments, access and proximity to trade routes. Through the processes of ‘trickling’ down
and back, and through such economic linkages, regional convergence is achieved. A
diametrically opposed view to Hirschman’s was put forward by the Swedish economist,
Gunnar Myrdal (1957), where he argued that once certain regions move ahead of other
regions, they develop advantages which allow them to move further ahead, leading to a
process of divergence rather than convergence. Myrdal’s ‘cumulative causation’ describes
how leading regions build on existing advantages to enhance their comparative position visà-vis other regions. The polarisation outcomes driven by such forces would continue
indefinitely (Douglass, 2006: 9). These processes of circular and cumulative causation create
disparities which differentiate and perpetuate the dominance of growth centres from the
underdeveloped periphery. The beneficial spread effects from the centre out are set against
the backwash effects outlined above which further undermine the development base of the
‘factor donor’ region (Holland, 1977: 48). While the latter region suffers from the hollowingout phenomenon, the displaced or relocated resources inexorably are pulled to the trajectory
at the centre.
Cooke’s criticism of Myrdal relates primarily to these two issues. First, the theory does not
offer an explanation of how the process of development actually begins. Because of this, it is
impossible to fully assess whether development trajectories are instigated by and follow on
‘cumulatively’ from some given conditions and parameters or from the direction of such
causality (Cooke, 1983: 121). Second, it characterises the exploitative relationship between
the developed and less-developed regions in almost humanistic and social terms, terms which
are inappropriate to inanimate forces (regions or firms being inherently ‘exploitative’ in
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themselves), and where the logic of conceptualised relationships is uncritically transposed
onto relationships which are assumed evident in material processes (Cooke, 1983: 121, 126).
Over time, such theoretical positions have been further deepened and refined to account for
and reconcile the problems of urbanisation and of agglomeration processes which create
complex and diverse socioeconomic problems and technical diseconomies and costs. They
enquire as to whether growth centres generate spread or backwash effects, or a combination
of both, whether they transform and realign growth trajectories or reinforce cumulative
polarisation (Scott and Storper, 2003: 193; Weaver, 1978: 402).
RDP Formulations
The Barlow report in the UK (1940) established the ‘donor-recipient’ model of regional
policy which dominated RDP for the thirty years following the end of the Second World War
(Morgan, 2008: 150). This involved the transfer of surplus growth from the core regions. This
generation of RDP emphasised redistributive and exogenous approaches focusing on
productive investment through public interventions, support for private capital through
incentivisations and the attraction of foreign direct investment (FDI) (O’Hara and Commins,
2003: 33).
Such RDPs, influenced by Keynesian principles, attempted to fuse and integrate all regions
into a single economic entity by implementing specific regional development grants.
Stabilisation of the regions was to be achieved through the provision of government services
and the targeting of public investment which facilitated redistribution in a targeted and
equitable manner (territorially balanced national development). In policy terms, such grants
and transfers provided for the funding of services, of transport, of communities, of
educational programmes, and also through labour regulation and health and social welfare
transfer payments. Such policies argued for the virtuous cycle wherein public intervention
and investment leads to increased spend which in turn promotes aggregate local demand for
goods and services. This leads to economic stability and growth in the regions and,
cumulatively, to increased ultimate growth at the national level.
Perroux’s growth pole concept became a major and prescriptive policy influence where RDPs
attempted to create counter-poles/magnets to the initial poles with a view to reducing regional
disparities in income, employment, markets and other variables (Cooke, 1983: 123).
However, in policy terms, ‘Growth pole strategies were thus launched not as an alternative to
equilibrium models but rather to promote a more timely cascading of development impulses
down the national urban hierarchy’ (Lo and Salih, 1978, cited in Douglass, 2006, 11).
Cooke’s criticisms rest principally on the model’s grand assumption that a single factor, the
initial emergence of the propulsive industry/sector leads to growth and the very narrow
understanding of development as being the end state of some idealised form of equalised
convergence which such analyses support (Cooke, 1983: 123).
In a similar fashion, Holland’s critique is built on the hegemonic-subordinate relationship of
the core-periphery dichotomy. Cumulative divergence is created and sustained by unequal
competition creating a dual economy. In this analysis the meso-economic structure is built
around the agglomeration and external economy effects housed at the ‘centre’ with the
periphery providing markets, cheap labour and differentiated supports to external investment
and on terms exclusive to capital’s interests. In such a way will regional divergence persist as
cumulative, centrifugal and self-reinforcing (Holland, 1976: 71, cited in Cooke, 1983: 128).
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In policy terms, Hirschman’s thesis (1958) argued that scarce investment resources should
initially be concentrated in those regions within poor countries which had the highest
potential for economic growth. Accelerated growth in these regions would then generate the
above-mentioned ‘trickling-down’ effects leading to a gradual process of convergence in
living standards. This, he argued, would be a more effective strategy than spreading resources
thinly through all regions.
Such policy formulations speak to the symbiotic relationship where better performing regions
lead to a stronger national performance overall and that national economic growth and
development performance leads to buoyancy and improvement of socioeconomic
circumstances and prospects in the regions. This type of contemporary development planning
spoke to a discourse of integrated socioeconomic and land-use planning supported by
complementary large-scale infrastructure provision which was statist and technocratic in
character (Keating, 1998: 56; Schleicher-Tappeser et al., 1997). Policies attempted to create
the stimulus to ‘[…] initiate take-off or to counter stagnation’ (Scott and Storper, 2003: 199)
through tax breaks, subsidies and other locational incentives which would stimulate capital
circulation (Brenner, 2004). Large scale, capital intensive projects were considered crucial
determinants of development and forced a process of modernisation through industrialisation,
transforming traditional sectors by approximation to a centralised urban-biased template and
the relocation of people creating, in many regions a ‘[…] move from independent […] to the
dependent, even servile activity…’ (Keating, 1998: 52).
Historically, such measures for structural readjustment in favour of the peripheral regions
have been delivered through EU Cohesion and Structural Fund policy. This has happened by
way of structural fund transfers, for example, and through the Federal/Provincial equalisation
measures in Canada; and in Spain, through increased taxation-raising and development
measures for the autonomous regions. Also, these measures have been delivered through UK
government interventions in support of the shipbuilding industry in Belfast and the coal and
steel sectors in Wales and Northern England and the use of military basis in some European
countries to stimulate regional development (Danson, 2003; Savoie, 2006). In sum, such
policy interventions assume the role of state intervention to counter ‘[…] the inherent
disequilibriating effects of the development process under market conditions…’ (Cooke,
1983: 131). In other words, market-led growth produces uneven and unequal development.
RDPs inherently assume that state action can reverse such divisions, inequalities and
inefficiencies and secure a more cohesive and egalitarian model of growth.
While neoclassical interpretations (cf. Section 5.8.4) argued that the spatial integration of
economic activity would progressively eliminate interregional inequities in productivity,
output and employment through convergence, there is little plausible evidence to definitively
support this contention. Such contrary analyses contend that the market will not ultimately
lead to the optimum satisfaction of the greatest number. Persistent and increasing regional
divergence describes the relationship between the western industrialised countries and the
Lesser Developed Countries (LDCs), a pattern that is repeated on an intra-regional basis
(Dawkins, 2003). For example, some 50% of global GDP is produced by 15% of the
population and the poor 50% produce some 14% of global GDP; between 1960 and 2000 the
per capita differential between the richest and poorest countries increased from 39 to 91
times (after correcting for purchasing power) (Scott and Storper, 2003: 197; Nijkamp and
Abreu, n.d.). A key indicator of such inequity is the persistence of a significantly large
number of people living in absolute poverty (Kaplinsky and Readman, 2005, cited in Heanue
et al., 2011: 4). Despite, if not because of, the emergence of agglomeration and city-regions,
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interregional per capita income and development inequalities persist and have been
exacerbated at a subnational scale (ibid; Brenner, 2004: 469). Excepting China, the incidence
of entrenched and structural poverty across the globe has been confirmed by the UN Human
Development Report (2006) (Pleyers, 2010).
The uneven geography of UK regional disparities which have steadily increased since the
1970s, are summoned by Harrison (2012: 1248) in support of this analysis. In a European
context, despite the progress identified amongst the cohesion countries in terms of relative
national performance, intra-regional divergence within member states persists and has
deepened (CEC 2003: 8, cited in O’Hara and Commins, 2003: 42). In Ireland, some halfcentury of agricultural, rural and regional policies are considered to have not ‘[…] made
basic or lasting changes to the way the economy functions, or to its regional linkages’
(Commins and Keane, 1994: 14). At best, selected analyses speak to the ambiguous,
contradictory and contested findings in the evaluation of the efficacy of RDPs (RodriguezPose, 2013).
Dependency Theory and Polarised Development
The fundamental and dichotomous relationship between core and periphery demonstrates the
hegemony of processes which cumulatively impoverish the latter through strengthening the
former. This dialectic which was conceptualised in the Myrdalian model (1957) was
developed further through dependency theory. Originating in Latin America in the 1950s
(Higgins and Savoie, 1997), the unequal and subordinating trading relationships between
prosperous and lagging regions were examined in terms of the structured relationship
between developed and underdeveloped countries and were extended to a national and
regional analysis by Andre Gunder Frank’s ‘metropolis-satailíte’ model (1966). Arguing
against Rostow’s stages-of-economic-growth model (1956), it refuted the ideological bias
which considered that the condition of ‘underdevelopment’ as a relative, staged position in
which poor countries languished while other countries moved ahead due to internal reforms
and productivity gains. Development, it argued, was not principally engaged either with
‘perpetual structures nor predetermined stages’ (Neil and Tykkylainen, 1998: 10). Moreover,
‘underdevelopment’ was rather an articulate and deliberate policy mechanism whereby the
internal structures of dependent economies were reformed in ways which work to the benefit
of dominant economies. Value created in peripheral regions tends to be systematically
transferred to core regions through profit repatriation, unequal trading relations and debt
servicing. Underdevelopment is considered properly as a vital a priori condition and an
operational function of capitalist accumulation and expansion (Friedmann, 1963 and 1972).
The 1960s witnessed increasing deterioration of the terms of trade with dependent regional
economies and the increasing negative divergence in the relative incidence of poverty and
inequality (McDonagh, 2001: 81). These regions were subjugated by structural and sectoral
external processes and undermined by internal institutional weakness. Crucially, Friedmann
identified a range of mechanisms in the political, cultural and social domains, as well as the
economic, which created and sustained systematic polarisation. In short, development was
extolled as a process of actual Westernisation where the dominant modernisation theory set
out the case for recreating and imposing a ‘first-world’ western model (McDonagh, 2001:
77).
Peripheral regions, those areas exhibiting significantly lower levels of innovative,
developmental and institutional capacity are subordinated to the core through relationships of
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authority and dominance in a closed regional system (Hahne and von Stackleberg, 1995: 33).
Such externally-orientated development processes combined a mix of spatially-indexed
incentivisation, location controls and restrictions. It depended largely on the scale and impact
of FDI-industrialisation and infrastructural development and its multiplier and diffusion
effect within growth poles and between them and their regional heartlands. As outlined
above, these polarised nodes were created by market forces and induced through Keynesian
redistributionist strategies (Diochon: 1997: 19). The locational mode for industrial
development when introduced was urban-orientated, facilitated by the massing of the
workforce and the establishment of Fordism as the dominant techno-institutional model. Such
a model depended on strong oligopolistic structures of industrialisation, large scale
standardised processes and rising barriers to entry (Scott and Storper, 1990: 19). In this
context, the tendency towards agglomerisation and polarisation was seemingly irreversible
(Higgins and Savoie, 1997).
Such concerns created a reconsideration of the concept of development itself and advocated a
deeper more extensive framework based on self-reliance and a more integrated understanding
of its constituent, interdependent dimensions. Friedmann defines development in political,
sociological and psychological terms as well as against mainstream economic constructs. He
considers development to involve ‘[…] a discontinuous, cumulative process, which occurs in
sequences of innovations. It organises itself into clusters and finally into comprehensive
systems of innovations’ (Friedmann, 1973, cited in Hahne and von Stackleberg, 1995: 33).
Amin’s (1994) seminal contribution changed the terms of the engagement arguing that the
discourse of development as expressed in terms of aggregate per capita income growth was
meaningless and misleading if it failed to address the structural persistence of poverty,
unemployment and increasing inequality (Sjoholt, 2004: 38). Scalar functional integration of
the lagging regions into the dominant economic hierarchy internationally through investment
from the centre and through FDI-led branch-plant processes, through increasing exports and
other public infrastructure provision, only serves to deepen exploitation and copperfasten
underdevelopment (Duffy and Breathnach, 1983: 37). In response to such critiques, theories
of endogenous and self-reliant development tightened their focus in interpreting an
alternative range of inputs and scenarios, many of which were based on endogenous
development potential.
Theories of Endogenous Development Potential
The 1970s and early 1980s saw a deepening critique of traditional top-down approaches to
development (Lei, Z., 2006). These critiques crystallised and were articulated through
different forms and expressions of regionalism, localism and mobilisation locally in response
to social and economic discontent (Commins and Keane, 1994: 160; Savoie, 2006: 72;
Bergman, Maier, Todtling, 1991: 3). The criticism centred on the importation of top-down
and sectoral development models of intervention and the creation of a deepening dependency
within prevailing sociopolitical and institutional outlooks. Nor did they valorise endogenous
models of development or the territorial dimensions of production systems (Walsh, J.A.,
2002: 64; Goldstein, 1991: 242). While traditional sectoral and hierarchical models created
short-term productivity and employment gains, they failed to address the fundamental
structural and ‘restructuring’ issues which undermined the development prospects in the
lagging regions (Ward, 2008; Commins and Keane, 1994: 184; Coyle, 1996; Walsh, J.A.,
2002). The context within which such shifts took place was informed by the consequences of
disruptive economic restructuring, macroeconomic instability, fiscal austerity at a global
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level, and the retrenchment of public sector expenditure on services (Coyle, 1996: 276).
‘Transactional interdependence’ and the ‘destabilisation and contestability of markets’ (Scott
and Storper, 1990: 7, 9) witnessed the emergence of new core and semi-core regions in the
Third World and in developing countries. In advanced capitalist societies, older, established
regions restructured their industrial, business and commercial services while other regions
were caught in prolonged crises (Scott and Storper, 1990: 5).
Mounting fiscal pressures demanded rationalisation and a reduction in government
expenditure and grants, increased debt and furthered the exacerbation of deep-seated
socioeconomic problems (Ray, 2000; Coyle, 1996). Contrary to the long-established tradition
of national subsidies being introduced, ‘bootstrap strategies’ were now deployed which, in
some cases, demanded increasing local revenue through instigating market-led development
projects. In such an analysis, the state only acknowledged for itself a minimalist, noninterventionist role, embracing and mediating deregulation and focusing on supply-side
measures through mobilising cheap labour and provisioned infrastructure sites attractive to
external investment within an entrepreneurial environment. In doing so, the state abandoned
its fundamental role as the guarantor of welfare provision and the mediator of surplus
redistribution with its supporting infrastructure (Lloyd and Meegan, 1996: 57; Goldstein,
1991). The seismic shift in economic and political ideologies which had denounced welfarist
Keynesianism in favour of entrepreneurial monetarism (Brenner, 2004; Danson, 2003; Ray,
2000; Commins and Keane, 1994: 61) was most fully articulated through the neoliberalist
analysis.
The emergence of neo-conservatism (Thatcherism and Reganism) as a mainstream political
ideology spawned the metanarrative of the neoliberal paradigm in policy development
(Douglass, 2006; Savoie, 2006). Neoliberalism justified the ‘[…] construction of a neoliberal
market-based populist culture of differentiated consumerism and individual libertarianism’
(Harvey, 2005: 42) which privileged an interpretation of society where individuals are driven
predominantly by self-interest and the domination of market-type relationships (Williams,
2000: 222; Bacevich, 2008: 9). Laissez-faire economics forged within this deeply neoconservative political complex refuted how the traditional analysis identified the key
structural causes and consequences of underdevelopment and poverty. The state-market
interdependency was denied in favour of market-led privatisation and deregulation and
exogenous forms of development.
Neoliberalism argued that economies can only prosper if the markets are freed from political
bondage and left to function as a self-regulating, autonomous and self-referring system built
on aggregate preferences in the allocation of scarce resources (Hart, et al., 2010; Pleyers,
2010; Laville, 2010). In governance terms, market-imposed deregulation discounted
strategies which argued for redistribution and spatial equity and undermined the capacity of
state policy to co-ordinate and intervene on a planned basis (Sjoholt, 2004: 40). Moreover,
neoliberalism explicitly provided a justification and legitimation for a ‘[…] regressive
redistribution of income, wealth and power’ (Zevin, 1977, cited in Harvey, 2005: 45).
In its geopolitical and economic context, these developments are situated in the contemporary
fundamental realignment and restructuring of the world economic order through
globalisation. Such macro shifts are fundamental to understanding regional and rural change
(Heanue et al., 2011; Commins and Keane, 1994; Grimes, 2002: 213). Such globalisation
processes are considered to have ‘annihilated space’ (Bergman, Maier, Todtling, 1991: 3;
James and Williams, 1997). Since the 1990s, forces of speculative and highly mobile global
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capital accumulation have reordered economic space, the territorial expression of governance
and the intensification of international social and market relations on a world-wide basis
(Gibbs, 1999: 13; Neil and Tykkylainen, 1998: 12; O’Hara, 1998). Globalisation has
effectively reconstituted monopoly capitalism on a global scale, representing ‘[…] a grand
project of political-economic convergence and integration…’ (Bacevich, 2008: 2). It
represents the final outworking of export-led specialisation (cf. Section 5.6) (Breathnach,
2014)16 .
Such functional economic integration on a transnational scale has seen the restructuring of
the economic mode of production, has contributed to the dissolution of territorial priorities,
and released processes of large scale agglomeration and regional economic specialisation
(Scott and Storper, 2003: 194; Ó Riain, 2000; Friedmann and Weaver, 1979). It privileges
mobile capital rather than place-tied labour (Keating, 1998: 147). It reduces trade barriers and
increases capital flows (Morgenroth, 2013: 50). It reasserts agglomeration tendencies because
of the conditions of openness and competitiveness which it demands (Scott and Storper,
2003: 193). The taproots of globalisation and internationalisation draw on privatisation and
deregulation to configure its outworking and now demands of regions that they compete with
each other at a global level, ‘[…] rather than providing complementary roles… in a national
division of labour’, based on natural resource and other factor endowments such as materials,
transport networks and proximity to supply and exchange markets (Keating, 1998: 73, 80).
Entrenched and increasing fiscal pressures means that national governments have less
resources to fund expansionist and redistributive policies (assuming that they were committed
to such objectives in the first place) and, in an environment of escalating and intensifying
competition, central policies tend to prejudice decisions in favour of the most competitive
sectors and territories (Keating, 1998: 73; Savoie, 2006: 313)
As part of the globalisation strategy, these processes have insisted on the consistent
undermining of protective, regulatory multi-lateral trade agreements by technological
innovation and the ‘hollowing out’ of the nation state (Jessop, 1995, cited in Gibbs, 2000; Ó
Riain, 2000). The result has been expressed in governance terms as ‘[…] the weakening of
political guidance and democratic influence’ (Berg, O.P., 2004: 179) leading to a
subordinated state (Smith, 2005: 141). In the thirty years to 2010, the hegemonic Washington
consensus has succeeded in enforcing ‘[…] economy-wide fiscal and monetary
responsibilities, market-opening measures, secure property rights, political stability,
investments in education and nominally democratic principles of government’ (Scott and
Storper, 2003: 192; Harvey, 2005). However, contrary analyses argue that this doctrine of
development has succeeded merely in systematically undermining international economic
stability and deepening the reach of poverty, inequality and social exclusion (Pleyers, 2010).
In sum, and within this context, two significant contradictory developments can be located
which assumed dominance in contemporary development discourse. They will be critiqued in
what follows. First, the rise of globalisation and the dynamics of global economic
assimilation. Long in the making as a macro-structural and global process, it has been
intensified since the mid-1980s as a ‘crisis of accumulation in capital’ (Tovey, 1996: 132).
This has resulted in the increasing integration and the consolidation of supra-national markets
and production functions. Such integration has created the dominion of a model based on
monetarism and unrestricted market forces and the identification of regions (often rural and
16

Some thirty transnational companies have a higher turnover than the GDP of all but eight countries. The annual total sales
of transnational corporations increased in two decades (1982-2002) from $3 trillion to $18 trillion (Hart et al., 2010: 25).
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underdeveloped) as highly profitable locations for investment in terms of cheap labour,
resource endowments and the site for the production of high-end consumption goods (ibid).
Second, the emergence alongside of an oppositional and often contradictory assertion of the
importance of endogenous models of economic and regional development. This has been
argued for through the coherent demands from increasingly articulate regional structures
(including technology, market and civil society groups) for greater control over the
development and deployment of the local resource base (Douglass, 2006; Keating, 1998: 73).
The following examination of these developments is based on a structure which looks first at
a theme which relates to what is described as industrial and governance restructuring. The
second theme considers rural and local development dimensions. The third theme considers
the community dimension to regional planning. The second and third dimensions are
particularly important in locating the proper environment within which to place this research
enquiry and the endogenous models of development and planning which it advocates.
Industrial and Governance Restructuring
In terms of industrial restructuring, new theories of the competitiveness of nations and
regions emerged building on the key concepts of competitive advantage, sustainability and
development at regional level. New theories of endogenous growth, new trade and new
economic geography have been consolidated (Morgenroth, 2013: 47). These theories argued
that endogenous processes are critical to regional growth. The key drivers include innovation,
skills and labour, capital, trade, finance, flexible production, infrastructure systems and social
cohesion (Walsh, J.A., 2002: 65; Morgenroth, 2013: 47). The Fordist and functionalist
paradigm of space has been progressively transformed to a model of flexible specialisation
thus increasing the returns from working capital rather than fixed capital or labour
productivity (Schleicher-Tappeser et al., 1997: 58; Garofoli, 1991: 120). These determinants
of location and growth are now primarily sought out in multiple combinations rather than in
isolated forms. These theories also emphasise externalities and spillovers and their restricted
spatial dimensions. Regional production systems reconstitute local economies, product
production processes and service institutions. The creation of a supportive milieu is critical
resulting in investment in innovation, skills, and learning and strengthening mutual
interdependencies in trade and supply circuits (O’Hara and Commins, 2003: 34).
These influential concepts include development objectives which relate to innovation,
integration and the interdependency of legislative and development measures; sustainability
(of national location conditions) and long-term planning considerations; integration within a
regional framework of socioeconomic, cultural and political developments; learning, regional
identity and institutional development; networking, intra and interregional linkages and
synergies at the level of the enterprise and at the regional level (Walsh, J.A., 2002).
Such new theories (Industrial Milieu – Storper (1997) and Camagni (1991); Cluster and
Networks – Porter (1997) and Morgan (1996) are understood in the context of the systemic
change which was occurring in the new economic dispensation, the removal of trade barriers
and the embracing of internationalisation/globalisation dynamics which facilitated and drove
the knowledge economy (see Roelandt and den Hertog, 1998; Schleicher-Tappeser et al.,
1997) . Hahne and Van Stackleberg (1995) talk of the critical role of innovation and exportled clusters of technology-driven production nodes in driving economic growth and
development in the territory and in instigating structural change within the economic
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geography of new production, employment and demand patterns (see also Batchler and Yuill,
2001: 10). The ‘innovative milieu’ of these specific territories are constituted by a complex
amalgam of production factors, cultural orientations and value-based systems, and
community infrastructure: ‘[…] the social, cultural, political, industrial, agricultural, civic,
entrepreneurial and ecological variables…’ (Sweeney, 1995: xi). Immaterial products and
‘strategic non-material resources’ and processes which confer significant quantitative
competitive advantage are central to this analysis, ‘[…] factors, including strategic planning,
nonmaterial resources such as know-how and market information, public-private
partnerships, trust-based relationships and a degree of consensus, information relating to
markets and technology, training and new financing channels’ (Maillet 1997: 17-18, cited in
O’Hara and Commins, 2003: 34; Walsh, J.A., 2002: 66).
In the promulgation of such new theories of regional development, the factors of knowledge,
of spatial, sectoral and social relationships and networks are critical: ‘[the new economy is]
more contingent upon intelligence, creativity, entrepreneurialism and supportive state
infrastructure, […] viable industrial clusters can be developed in many regions hitherto not
known for their modern economic strength’ (Johnson, Hodgett and Royle, 2007: 27; Walsh,
J.A., 2002: 67). Such theories advocate a: ‘[…] requirement to develop a more sophisticated
approach to improving both regional capabilities and attributes with measures that are sociocultural as well as economic. The policy response has been a new type of regional policy
concerned with the strategic management of regional development, termed ‘contemporary
regional policy’ (Batchler and Yuill, 2001: 11). It is to this form of contemporary regional
policy to which this assessment now turns.
5.9

Rural and Local Development

5.9.1

The Rural Region

Of fundamental importance to the analysis which sustained the rural and local development
dimensions of regional development was its explicit recognition and rejection of classical and
neo-classical development theories. In particular, such formulations denied the fundamental
assumption within the neoclassical tradition that there exists an intrinsic and inescapable
development relationship between the core and the periphery. This apparently immutable fact
inevitably took the form of a top-down, hierarchical model where the periphery is the subject
of development processes from without. In such an analysis, the rural/local periphery is
‘subsidised’ through the transfer of subventions and resources and is locked into a negative,
subordinated and polarised position (cf. Section 5.8.4). Based on economic power, state
capacity and the prejudice of political patronage, and the vital confluence of influence which
intersects their outworkings, these authority relationships create an organised, systemic
dependency through economic, psychological and political conditioning.
Theories of endogenous and bottom-up development, however, challenge the legitimacy and
utility of the neoclassical thesis, the development models and the allocative and distributive
patterns which they engender. Endogenous theories created a different development
discourse. They attempt to identify the most effective means of ensuring the appropriate
regional share of development and overall national growth for peripheral, rural and local
territories (Garofoli, 1991).
Through to the 1990s, this ‘bottom-up’ localism had established its influence within
development discourse. Above all else, it argued that local actors, howsoever constituted in
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different development coalitions (Tykkylainen, 1998), adopt a strategy of territorial
integration: ‘In particular, distinctive local assets and economic capabilities – indigenous and
endogenous – are interpreted as the basis for development and the foundations for
constructing and establishing local and regional competitiveness’ (Pike et al., 2006: 90). It is
based on a concept of ‘territorial rooting’ and the ‘territorial factors of transformation’. The
local-specific dimensions of such intervention models are stressed, including spatial
contingency effects, local causal processes and locality effects through affiliative social
networks of labour, capital, expertise and investment (Neil and Tykkylainen, 1998: 6;
Goldstein, 1991: 244).
Central to such developments was Friedmann and Weaver’s (1979) argument against
functional integration with the core. In its stead, they argued for the periphery to integrate
locally, to pursue endogenous development policies, to develop innovative capacity and local
investment practices. Through such strategies could communities and regions best pursue
bottom-up territorial or internal integration (as opposed to functional integration) through
selective regional ‘spatial closure’ and through an autocentric, agropolitan development
process prioritising local needs through indigenous resource development (Amin, 1976, cited
in Breathnach, 2010; Schleicher-Tappeser et al., 1997: 56). In this model, external trade
should be conducted under local control retaining value and development potential within the
region through a high level of vertical integration within economic sectors (i.e., a high level
of backward linkages to input suppliers) and where surplus/profits are retained and reinvested
locally.
Such oppositional local movements as emerged during this period argued that free trade
catalyses polarisation. In so doing, free trade undermines the lagging regions, reinforcing the
structural dependence of the periphery on the core. Underdevelopment is considered in this
analysis as central to the ‘normative structural conditions of capitalism’ (Smith, N.J.A., 2005:
142) also stated as the ‘[…] geographic expression of the contradictions of capitalism’
(Smith, N., 1984: 152 cited in Dawkins, 2003: 145). Such conditions generate the
‘development of underdevelopment’ (Friedmann, 1971; Gunder Frank, 1971). The dominant
contemporary paradigm of Fordism, drawing sustenance from the logic of export-base theory,
was based on exploitative underdevelopment, on expropriation and dominance, on ‘[…] the
asymmetries of power which enforce the governance of space economies’ (MacLeod, 2001,
cited in Harrison, 2006: 932). It created a dynamic for a new ‘international colonisation’
through economic exploitation, leading to extreme marginalisation and to ‘[…] levels of
production that remain close to physical survival’ (Friedmann and Weaver, 1978: 177 cited in
Weaver, 1978: 403; NESC, 1978).
Growth poles derived from such an externally-induced economic model extended the patterns
of underdevelopment by removing the functional economic power from the host territory and
merely exacerbated the inequities inherent in polarised development (Weaver, 1978: 403).
Rural regions were locked into cycles of cumulative disadvantage and multiple deprivation
(NESC, 1978: 141). Myrdal and Hirschman (cf. Section 5.8.4), refute the self-correcting
equilibrium theory and the logic of self-regulating markets (Laville, 2010). State policy must
acknowledge, their theses argued, that polarised development perpetuates and deepens
disadvantage and disinvestment. Such processes lead not to a lowering of labour costs but to
social exclusion, where forced out-migration of skills and capital is part of the problem, not
the neoclassical basis for a solution. It results in a shrinking tax base, underdeveloped
infrastructure and the depletion of the asset base which in turn creates disincentives and
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reduces the attractiveness of such regions for exogenous investment (Diochon, 1997; Savoie,
2006: 54).
The analysis central to the new regionalism demanded of the state variously for measures to
support differing degrees of regional secession, regional autonomy and home rule, for
decentralisation, subsidiarity and self-determination (Breathnach, 2014). Such approaches
were to be constructed in a partnership model of collective, inclusive and egalitarian
management formally legitimated by the state. These structures were committed to engaging
with the multi-faceted and complex dimensions of local development (Weaver, 1978;
Commins and Keane, 1994: 160). This partnership and consensus-based approach was
committed to not only an aggregation of views across sectional interests but insisted on a
‘[…] conjoining of wills across the major social sectors’ (Friedmann, 1991: 170). Quality-oflife, increased social capital, multi-sectoral participation, negotiation, consensus and local
democracy through subsidiarity were stressed as the key enabling conditions for development
(McDonagh, 2001: 81; Kearney et al., 1995: 18-19; Davis and Shortall, 1999: 202).
Mobilising agents included, of course, the defenders of the traditional relations of state
power, social conservativism and economic control. They sought alternative models to
transform and modernise the regions and presented different political expressions
conciliatory of local language, cultural and territorial loyalties which were to be based on
delegation, decentralisation and deregulation (McDonagh, 2001: 84).
The contemporary empirical evidence which was drawn on in support of such a paradigmatic
change demonstrated increasing evidence of entrenched and deepening regional disparities;
the continuation of patterns of divergence and polarisation; the inefficacy and costs of
isolated and incomplete interventions incapable of addressing systematically the causes and
consequences of such divergence. For example, in Ireland the patterns of divergence
identified by O’Hara and Commins argued that there was no significant evidence of
congruence between the two NUTS 2 17 regions in Ireland (O’Hara and Commins, 2003:58).
A decade later, O’Hara confirms that the differences have widened and deepened. Data from
2010 confirmed: ‘[…] that the gaps between the NUTS 2 regions has widened since the
[financial] collapse of 2008. In 2005, GVA per person in the BMW (Border Midlands and
West) regions was 71% of the state average; by 2010 it had fallen to 66%. By contrast, the
GVA per capita in the Southern and Eastern Region rose from 111% of the national average
in 2005 to 113% in 2010’ (O’Hara, 2013: 159).
Amongst both rural and urban communities, such an analysis pointed to deepening social
alienation, it gave witness to a prevailing sense of powerlessness, of dissent, of class
divisions, of discourses of domination, of exclusion and subordination based on the economic
and spatial division of labour. It critiqued the hegemonic role of capital which constantly tries
to recreate the conditions for its own perpetuation and expanse (Massey, 1979). This critique
found unacceptable and ineffective the inculcation of a model of dependent development
within the space economy. It identified the institutionalised and deliberate subordination of
the periphery to the core with a heavy reliance on alien factors, on external stimuli and of
forms of development. These processes inherently countered efforts to generate selfsustaining modes of endogenous development. Criticism looked to the evidence of
deadweight in investment measures, to non-selectivity in prioritisation mechanisms and to the
ignorance of endogenous approaches to support its contra-position. Growth centre-led
development, for example, was seen to be implicated in creating ‘dual’ economic structures,
17

NUTS (Nomenclature of Territorial Units for Statistics at regional level)
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(Diochon, 1997: 19; NESC, 1978). Far from realising the objectives of integration,
equalisation and spatially harmonious development, such policy became the fullest
expression of unequal capital accumulation and spatial domination (Freidmann and Weaver,
1979).
The alternative models argued against the prevailing dogma of globalisation. They argued for
a territorial, endogenous model of development built on the principles of popular
participation and empowerment, to local approaches and social agency (Ray, 2000: 164; EU
Commission, 1988, 1996). They avowed the importance of cultural values and norms,
respectful of equity and diversity, of the ‘contextual dimensions of development’, of
development based on a sustainable environmental model and an ethical human-scale.
Development, it was argued, needs to be based on differentiated, contextualised variables in
the context of a high level of local autonomy (Sjoholt, 2004: 40; Byron, and Jenkins, 2004:
52; McDonagh, 2001: 122; Ray, 2000: 166; NESC, 1978: 145; Brereton et al., 2011).
Such an interpretation invokes values, knowledge and communal ideals as critical informants
of the development process. Such critical elements of the process were argued to act as a
counterweight against the dominance of instrumental rationality and of the optimum
utilisation of productive factors which dominated the orthodox discourse of development and
the regulation of human affairs (NESC, 1978). This formulation of the concept of
development argued that development cannot be reduced in terms of complexity to the
limitations of selective calculus parameters which are dominated by neoclassical economics
(Pleyers, 2010). In sum, endogenous models demonstrated the capacity to transform the
structure of the regional/local socioeconomic system. They sought to develop the strategic
resources to respond to and manage external variables. They privileged the creation of social
capital and learning and the capacity to innovate and introduce specific forms of social
relations locally (Garofoli, 1991: 125).
Significantly, theories built on the realisation of endogenous development potential advocate
the importance of the institutional context and a commitment to economic diversification,
‘bottom-up’ approaches and capability development (Lowe et al., 1995, cited in Terluin,
2003). Three interrelated rationales for local development have been identified – to overcome
market failures; to improve local capacity; and to facilitate empowerment (Walsh, J.A., 1996:
161). Terluin (2003) draws on Bryden (1998) and his theory on the potentials of immobile
resources to further augment this approach. In Bryden’s theory, the key immobile resources
that generate local and regional comparative advantage include: social capital, cultural
capital, environmental capital and local knowledge capital: ‘[…] economic development of
rural regions depends on a combination of tangible and less tangible immobile resources and
the way these interact with each other in the local context’ (Terluin, 2003, 332).
The refocusing of efforts to intervene in the restructuring processes which have undermined
the rural economy find their proper context in the general economic decline of rural areas.
This is what Varley et al., (1991) have described in the Irish context as a rural ‘crisis’ and the
ongoing traumatic transformation of the productive and social topography of rural space
which impacts on the density, character, distribution and functional structure of rural
populations and settlement structures (Smyth, 1986: 4). For example, in the Irish context the
numbers involved in agriculture, fisheries and forestry fell from 330,000 in 1966 to 155,000
in 1992 (Varley et al., 1991: 15; CEC, 1988; Commins and Keane, 1994: 11). This crisis has
released a momentum for unprecedented transformation and structural and spatial change, the
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creation of a highly differentiated rural demographic and diverse social, economic and
political geographies (Brereton et al., 2011).
The paradox of modern rural areas has become a clear concern for theory where
transformative technology and the intensification of commercial agriculture have created
widespread dislocation. It has seen the emergence of economic rural refuges forced to move
to urban complexes and the structural ghettoisation of much of the remaining resident
population in entrenched poverty and underemployment (NESC, 1978). It has also witnessed
the increasing ‘[…] dissociation of many rural communities from their traditional agricultural
base’ (Commins and Keane, 1994: 143)
The aggregate effects of such transformative and regressive change have been driven by
sectoral and technological specialisation where increased productivity and yield coincides
with significant reductions in the labour employed in agriculture and other primary activities
(Commins and Keane, 1994; O’Hara, 1998). Throughout the Europe 25, the dominance of
agriculture within the rural economy has weakened considerably. While accounting for 96%
of rural land use (including forestry), it sustains only 13% of employment and 6% of GVA
(OECD, 2006, cited in Brereton et al., 2011: 204). Diminished demographic thresholds have
further exacerbated market failures. This has culminated in the curtailment or reduction of
social and public services leading to cumulative decline and outmigration in remoter, more
vulnerable areas witnessing a disproportionate incidence of dependent population groups (Ó
Cinnéide and Burke, 1998; O’Hara, 1998).
In sum, the accumulated analytical evidence over the previous half-century confirms a
number of trends and structural changes in rural areas. First, the intensification of agricultural
development has not the capacity to maintain, let alone develop, a viable and sustainable
rural economic or demographic structure. It has led to a lack of employment opportunities, to
unemployment, to low income, poverty, to inadequate amenities, infrastructure and services
(McDonagh, 2002b: 169).
Second, this structural change has a pronounced spatial manifestation where the more
peripheral and marginal agricultural regions have borne the brunt of out-migration, economic
stagnation and demographic imbalance through a spatial partitioning of the economic and
geographic space. Third, and paradoxically, those areas which are most dependent on the
agricultural sector for socioeconomic stability and growth are the regions least likely to
maintain viability thresholds across a range of indicators. Fourth, the non-farming enterprise
sectors have not demonstrated sufficient capacity to provide enough alternative economic and
employment opportunities to provide compensatory alternatives which might sustain and
grow such thresholds. This has created large rural labour surpluses (Commins and Keane,
1994; McDonagh, 2002b).
Moreover, in-migration, counter urbanisation and the gentrification of intermediate rural
areas have created a more heterogeneous population. ‘External’ and non-local interests have
increasingly challenged traditional social and cohesion networks creating divergent and
competing demands regarding social services, amenity and land use (Tovey, 1996: 129). The
urban-rural interdependency has become more complex, contested and fractured in the
context of the regulatory, technological and consumption demands driven by globalisation
and its spatial impact on the sustainability of rural areas (Brereton et al., 2011). Conflicts
over the ‘symbolic’ ownership of multiple rural spaces, often in a contentious ‘rural society
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versus rural space’ idiom, is evident among divergent claimants (Tovey, 1996: 134;
McDonagh, 2002: 100; McGrath, 2002: 181).
The definitional accuracy of rurality and its relationship with agrarianism is contested as a
‘residual or relational concept’ (O’Hara, 2013: 149; Commins and Keane, 1994: 9). In a
similar fashion, rural prosperity has traditionally been considered synonymous with
‘productionist’ agricultural development (NESC, 1978: 8, 11; Tovey, 1996: 129). In general
terms, rurality is considered as those regions outside of urban and metro areas per se
(O’Hara, 2013: 149) and are consistently differentiated in terms of demographic, settlement
structure, relative remoteness, dependency on primary production, human resource capacity
and commuting distances (Coyle, 1996: 287). These areas have historically been relatively
underdeveloped because of structural population imbalances and outmigration and the lack of
capacity and resources to generate sustainable local revenue and employment (O’Hara, 2013:
156; McDonagh, 2002). This has resulted in intransigent and chronic low incomes,
inadequate public infrastructure and services, relative peripherality, low population densities
and the destitution of social and community life (NESC, 1978; Commins and Keane, 1994).
In this context, the concept of the rural resource community is mobilised as a central feature
of rurality and the rural spatial structure. It emphasises the dependence on a natural resource
base as the basis of development potential (Neil and Tykkylainen, 1998: 5; Tovey, 1996:
128). In policy terms, there is evidence of ‘conceptual confusion’ in relating regional and
rural development discourses. This has served to blur the distinctions and inhibit the
establishment of policy coherence (O’Hara, 2013: 148). Many lagging regions are identified
primarily in terms of rurality. There is consequently a concern to achieve greater congruence
between rural and regional policy in terms of policy formulation and integration at territorial
level (O’Hara and Commins, 2003: 59).
Despite this, the sector-specific interventions which sought to improve productivity and
efficiencies in agriculture have been reimagined in support of a territorial and integrated rural
development approach, emphasising coordination and integration at the point of
implementation (Shortall and Shucksmith, 2001). This reflects the broadening of the
definition of the regional problem from an understanding of agrarianism and the dissociation
of rural with farming and the monopolisation of the rural space by farm families (O’Hara,
2013; NESC, 1978; Tovey, 1996).
The reassertion of regional and rural areas as key drivers capable of releasing their potential
in support of cumulative national growth has been incorporated in the current international
policy debate (OECD, 2009, 2013). The mobilisation of such latent and manifest resources is
considered crucial in both efficiency and equity terms (cf. Sections 5.3, 5.4 and 5.5). There
are compelling economic arguments in favour of policy intervention at regional level which
will in turn bolster their contribution to the creation of a fairer, more sustainable and more
just society (O’Hara, 2013: 162, 166). In this analysis, growth centres with strong population
densities are not sufficient to maintain and develop national economies nor are rural areas
inhibitors of growth (ibid). Commins and Keane (1994) reiterate that particular spatial
manifestations have no independent, deterministic or inherent ‘causal’ function, that ‘rural’
and ‘urban’ development discourses are simply contingent dimensions of broader macro
process of socioeconomic change (ibid: 187). This reassertion of rural regions is also bound
to a discourse that stresses the vital importance of recruiting and exploiting indigenous local
resources to create economic value and employment. Such processes can off-set the
regressive restructuring and concentration of the ‘on-farm’ economy. It can also address the
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highly competitive demands of international capital and the often limited capacity and
infrastructural endowments of such rural regions to secure such expansionary investments
(Commins and Keane, 1994). Such processes crucially depend on the development of local
leadership and self-reliance, governance structures and institutional capacity.
Theories of Self-Reliance and Selective Dissociation are closely aligned to this approach.
Critical dimensions of such approaches include: the concepts of capacity development;
decentralisation of services; the promotion of local institutional and planning capability; the
transfer of powers, relevant legislative and executive functions and taxation-leveeing
instruments to accountable democratic structures of governance; and models of economic
self-sufficiency and local trade networks. Such formulations form core features of
autocentralised development where the development of the regional domestic market
integrates a greater proportion of the local population into the process of maximising the
development of indigenous resources locally. Similar to the community development
dimension of RDP in what follows in the next section, rural interventions are built on a placebased approach (O’Hara, 2013: 167).
5.9.2

Rural Communities and Regional Development

The theoretical orientation forming a local community-led approach to development argues
from the faulty premises underlying the philosophy and practice of development driven
exclusively from the bottom-up and/or from the top-down. This approach is one of ‘up by the
bootstraps’ and espouses an ideological conviction of the intrinsic value of community
mobilisation and action: ‘[…] local initiative; broad-based participation, partnerships among
the public, private and community sectors, local leadership; entrepreneurship and innovation;
individual and collective skill development; and local institutions with the authority and
responsibility for decision-making and resource control’ (Diochon, 2003: 53, cited in
Bickerton and MacNeil, 2007: 48). As a portmanteau formulation (Commins and Keane,
1994: 162), it assumes the delimitation of the community by a particular geography and one
shaped by an integral common identity and culture rather than abiding by definitions imposed
by public administrative or planning regimes (Neil and Tykkylainen, 1998: 5). While external
spatial relations and linkages are crucial, such a conceptualisation of development is driven
ultimately by local embeddedness, institutional ‘thickness’ and local associationism
(Tykkylainen, 1998). In sum, the local community structure is a fundamental agency of social
and cultural reproduction through mobilising a place-oriented logic in defence of specific
local sociocultural interests and identity (Commins and Keane, 1994: 188; Williams, 2008:
117).
The community-led approach to development stresses its complex and intensive dimensions
prescribing that it should target the whole human and communal condition rather than
isolating the material conditions as priorities (McDonagh, 2001: 113). In economic terms, it
maintains the importance and the need for integration between the monetised, formal
economy and the informal, ‘unpaid’ economy. Such an approach recognises a more diffused
concept of reciprocity and socio-cultural capital beyond the limitations of market allocation
and exchange factors (Pouw and McGregor, 2014: 12). Reciprocity is the key distinctive
social allocative mechanism in this context. It envisages an important departure from
rationalist centralist planning to negotiated local planning (McDonagh, 2001: 111). It stresses
the importance of communal, negotiated governance and of collective and egalitarian
approaches to development as a precondition for systemic change (Curtin, 1996: 250). In
such a way are these community-led approaches characterised not only by the localised scale
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of their interventions, they also attempt to refashion the mode of development around the
coordinates of sustainability, subsidiarity, integration, coordination and multi-dimensionality
(Walsh, J.A., 1996: 159). Such cooperative models are often contested in their own local
context, however, and many are born out of a defensive or conflictual stand in opposition to
governing elites in the state and private sector (Commins and Keane, 1994: 160; Varley,
1998: 390). Accommodating the structured involvement of communities can disintegrate
away from the ‘paternalistic fallacy’ to the ‘populist fallacy’ (McDonagh, 2001: 84/141).
Community-led approaches to development are prone to seduction through participation and
often fall foul of the ‘illusion of consensus’ (Ó Cearbhaill and Varley, 1993, cited in
McDonagh, 2001: 115; Varley, 1998: 392).
The watermark of these approaches fundamentally ascribes the concept of ‘community’ as
being ultimately a type of mutually-dependent construct. Its form is of embedded
socioeconomic and political relations rather than the outworking of the simpler
circumscription of geography (Commins and Keane, 1994: 218). Expanding models of
participatory democracy through inclusive forms of decentralised decision-making can: ‘[…]
provide the basis for empowerment and small-group decision-making which respects each
person, ensures his or her essential equality and strives to achieve a deep and intensive
relationship among its participants’ (Fowler, 1991: 43, cited in Curtin, 1996: 249). Territorial,
place-based communities can also contain sectional community interests who are bound
together by aspatial agendas and ideals which relate to their commitment to a more ethical
form of development, one that is more egalitarian and participative, drawing on dense
clusters of collective action to ultimately consolidate and improve their chances of
empowerment in all its forms (Varley, 1998).
This construct can be variously defined by communitarian, populist and elitist motivations
not only amongst community members themselves, but also through a management of the
development process by state actors who control a form of top-down community
development where the state establishes the terms of the encounter (Varley, 1998; Savoie,
2006). In the same way, the cumulative impact of ‘peripherality’ is deepened and extends
beyond its spatial dimension. This type of peripherality is also proposed as the result of
aspatial discrimination within dominant governance models and norms and also through
exclusion from such norms and practices (McDonagh, 2002: 100).
However, and in contrast to conservative, orthodox and often paternalistic discourses of
development (Ó Cinnéide, 1986: 83), community participation in planning and
implementation is not merely a development strategy; it takes the form of a very particular
development objective (ibid: 159; Shortall and Shucksmith, 2001: 125; Curtin, 1996: 248).
Moreover, those most critically in need of participation and inclusion are very often those
who are structurally marginalised from the development process (Commins and Keane, 1994:
160). Processes of animation and capability development are integral to the redistribution of
power which such discourses assume as their operating logic (O’Hara, 2002a, b). The
distribution of life chances, of access to opportunities, to services and infrastructure are
deliberately limited by such power and participation dynamics. Thus, development is
considered as the ‘[…] acknowledgement of instituted power relations that operate between
economic agents at all levels, some of which are embodied in codified laws, rules and
institutions and others of which are more deeply embedded in cultural values, norms, customs
and beliefs’ (Pouw and McGregor, 2014: 12 ). The immediate and sustained attempts to
develop local capacity can lead to an increase in economic, social and cultural productivity
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and the capability of local interests to significantly control and sustain the process of
development (McDonagh, 2001: 121; Walsh, J.A., 1996: 162; Commins and Keane, 1994: 8).
Such discourses also assume the presence of underdeveloped local, natural and institutional
resources and economic challenges which are related to, and amenable to, community-driven
responses. Collective action can stimulate private sector and capital investment initiatives at
the regional or local level, it argues. Individual development can occur through community
action, through social inclusion and through economic empowerment. The contrasting
dimensions of the statist and community model are summarised in Table 13 below.
Table 14: Schematic of State Intervention versus Community/Area-Based Focus
Statist Model
Top-down
Expert-led
Managerial
Centrist
Control
Bureaucratic
Institutional

Sources:

Power relations/role of
State
Acts as:
Facilitator
Manager
Catalyst for self-help
approach
Prefecture

Community-proofed model
Locally instigated
Area-based
Partnership structures
Participatory as well as
democratic in their range of
inclusion
Co-operative
Integrative
Mutual-aid

Adapted from McPherson (1989), Wilkinson (1994), Weiner and Oakeshott
(1987) (see Johnson et al., 2007: 28)

This analysis argues that the prime responsibility for development lies with the communities
themselves, not with professional state bodies. In this perspective, community development
as a process prioritises a broad, rights-based form of ‘citizenship’ which assumes and
advocates that people and communities have a right to participate in agreeing the decisions
which affect them (Commins and Keane, 1994). In such an analysis, communities are neither
considered as parasites nor mendicants, but as the prime movers of development (Cassidy,
1994b, cited in McDonagh, 2001: 143). Community development is tied to local ‘expertise,
capabilities and energy’ (Johnson, Hodgett and Royle, 2007: 28). In ideological terms, such
an approach to policy development is predicated on the basis that the state has primary
responsibility for instigating a process-led model of development. The long-run objective of
such is the creation of a sustainable, development-based and integrated range of interventions
which are articulated on terms and conditions governed to a significant extent by the very
marginalised and peripheral communities such policies seek out to support.
The form and process of development is localised, maximising local resources and
innovatory capacity. This approach to development includes within the ambit of its objectives
a model of economic growth that supports employment and welfare generation in such a way
as to release local community energies. This approach increases levels of civic participation
and solidarity, improves cohesion and the routes to inclusion for the economically
marginalised and the socially vulnerable. Such a model ‘[…] implies a community-oriented
approach requiring local effort to find and implement ways of overcoming problems affecting

146

the well-being of the community […] building the capacity of the community to establish and
sustain a viable local economy’ (Bickerton and MacNeil, 2007 : 65).
However, McDonagh (2001) argues that despite locally-led initiatives and a philosophy and
practice of self-reliance, communities remain excluded. While the rhetoric of policy proposes
the ‘veneration’ or idealisation of community and local interests, they are in reality involved
strictly on the terms of the dominant professional state elites. Communities have limited
actual influence in establishing the diagnosis of the problems where the dimensions of
proposed solutions (organisational, planning, funding etc.) and the allocation of funding and
eligibility criteria are determined externally (Commins and Keane, 1994; Varley, 1991;
Varley, 1998: 388). There is also evidence of continuing tensions created between the often
parallel and mutually exclusive discourses of participatory and representative democracy at
local level. The potential or manifest influence of community groups can threaten the
recognised role of local party-political elites as the primary powerbrokers, as the mediating
relays in allocating patronage benefits, the ultimate pedlars of political influence at local level
(Commins and Keane, 1994: 110; Varley, 1998: 394; Keating, 1998: 146).
Allied to this is the reality that given the macro-level and structural forces which determine
the nature and scope of economic activity and state policy regulation, such approaches need
to carefully assess the real extent to which such processes are actually intractable to local
solutions. The limited room for localisation and community mobilisation permits a narrow
range of influence within the dominant discourse of an ‘[…] officially approved and
institutionally dominant, market-led model of development’ (Commins and Keane, 1994:
114, 162, 188).
In such theories, the ability to manage the prevailing conditions for development, the
appropriate localised institutional and governance capacity and access to the necessary
resources to plan and implement co-ordinated measures in support of specified objectives are
critical to the success of regional development efforts. Institutionalism is a key concept as it
deals with the underlying form and characteristics of growth: ‘[…] particular institutional
forms can be understood in terms of the interaction between underlying forces of state
restructuring and the pre-existing structure of regional governance...’ (Mac Kinnon, D., 2001:
824). In this interpretation, local assets, capacities and the complex of indigenous and
exogenous resources form the crucible of growth, innovation and competitiveness (Pike et
al., 2006). The ability of regions to sustain and develop is closely related to the capacity of
localised social systems and structures. These features are highly differentiated in regional
terms and underpin relative growth performance, disparities and inequalities. These models
emphasise the social context of institutional organisation in describing and predicting patterns
of growth and the form and function of the market. In these conceptual models, the market is
understood as an explicit form of social organisation.
In such explanations, social capital, networks of innovation and solidarity, political
deregulation, trust and institutional arrangements supportive of mutuality and consensusbased governance models create an identifiable form of regional ‘intelligence’. It
incorporates within the model these critical extra-economic factors. Such intermediate
sociopolitical institutions create a regional ability to promote and manage learning, adaption
and innovation. Institutionalism, and the soft infrastructures it underpins, has the potential of
adopting a broader socioeconomic understanding of the conditions necessary for endogenous
development within an integrated framework. The transformation of the concept of
‘innovation’ from a production-led, technical development process which creates new
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products and systems and added value to existing stock has taken root in the literature.
Innovation is now considered a fundamental regional asset which informs the networks, the
practices and the objectives of development.
The policies of Regional Innovation Strategies and Networks are built on the identification
and mainstreaming of such development opportunities. They are created through mobilising
innovation measures between clusters of localised producers, between institutes of research
and commercial enterprises, between public bodies, local government and private sector
representative organisations. Such arrangements facilitate knowledge creation and transfer
and generate new rounds of innovation and learning which underpins the next-stage
development process. The demands and the opportunities inherent in the emerging
knowledge economy insist on adaptive and holistic approaches to market opportunities and to
production processes (Schleicher-Tappeser et al., 1997). Learning systems underpin
innovative internal processes within the region. They act as a key instrument to maintain
competitiveness, to penetrate new market share and to build the capacity to adapt to structural
and continuous change in a rapidly evolving global context. Knowledge-creating regions,
based on such networks and dynamics of innovation and learning, have emerged as leading
regions with differentiated (including institutional, behavioural and non-tradable) assets,
higher levels of productivity growth and more sustainable approaches to local and regional
development. Such regions coalesce around a particular and localised ‘spatial fix’ and
generate a process of structural coherence in support of stability and growth through
integrated development (Commins and Keane, 1994: 188)
The distributive model of endogenous development advocates multi-level policies and
interventions and the casting of strategic planning as a regional development tool. It
emphasised the Regional Development Agencies and other local development initiatives as
facilitators of development and as an extension of the regionalisation of institutional
governance (Danson, 2003). The commitment to the national prerogative of macroeconomic
development now includes the need to facilitate and develop the competencies and capability
of regional governance partnerships. It stresses their ‘hinge function’ in coordinating
integrated strategic responses to local development opportunities and constraints.
5.9.3

Regional Development Policy (RDP) Implications

The period since the 1990s has seen a reconfiguration of RDPs which form part of the
outworkings of new ‘[…] state-market-civil relations…. and reflect a new scalar sensitivity to
the needs of individual regions’ (Lloyd and Peel, 2008: 167). Contrary views (Brenner, 2004;
Breathnach, 2014; Williams, 2000) argue that in policy terms, neoliberalism has meant the
increasing withdrawal of central states from regional policy. Harvey goes so far as to argue
that ‘[…] state sovereignty over community and capital movements is willingly surrendered
to the global market’ (Harvey, 2005: 66). This leads to a fundamental retrenchment in the
scale and scope of state interventions (Bingham and Maier, 1993; Curtin, 1996). They argue
that the new economic and political dispensation embraced a practice of development and
public management which prioritised privatisation, deregulation and liberalisation and the
downgrading of regional development policy goals. To the extent that the new dogma admits
a role for the state in planning and intervention regimes, it must do so on the presumption of
market rationality and an ideology that sees the states regulatory function as providing a
framework wherein ‘[…] investment, production, and distributional decisions (which remain
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the preserve of business) can operate in a relatively efficient manner’ (Applebaum and
Henderson, 1992: 19, cited in Neil and Tykkylainen, 1998: 9).
The significant departure during the 1980s/90s, from the conditions which prevailed in the
1970s, was most explicitly captured within the prevailing geopolitical context and the
political economy of development which came to be privileged under the neoliberal regime
(Brenner, 2004). The marginalisation of spatial equalisation, welfare and redistributive
compensatory policies in the 1980s meant that the macro-level governance framework had
shifted fundamentally to a political philosophy which inculcated a culture and practice of
competition and division, rather than equalisation. Such change introduced global
competition, industrial restructuring and relocation. It introduced increasing patterns of
investment, relocation and disinvestment compounded by cost and accessibility
disadvantages for many regions, both rural and urban (Lloyd and Peel, 2008; Ward, 2008).
This restructuring and rescaling of the spatiality of the state also supported the emergence of
a particular urban construct, the city-region (Brenner, 2004: 447).
Cities increasingly became the engines of ‘glocalisation’, a dynamic where global processes
interact with local forces (Neil and Tykkylainen, 1998: 19). The Glocalising, Competitive
State Regions (GCSRs) have sought out significant devolved economic deregulation to the
subnational institutional arena and the reconcentration of effort and needs in the most
competitive urban-industrial complexes (Brenner, 2004: 469). During the 1990s,
glocalisation strategies exacerbated uneven spatial development within national territories as
place-based competitive and localised development initiatives competed on a global scale.
The intensification of polarisation has resulted. Aggregate development at the state-level has
been undermined and retarded through such processes where the coherence and effectiveness
of the state’s unitary, regulatory functions has been dissipated and weakened (Brenner, 2004).
These developments fuelled and accentuated the spatial divergence processes rather than
trying, in policy terms, to ameliorate the worst consequences of its impacts. Such theory
argued for agglomeration as the essential condition of growth and productivity enhancing
outcomes leading to sustainable development creating ‘[…] assets in the form of increasing
returns effects and positive externalities’ (Scott and Storper, 2003: 193).
Decentralisation of governance functions had contradictory motivations and consequences
(Commins and Keane, 1994; Coyle, 1996). Devolving and decentralising functions without
the follow-through funding supports has led to greater autonomy within governance systems
and also to increased responsibility for revenue generation support through local regeneration
efforts (McDonagh, 2001). Whether understood as devolution or the disbanding of
responsibilities, the ‘[…] reduction on the welfare burden’ of the central state was the most
immediate outcome (Brenner, 2004). Brenner’s (2004: 473) realignment of ‘geographies of
state spatiality’ describes these processes and their impact on regional development within
the core and periphery axis and their interdependent relationship to each other leading to
‘[…] fundamentally reconfigured entrenched intergovernmental hierarchies and scalar
divisions of regulation’ (ibid; Breathnach, 2014). The shift from national equalisation
priorities to the ‘glocalisation’ orientation and the normalisation of such new institutional
arrangements capture the fundamental nature of the realignment. The spatial dimension of
retrenching development investment and planning priorities into the leading regions was
paralleled by a fragmentation of divergent, sub-national, place-specific planning objectives
which were localised and highly competitive. The coherence of mega-governance and state
capability which was inherited from the Fordist-Keynesian legacy began to be undermined
(Brenner, 2004: 477; Breathnach, 2014).

149

In these circumstances the role of the core/centre was no longer considered as a multidimensional service provider (employment, housing and transport hubs, key infrastructure
and facilities, etc.) but as the institutional site in its own right for the propulsive generation of
growth and competitiveness initiatives. Regional and local governments, municipal
authorities and local cross-sectoral development partnerships were given responsibility for
promoting their own development and progressively increasingly their capacity as metrohubs and engines for regional development in their own right (Brenner, 2004). This was
accompanied by an increasing emphasis on local entrepreneurialism/small-firm formation
and on a new emphasis on competitiveness. This tended to take the form of regions and cities
attempting to make themselves more attractive as sites for mobile investment through tax
incentives, deregulation and infrastructure provision.
In terms of their impact on policy formulation, these theories argue that robust and effective
intervention can impact the form and intensity of development within an endogenous model.
They argue that such policy interventions are required to stimulate, manage or correct the
influence of such processes and their spatial impact and to mitigate the underlying
contradictions between spatial equity concerns and aggregate economic efficiency. The
strategic intent of such initiatives was incorporated within frameworks which prioritised
measures intended to support interregional development and regeneration through increasing
and restructuring competitive capabilities; through dense and interdependent innovation
networks; and the intense mobilisation of an integrated set of production assets including
land-use planning and acquisition, fiscal incentives, financial supports for inward investment
and a legislative environment which supported entrepreneurial, market-led development
(Coyle, 1996). For example, in the 1990s and 2000s, concepts such as the ‘learning economy’
and ‘regional innovation systems’ have gained currency in policy terms which, in practice,
tend to overlap considerably with Porter’s clustering theory (2003), with their emphasis on
governance, networks and social capital creation.
Another important policy development which had a significant impact on regional
development thinking was the adoption by the EU of the European Spatial Development
Perspective (ESDP, 1999; Breathnach, 2014) (cf. Section 8.3.15). The policy concern here is
with the spatial organisation of industrial and social capital (Tykkylainen, 1998). The ESDP
argued for improving self-reliant endogenous development capacities. In spatial terms, it
emphasised the creation of balanced, polycentric urban systems (to counterbalance the
metropolitan domination of many national economies) through the promotion within nonmetropolitan regions of strong urban gateway cities (Breathnach, 2014). These gateway
settlements were to act as drivers and organisational foci for the functional integration of
surrounding rural regions. They were also to articulate diverse regional links and
interdependencies with the global economy rather than using national metropoles as
intermediary conduits as had tended to be the case in the past. The ESDP approach
emphasises spatial parity of access to infrastructure, knowledge networks, sustainable
socioeconomic, environmental and cultural development (O’Hara and Commins, 2003: 35,
37). This had a major influence on the theory (but not the practice) of Ireland’s National
Spatial Strategy (cf. Section 8.3.15) (Breathnach, 2014).
The new RDP does not assume the nation-state construct as ‘[…] the appropriate unit of
activity in the context of global competiveness’ (Lloyd and Peel, 2008: 168; Berg, P.O.,
2004). The influence of supranational institutions and regulatory frameworks such as the EU
and the World Trade Organisation (WTO) seriously undermined the role of the state in
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initiating market interventions and protecting indigenous trade (Coyle, 1996). The new
regionalism created a central role for the repositioning of the ‘region’ superseding both the
‘institutional compacts’ of Fordism and the urban governance model which emerged in the
1980s, what Brenner positions as regionalisation and metropolitisation (2004). Such new
territorial configurations saw governance, regulatory and planning structures decentralised at
a subnational level of intervention (Harrison, 2006: 933; Breathnach, 2014). Such a
realignment facilitates an integrated and place-centred approach to the new tenets of regional
economic development: innovation, learning and knowledge. Ward and Jonas speak of the
shift from a consideration of regions as being subordinated within the national economy and
associated with industrial decline, economic stagnation and atrophied development to
increasingly being reconsidered as of global significance in the contemporary literature. They
are considered as being ‘[…] the preeminent site and scale for territorial economic
organisation in contemporary capitalism’ (Ward and Jonas, 2004: 2119; Pearce, 2008: 100;
Bergman, Maier, Todtling, 1991; Breathnach, 2014). In this reordering in scale and strategic
orientation lies the response to the collapse of the Keynesian/Fordist compact, its ‘[…]
accumulation regime and its mode of regulation’ (Harrison, 2012: 1245).
In this analysis, the regional framework acts as an incubator for indigenous growth clusters,
as the institutional site for new wealth creation (Gibbs, 1999: 10; O’Hara and Commins,
2003: 35). Regions, in this way, create the new economic, social and democratic dividend
(Harrison, 2006: 933). Such regional frameworks incorporate socio-institutional factors as
‘moving parts’ of the regional system, conflating economic considerations with the broader
functioning of power and politics concerning ‘[…] questions regarding inequality,
distribution and representation’ (Harrison, 2006: 934, 938). In their analysis, Ward and Jonas
locate such discussions of the resurgence of the region within a framework which includes
differing analyses of regional scale and economic processes and production functions, ‘[…]
between the transformation of the space economy and corresponding changes in the
geography of the state and economic governance’ (Ward and Jonas, 2004: 2120).
Significantly, the contradictions inherent within such juxtapositions are being constantly
reworked where the scale at which interventions are undertaken are reconfigured. In this way,
there is movement from local-local strategic interventions to local-regional, to intraregional
and interregional constructs of co-operation, concentration and selectivity in clustering
locational assets. The geographies of regionalism contain different interrelated systems of
spatial and institutional interaction. They witness cooperation and competition at various
scales, leading to new peripheral and core dimensions and also to the creation of new centres
for new peripheries and a rescaling of the interventionist and redistributivist policies (Pileček,
J. and Jančák, V., 2011).
5.10

Identification of Research Questions

The foregoing review attempted to draw together a synthesis of RED theory, policy and the
existing development and intervention measures which are being deployed. Based on this, it
is possible to identify a set of questions which will built into the semi-structured interviews
and the analytical investigation of the empirical evidence, specifically:
In terms of analysing the efficacy of existing RDPs in Ireland and in the Gaeltacht, we can
enquire as to:
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What were the dominant theoretical frameworks which generated the rationale
for dedicated state-led policy interventions in Ireland and in the Gaeltacht?



What conceptualisation of development determined the relative alignment of
policy objectives within the range of general development measures deployed
by the state and which impacted on Gaeltacht development?



What was the analytical or evidence base undertaken and assembled in support
of policy development?



To what extent can we identify a consistent set of policies formulated over
time by way of a response to stated problems?



What are the reference points against which we can establish the extent to
which policy aims have been successful?

In terms of constructing a new spatial model for the TMLs:


Given the political economy of globalisation which drives new production
systems, integrative global networks, and the differentiated integration of
peripheral areas into a global division of labour, what development model can
be conceived to explicitly support the TMLs on their precise developmental
and linguistic terms?



How can such a model of intervention integrate and reconcile the need for
redistributive social justice, participatory democracy, social inclusion and
mutual tolerance for cultural and linguistic diversity and economic
competitiveness? (Williams, 2008)



How can such a model explicitly commit to a process of development which
places the territorial language community at the centre of the discourse
regarding the analysis and outworking of the multiple problems which
development is attempting to overcome?



What socio-institutional and governance structures are required to deliver such
an approach to development so as to incorporate systemic participation rather
than the co-option of local communities?



What mode of development can be conceived to support the rural, local and
community dimensions of such a regional development approach where host
communities are integral to policy prescriptions and not categorised in terms
of their role in the production processes of capitalism?



What strategic vision and spatial structure for integrated development is
necessary to respect and to maximise the sociolinguistic and cultural values of
the TMLs, their history and geography, and to deal with the possible inverse
relationship between economic development and other development
factors/conditions? (O’Hara, 2002, 2013; Brereton et al., 2011)
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5.11



Given the retrenchment of state intervention and the dismantling of welfarism,
how best can one protect and develop linguistic communities on an inclusive
and egalitarian basis within a regional development framework?



In the absence of formalised deregulation and decentralisation to regional
levels, what measures are required to recognise the ‘autonomous’, discreet
needs of such language communities so as to enable them to influence, if not
manage, development processes locally?



How can a responsible and locally sensitised model of regional development
be structured which will effectively introduce long-term structural change
(rather than piecemeal, palliative or adjustment mechanisms) and establish and
sustain local capability in the management of the change process rather than
presenting the occasional and ad hoc ‘spectacle’ of development?
(McDonagh, 2001: 79; Commins and Keane, 1994: 16; Tovey, 1996)



How can LP and RED initiatives be so combined as to construct an analysis of
how TMLs can stabilise and grow and become normalised within economic
development and modernisation discourse?



In this context, what model of economic and spatial development, in terms of
scale, form, ownership and spatial configuration, is appropriate for TML
development?
Conclusion

Traditional and mainstream RED theory remains dominated in its general perspective and in
the range of its defining influences by economic considerations (Hodgett, Johnson, Royle,
2007: 13; Schleicher-Tappeser et al., 1997). However, a central question relating to this
research enquires as to the capacity of such theories to describe, explain or predict the
regional ‘problem’. Holland argues that there is a fundamental difference between those
theoretical models and techniques which can assist us in interpreting and understanding
reality and others: ‘[…] which depend for their use on extensively artificial assumptions
about reality’ (Holland, 1977: 25).
He argues from his Marxist perspective that intrinsic to the outworkings of the capitalist
economic system is the fact that cumulative disequilibrium leads inevitably to pronounced
disparities in the spatial distribution of regional growth and the sub-optimisation of local
resources. Such disequilibrium is essentially to be understood in terms of the ‘nonoperational’ perfect competition framework (Holland, 1977). Liberal market theories reject
the reality of asymmetries and inequalities inherent in given responses to market
opportunities, consumption patterns and trajectories of investment, to labour and capital and
to earning opportunities (Holland, 1977: 55). Martin and Sunley (1998, cited in Pike et al.,
2006: 70) argue that market dynamics create spatial disequilibrium and cumulative
polarisation which reinforces, rather than ameliorates, patterns of uneven regional
development. Such patterns of uneven and unequal development, and the implications they
have for minority language and TML communities, are fundamental to the hypothesis that
this research seeks to address.
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Moreover, this review argues that the evolution of regional development theory can be
understood as a continuum beginning with theories which delineate processes of production,
settlement and investment, to theories which engage with the concept of regional space as an
integrated, multi-faceted network sustaining multiple economic, socio-cultural and political
dynamics. Wolfe speaks of RDP evolution in terms of: ‘[…] top-down, hierarchical,
nationally-centred policy and “hard” infrastructure [towards] a more decentralised regional
innovation system based upon intersectoral co-operation, trustful relations and social
learning’ (Wolfe 2002; cited in Pike et al., 2006: 209). RDPs generated by such models direct
such processes working within a spatially delimited territory which operate towards
conditions of agreed societal development. Such dimensions of the different models are
summarised in Table 15:
Table 15: Key Features of Divergent Models for Regional Development

Model of Economic Development

Model of Integrated Regional Development

National Growth Objectives

Complex of integrated conditions and
factors which release the development
potential of a region

Maximisation of profit
Trade and Transaction Optimisation

Address redistributive measures to reduce
disparities

Optimum Location

Multi-level and interdependent

Relationship and positioning of supply and
market factors

Sociopolitical and Economic Goals
Value of the ‘public good’

Transport infrastructure connecting both

Networks and scale issues, soft supports
Amalgamation and efficiency between
sectors
Institutional Development and Governance

The review suggests that the ideology and practices required to create a development model
for TMLs need to draw from the logic and structural elements of the integrated regional
development approach set out in the right-hand column in the table above. In the context of
this research, there is a need to expand the focus of analysis from relatively narrow
production and distribution concerns (Bickerton and Mac Neil, 2007: 43; Savoie, 2006: 73)
as set out in the left-hand column above. The analysis needs to incorporate the broader
priorities and the effects of structural/sectoral, demographic, sociolinguistic and
environmental change on the future prospects of regions, their regional economies and the
communities that they sustain. This focuses on: ‘[…] a network-determined spatial concept
that refers to local/regional nodes and intersections … of these networks’ (Bergman, Maier
and Todtling, 1991b).
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Such an approach is consistent with the Inclusive Economy Matrix (IEM) model developed
by Pouw and McGregor (2014). They elaborate a new ‘inclusive economy matrix’ which
constructs a redefinition of ‘[…] the scope of economics, economic agency, rational
behaviour and put emphasis on wellbeing rather than welfare’ (ibid: 3). This matrix is
proposed as a response to the limitations inherent in the dominant orthodox models which are
incapable of integrating the complexity of competing and contradictory processes driven by
glocalisation (cf. Section 5.9.3) and current fiscal crises. It sets out to establish the economics
of human welfare. As against the singular optimal point at which the atomistic economic
agent acts rationally and in a cost-optimising manner, this investigation assumes multiple
optimal points and sub-optimal points which determine the individual’s choices and
preferences (Schleicher-Tappeser et al., 1997; Laville, 2010). It discounts unidimensional
aggregation and emphasises unpredictability, instability and the differences in multiple,
heterogeneous (irrational) individual and collective behaviour. The IEM model is inclusive of
the social and political context for economic decision-making based on ‘the instituted power
relations’ between different state and economic agents in the allocation of scarce resources. It
seeks to disaggregate and analyse the priorities which are contingent on quality of life, the
wellbeing of the community, not simply individual welfare: ‘[…] instead of assuming social
welfare to be the sum-total of a set of individual welfare functions, we adopt the concept of
wellbeing and the principle of emergence to be applicable in aggregating from individual to
collective wellbeing’ (Pouw and McGregor, 2014: 23).
Support for such a multidimensional and integrated conceptualisation of development is also
set out in Stern’s classification (Keane and Cawley, 1999: 147). This model depicts the
interrelated spatial and sectoral objects which represent stages in the development process
including quality of life, the socioeconomic base, social infrastructure, institutional capacity
and community coherence. The model rests on this continuum process striving for
progressive and effective development built on local and regional resources, competencies
and capacity. Building on such a framework, Keane and Cawley (1999) argue for a strategic
approach to local/regional development which sets out to realise gains for the community
through productivity enhancement and the creation of local assets (rather than relying on
redistributive transfers); which addresses market failures in the local/regional economy;
which emphasises the process, participation and potential of different stakeholders and their
resource bases; which utilises systematic analyses of local internal dynamics and their
linkage to broader, external processes and dynamics. In sum, they ‘[…] focus attention on
solving remedial aspects of known problems and identify courses of action that move
marginally, incrementally and through successive approximations away from unsatisfactory
social and economic conditions, even when “optimal” or ideal goals cannot be agreed upon,
and explore alternatives on which diverse interests can act jointly’ (ibid: 150).
It is argued here that the most important development is the continuing theoretical and policy
evolution from state-sponsored, centralist, top-down approaches to development to a political
economy of development which advocates an ideology of community development and the
practice of control over local resources (Bickerton and MacNeil, 2007). Such models also
underscore policies which emphasis the central role of the ‘development state’ in formulating
and implementing regional policy ‘[…] in progressive action to ameliorate local and regional
inequality in democratically accountable ways’ (Pike et al., 2006: 84). Furthermore, in terms
of social and civic development, progressive outputs delivered through such policies
encourage and facilitate the emergence of citizenship, social cohesion and solidarity and
assist in progress towards socioeconomic equality.
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Sweeney (1995) discounts the validity or appropriateness of contested discourses of ‘bottomup’ versus ‘top-down’ development (see also Commins and Keane, 1994: 178). He argues
that the required alignment is vertical and integrative to ensure that those economic and
social forces which are germane to endogenous development are given fullest expression and
best opportunity to realise local/regional development latency. In other words, such relations
are necessary to release ‘[…] the dynamics of the entire socio-communitarian system of a
local community’ (Sweeney, 1995: 12). McDonagh’s (2001) view supports this, arguing for
such an optimum mode of development built on the integration of the top-down,
sectoral/functional approach and the locally- instigated territorial approach (ibid :5).
The arguments for a shift in the exogenous/top-down paradigm of regional development from
the mid-1970s in terms of theory, policy goals and implementation mechanisms (Batchler and
Yuill, 2001) towards a theory of endogenous development are highly significant to this
research. The key progressive dimensions of such an evolution of the state’s role in regional
development policies are summarised in the table below.
Table 16 provides a summary exposition of the evolution of state interventionist practices
drawn from analysis from Johnson et al., (2007)
Table 16: Varying Roles of the State in Interventionist practices

Direct management and
ownership of state
economic enterprises








Enabler/facilitator of
Regional Development

Identification and
development of
specific sectors
Establishment of
subsidiaries
Intensive funding and
co-ordination of
effort at local level
Market focus
resulting in direct
employment
Capital intensive
Based on labour
demand
Traditional sectors
involved and often
natural resourcebased







Promotion of regional
competitive
advantage
Economic and social
infrastructure a
development priority
Getting the
conditions right
Investment in people,
intelligence and IT
infrastructure
Linkages,
partnerships,
integration with
private sector

(After Bick and McKenzie, 2007)
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Promoting Locallymanaged Development










Endogenous
Local resources
People-focused
Smaller scale
Broader more
inclusive concept of
development
Holistic
Health and welfare
and economic
prosperity combined
Decentralised
Participatory

The endogenous model is proposed as the key analytical cornerstone for this research project.
This review has highlighted a range of key considerations drawn from this and competing
explanatory frameworks which will inform the semi-structured interviews and the general
methodology supporting the critique of Gaeltacht development policy. The analysis has also
surfaced issues in relation to the conceptualisation and problematisation of development
policy for those TMLs which are also classified as Official Language Minority Communities
which have a territorial basis.
This review seeks to present an understanding of the dominant theoretical models as a series
of linked, evolving and increasingly comprehensive attempts to analyse those factors which
drive regional development. This evolutionary perspective argues that through elaboration,
augmentation and synthesis, new theoretical models have attempted to integrate existing
theories and further explicate their utility. The increasingly complex and stratified theoretical
models have evolved from an engagement principally with those abstract factors, processes
and conditions which inform regional economic structure and the momentum for market-led
development, to iterations of development and growth, including the spatial dimensions of
such development, which look to extra-economic phenomenon. Sociopolitical, human capital,
institutional and innovation dynamics are considered critical dimensions to a more
comprehensive articulation of development theory (Boekema et al., 2000, cited in Terluin,
2003). The evolutionary development of theories, their oppositional, explanatory and
associative relations also consider a shift from perspectives dominated by development from
above, a ‘top-down’ orientation where resources are redistributed through external
interventions, and now placed in contra-distinction to theories which seek to explain and
predict development ‘from below’ through stimulating regional potentials and place-specific
resources (O’Hara and Commins, 2003: 33).
This review argues that regional development is ultimately mediated through the impact of
the state and state power-relations on socio-spatial structures (Tovey, 1996: 133). Both
through theory, and through recourse to the practical experience of material reality negotiated
through policy prescriptions, regional development processes demonstrate the deepening
asymmetries in access to power in the market and through the state apparatus. The contours
of its influence are determined by the ambiguities and agency of competing groups in a
struggle for access and resources (Cooke, 1983: 136). Rather than being portrayed as an
idealistic, deterministic and obligatory, even normative, process, this analysis seeks to
demarcate and stress the multiple causations of development (Cooke, 1983: 130; Garofoli,
1991: 124).
Increasingly, since the 1980s, the co-emergence of globalisation and social and institutional
mobilisation at local level, along with the emphasis on endogenous resources, produced a
new social field on a regional scale forcing regions to manage the ‘[…] coexistence of the
possibility of “anchorage” in safe space and the necessity to pragmatize global challenges and
to link it to the new world order’ (Szajnowska-Wysocka, 2009: 87). For rural and regional
development, community and locally-led development processes are signalled as key
dimensions for maximising local resources, capacity and skills through endogenous processes
(Breathnach, 2014). For firms and sectoral networking, integrated and mutually reinforcing
regional resources endowments such as skills, information, shared infrastructures, inter-firm
collaboration and agglomeration externalities are considered prerequisite conditions for
competitiveness and growth (Heanue et al., 2011: 4).
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In RDP terms, the mix of political conservatism and economic liberalism which have defined
the neoliberal economic project (Pearce, 2008; Breathnach, 2014), is fundamentally
antithetical to regional development in favour of liberalisation, deregulation, privatisation,
low taxes and supply-side policies including inflationary control mechanisms (ibid: 9; Neil
and Tykkylainen, 1998: 6). Statist interventionism and demand management has been
discredited as a redundant political economy. In a similar way, the supranational trade, fiscal,
competition and other regulatory regimes effectively limit the discretion of the nation state in
intervening to achieve balanced development within the national spatial economy by means
of asymmetrical support or incentive mechanisms (Breathnach, 2014). It is increasingly
difficult in this context to alter or manipulate the combination of factors upon which
economic development depends. The result has seen the state as less ‘economically autarchic’
or independent in governance terms and in its historic role in creating those stabilising forces
necessary for national economic management (Scott and Storper, 1990: 29; Nordstrom, 1996:
41).
The ‘competitive imperative’ (Keating, 1998: 143) of the dominant neoliberal political
economy advocates market-led development and small government with an increasing
privatisation of essential public services. The policy impact of such analysis
disproportionately effects peripheral areas because of negative scale economies and increased
pricing (O’Hara and Commins, 2003: 36; Brereton et al., 2011: 207; Adshead and Quinn,
1998). In RDP terms, this has seen the ‘economisation’ of RDP away from the redistributive,
equity model (O’Hara and Commins, 2003: 36). In terms of governance planning, the
problem remains of decomposing different state policies into mechanistic, static and
independently functioning programmes, where specialisation and compartmentalisation
represent two sides of the same Janus head. Integration and coordination at the point of
delivery, its material impact on the actual territory of development, represents a longstanding structural problem (Healy and Reynolds, 1998). Moreover, the traditional
conception of the state as synonymous with an integrative control and protectionist function,
allocating resources and regulating competition in support of weaker regions and sectors
through social redistribution, has been radically altered.
Combined, such developments have simultaneously created a new territorial hierarchy
(Keating, 1998: 80) and refocused attention on the region and on endogenous forms of spatial
development. Current policy interdictions demand a reappraisal of the contribution of the
regional structures, of regionally interdependent economic systems which foreground
knowledge networks, skills, innovation and institutional capability, and collective action in
the production of private and public goods rather than on an over-reliance on capitalintensive infrastructure. In Keating’s terms, the region becomes as much an institutional
system as a delimited economic space (1998: 84, 152). This new regional paradigm involves
the construction of: ‘[…] identities, territorial solidarities and of territorially-based systems of
action, which are now placed more directly in confrontation with the international market
rather than being mediated by the state’ (Keating, 1998: 74).
The monopoly of the state construct in mediating the external environment of its own spatial
economy and its constituent regions is undermined in this environment. Regions are
considered the drivers, not the recipients of development (Keating1998: 78; Scott and
Storper, 2003; O’Hara and Commins, 2003: 37). In policy terms it demonstrates a shift from
a curative, reactive, one-dimensional orientation to a more proactive, dynamic process of
consensual, strategic local decision-making: ‘[…] from a closed policy-making to
participative policy-making, from centralised to decentralised and from dirigistic to
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contextually steering’ (Mol, 1994, cited in Gibbs, 1999: 13; Moussis 1997, cited in O’Hara
and Commins, 2003: 37).
The contemporary period has seen the resurgence of regional economies as ‘preeminent’ sites
for the most advanced forms of innovation and economic development within a globalised
framework of relations and interdependencies (Scott and Storper, 2003; Breathnach, 2014).
The shift to endogenous growth strategies target smaller scale programmes and projects,
draws on codes of selective, often specialised labour-market and place-specific assistance,
emphasising supply-side policies investing in regional R&D, innovation and entrepreneurial
capacity (Keating, 1998: 141). There has been a fundamental shift from infrastructural,
capital-intensive development and industrial diversion. The core objectives are now to utilise
subsidiary, decentralised institutional forms at sub-national level to create the conditions, the
systems and the resources to drive endogenous growth or clusters through cluster formation,
networking and strategic spatial planning (O’Hara and Commins, 2003: 36).
The new territorial dynamic has moved away from the spatial management of territories and
the integration into the national economy of the region(s), through redistribution and
equalisation measures, to a discourse of territorial, inter-regional competition within the
evolving framework of the EU and international market dynamics (Keating, 1998: 185).
Territorial structures are critical to foster collective action, to support autonomous capabilities
in the region and maximise the ‘[…] untraded interdependencies and develop a milieu
supportive of regional economic development. In other words, competitiveness is based less
on static comparative advantages such as endowment of natural resources and more on
qualitative dynamic characteristics’ (Moussis 1997, cited in O’Hara and Commins, 2003: 37;
Schleicher-Tappeser et al., 1997: 58). The new regionalism examines the effects of the localglobal dichotomy, the function of the state in influencing socioeconomic development and the
influence of culture and identity politics and factors in economic development (SzajnowskaWysocka, 2009)
The systematic marginalisation of Keynesian RDP advocating redistribution and equalisation
has accentuated interregional divergence (Scott and Storper, 2003: 589; Brenner, 2004: 473).
In the political economy of the ‘new regionalism’, the strictly demarcated, hierarchical
territorial governance systems based on delineated functional competencies have changed.
They have been replaced by complex interdependent regional systems of mediation,
compromise and innovation in development policies and newly attenuated structures. The
policy imperative has shifted from equity and territorial issues of redistribution which
attempted to compensate for the negative social, spatial and structural impacts of market-led
development (Commins and Keane, 1994: 211), to one of concentrating resources on
dynamic, globally-orientated agglomeration networks. The dilemma of reconciling growth
and equity considerations is framed within the traditional core-periphery axis and remains a
key policy concern. The policy enquiry still holds as to how to keep: ‘[…] income disparities
(between regions) well within the limits of the socially just and politically tolerable’ (Scott
and Storper, 2003: 32).
Identifying the causes, the processes and the amelioration of the consequences brought about
by the polarisation of economic space is the fundamental conceptual concern of regional
development theory (Pileček, J. and Jančák, V., 2011). The unequal and highly differentiated
distribution of economic growth, patterns of investment and employment opportunities
represent key challenges for policy-makers within post-nationalist industrial democracies.
From such a regional development perspective, the historical dichotomy between core and
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periphery has been ‘deepened’ (ibid) by transformative processes which are driven
simultaneously by a complex of political, socioeconomic and institutional factors external to
the region. They are also driven from below and within, from a realignment of the internal
socio-spatial structure of different regions which is being continually ‘recast’ within
increasingly devolved and decentralised planning, governance and transaction dynamics
(Brenner, 2004; Breathnach, 2010, 2014).
Finally, Williams (2008: 97) insists that the elaboration and prediction of the functional and
pragmatic links between language processes and general development processes will only
assume utility and meaning when we ‘[…] can anticipate the utilitarian power of language in
particular economic contexts’. The following chapter attempts a treatment of the emerging
discourses which link such linguistic and regional economic development processes and
explores how it might be formalised in policy prescriptions.
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Chapter 6 Integration Minority Language Planning and Regional
Economic Development
6.1

Introduction

This chapter attempts to draw out common themes and identify areas of overlap, of
convergence and divergence, between the two disciplines of regional economic development
(RED) and language planning (LP). It does so because of the centrality of these two policy
and analytical discourse as the principal state interventions in and for Gaeltacht development.
Sproull considers this intersection, what he describes as inclusive of the ‘economics of
language’ as an emerging area of academic study and policy debate in its own right (Sproull,
1996: 94). Building on such analysis, this review will attempt to determine some of the major
trends and results which emerge and which are drawn from a representative cross-section of
the growing literature on the subject of such integration. In so doing, the following section
identifies some of the major pathways through what will be called hereafter the REDLP
discourse.
The findings will assist in the effort to further establish an analytical framework for the
research questions and to build on the reviews undertaken in the previous chapters. This
analytical framework will also feed into the elaboration of the research questions which have
been identified from the reviews of the theory and policy formulation within LP and the
theory and practice of RED. This section will help explain the findings, document the
relationship and elucidate the significant reciprocal causation in the effects on each other of
the different research enquiries contained within REDLP. This approach sets out, therefore,
to contribute towards the development of an integrated, analytical perspective in support of
the empirical research and in the formulation of the principal and secondary research
questions. The formulation of an outline spatial model for the TMLs proposed in the final
section is also intended as a starting point for empirical research and the formulation of
questions for fieldwork.
6.2

Overview

There is no discernible overall theory which informs an integrated approach to the economic
and language linkage, to what has been referred to above as REDLP. This is partly due to the
historical experience where such attempts at conceptualisation and policy practice have been
located in a capitalist market-economy framework for the most part with all its inherent
social injustices, distributional inequities and structural prejudices. Developing regions which
function on the margin of the mainstream economy and which are peripheral to the primary
location of resources and markets, have relied on models which are highly centralised,
homogenous and universalist in their ideological orientation and in the practice of their
deployment.
To the extent that such an integrative model of economic and linguistic development has
been pursued, it has been undertaken in circumstances where development policies and
interventions attempt to ‘[…] preserve communities [and their languages] in the face of
change and enhance their well-being in the face of exploitation, discrimination and prejudice’
(Wiewel, Teitz and Giloth, 1993: 95). This contention is supported by the dominance of
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processes of minoritisation and of the impacts driven by the hegemonic economic order.
MJLs control the prospects of local TMLs in the same way as the hegemony of mainstream
economic processes marginalise and undermine the development capacity of peripheral
regions (Friedmann, J and Weaver, C., 1979; Holland, 1979). They marginalise such regions
through implementing models of market-led development which emphasise ‘objective’
development, which privileges central places – places which have access to capital and
production resources and which draw their momentum from cumulative rounds of investment
and growth. These same forces hollow out the periphery and impose structural cost penalties
and sanctions on local resources and endogenous development processes (cf. Section 5.9).
The challenges inherent in the combination of an integrated REDLP approach which can
contribute to theoretical modelling and act as a guide for state policy intervention are
underlined by Bingham and Mier (1993). They talk of the precision, boundness and
objectivity of theory in contradistinction to the instability, fluidity and subjectivity of practice
(Forester, 1989, cited in Bingham and Mier, 1993: 284). In this context, the model for the
development of TMLs should serve as more than an approach based on induction or
derivative techniques or a reliance on metaphors. The integration of REDLP discourses
cannot be presented only in terms of generative metaphors and images expressed through
their internal media, language and repertoire (Bingham and Mier, 1993: 286). It should rather
present a structured and formalistic response to these highly complex and idiosyncratic
problems (ibid: 298).
The fuller integration of these traditionally parallel mainstream formulations can also
displace critical assessment by their inherent oppositional nature, namely, the seeming
paradox of pursuing economic development measures in a sociolinguistically informed way.
These traditionally parallel developmental objectives can be contrary, alternative or
oppositional in their structure and in their orientation. Alternatively, their seemingly
contradictory nature could assist in delineating actions and anticipating intended and
unintended consequences which are valid and appropriate to the task at hand in this research.
This reinforces the validity of the consideration of the ontological bases of the separate
disciplines and their internal constituent rules and how they might be combined in a coherent
way to support new understandings of the processes at work (Bingham and Mier, 1993).
Such an attempt at integration is necessarily based on a conflation of perspectives and
disciplines within a systemic framework. In such a way, the integrated model might
contribute to a redefinition or resetting of the RED and the LP problem (Bingham and Mier,
1993: 285). In other words, it forces us to ask about the unstated, implicit assumptions of the
nature of the TML-problem and the related policy challenges. Such an approach might also
support some movement towards a shift in the development paradigm or interpretative
systems for TML policy. In this case, the paradigm is construed as: ‘[…] a set of assumptions
about the scope, method, and purpose (practice and analysis) which determines the questions,
the nature of its evidence, and its principles of interpretation… articulating the relationship
(in policy) between social purpose, [and] government […] between question, method and
finding’ (Marris 1987: 119, 138, cited in Bingham and Mier, 1993: 286).
Such an effort sets out the case whereby the related processes necessary for sustainable TML
development can exist in simultaneously contradictory and complementary ways. It argues
that these integrated processes can be made more related to each other, more catalytic and
transformative of each other in cumulatively self-reinforcing patterns where economic
development measures explicitly support all of the Fishmanian GIDS stages (Graded
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Intergenerational Disruption Scale) (cf. Section 4.5.3) and the vitality and viability of the
TML. The imperative of such an approach is to put in place a cycle and process of mutuality
and reinforcement the end state of which is the development of optimal interventions
established on the cornerstones of sound theory and effective practice. This approach also
needs to justify its assertions and to argue for the knowledge base it requires so as to
contribute to the formulation of state policy and influence theory.
Therefore, a model for TML development should test the inherent sensibility and
appropriateness of such an approach based on combining RED and LP initiatives. It should
attempt to explain its intrinsic nature and value. It should improve precision in arguing its
effects. It should demonstrate the understanding of its constituent elements and their
interrelationship.
There is a need here to reform the understanding of the development problem in a TMLcommunity context. The outworking of such an attempt relates fundamentally to how the
problem is set, the base condition of the hypothesis. How do we assess the development
needs and opportunities within the TML-community? How do we move from problem
definition to process definition? How do we avoid discarding, by the nature of such
definitions and processes, those issues which we do not currently understand or cannot
measure through technical rationality? (Bingham and Mier, 1993: 290).
Recent research which has examined the interrelated nature and the reciprocal influence and
impact of language vis à vis socioeconomic development processes has included a range of
perspectives and research concerns. In so doing it focuses on to a considerable extent on ‘[…]
the mutual dependencies of language and the market’ (Holmes and Mautner, 2010: 252). The
areas where language, the state and the economy meet are ‘[…] fertile breeding grounds for
patterns of power and inequality’ (Holmes and Mautner, 2010: 255). It is an ideologically
fraught interface built on power asymmetries where the economy has an overwhelming
significance for state-led language conservation and development (ibid).
That said, REDLP as a construct can also be characterised as being ‘[…] ignored, trivialised
or conceptually underdeveloped’ (Jack, 2010: 8). The relationship is often read, assumed or
dismissed rather than benefitting from a theoretical explanation of how causality is actually
induced. There is a need, therefore, to examine ‘[…] the actual evidence for this causality…..
by testing more specifically structural correlations between variables’ (Jack, 2010: 8).
Accordingly, the review presented in this section includes a number of such theoretical and
practical initiatives which can be broadly structured around discreet but unifying themes.
They range from the more abstract, macro-level conceptualisations of the linguistic political
economy of development to a more increasingly differentiated range of concerns. These
concerns engage with the policy mechanisms which have attempted to integrate the different
factors in terms of the TML-economy, its market structure and the evidence which is
presented in relation to those regional development and rural industrialisation programmes
which have been deployed. The dominant themes include: The Linguistic Political Economy
of Development (cf. Section 6.7); Language and Economics (cf. Section 6.8); Models of
Market Forces (cf. Section 6.9); Minority Language Labour Market (cf. Section 6.10);
Regional Economic Development (cf. Sections 6.3); Rural Industrialisation and Language
Maintenance (cf. Section 6.11).
The spatial-sectoral and analytical framework sees the narrative move from the more general
context of the political economy of socioeconomic development (international/national
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level), to an elaboration of those research enquires which consider the regional development
framework (meso-regional level), to an assessment of the language-economy link (local) and
concludes by examining conditions of the minority-language labour market (micro-enterprise
level).
6.3

Language Planning and Regional Economic Development

This thesis is based primarily on the consideration of how the state intercedes in support of
language communities from a regional development perspective. It attempts to locate an
analysis of the principal factors which undermine the vitality and development prospects for
TML-communities in the material context of those regional economic and institutional
structures within which such processes of minoritisation are played out (Walsh, 2006a; Grin,
2003, 2003b; Coimisiúin na Gaeltachta, 2002). For example, Gaeltacht communities speak a
minority language in a marginal and peripheral economic district. The same can be said of
Gaelic-speaking communities in the Scottish context (McLeod, W., 2009). Marginal areas
are, in this way, conflated with minority languages at an intuitive and symbolic level as well
as suffering from the actuality of underdevelopment and neglect.
The development of TML-communities involves sociopolitical, economic as well as
linguistic programmes of intervention and change. The spatial distribution of a significant
number of such TML-communities aligns closely with regions that suffer structural
handicaps and relative isolation from growth centres (Keane, 1995; Keane, Griffith and
Dunn, 1993: 399). The economic and political structure of state-dominated power
relationships reflect such ‘spatiality’ – what Brenner terms the ‘entrenched morphology’ of
existing state spatial organisation (Brenner, 2004b, cited in Breathnach, 2010: 1191). The
demolinguistic vitality of such communities is undermined by the overall effects of
interrelated processes of underdevelopment and minoritisation. These are driven by processes
of socioeconomic exclusion which generate debilitating diglossic patterns of language shift,
fracture and retraction (MacLeod, M., 2008) (cf. Sections 4.1 and 4.3). Williams (2000: 362)
goes so far as to suggest the problematisation of such TMLs includes such: ‘[…] orthodox
economic thinking [which] considers additional so-called “minority languages” a burden, an
extra cost and a potentially complicating factor that might dissuade hesitant investors and
reluctant relocators…’ from funding private productive capital interventions in such
communities.
However, and with specific reference to the Gaeltacht case study, Hindley (1990: 183)
considers processes of economic development which have been introduced and heavily
funded by state policy, to have had on balance more harmed than helped the language. He
further adds that transport, commuting and improved access infrastructure further harm the
language by destroying the relative isolation within which traditional sociolinguistic and
community networks existed (Wright, 2004: 235). There are seemingly contradictory forces
at play here. For example, without RED and the employment and economic opportunities
which it creates, forced outmigration weakens local social cohesion and depletes the
linguistic base. Moreover, successful economic processes have reversed the traditional forced
outmigration. However, returned emigrants and incomers create separate and unsustainable
linguistic pressures on the traditional TML-community driving and deepening the
phenomenon of LS. In this analysis, the contradictory paradox of development in the
Gaeltacht means, in linguistic terms, that affluence can be as damaging as poverty, where
return migration has the same aggregate negative impact as forced out-migration. How to
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reconcile these competing and dynamic forces represents a key concern for this research
hypotheses.
This research, therefore, argues that the economic processes which marginalise remote,
underdeveloped communities are, to a significant extent, the same forces which have
historically initiated processes of LS and dislocation in a TML-context. In Walsh’s view
(2006a), the dominant tradition of economic Darwinism excludes a proper consideration of
the role of language and culture as important constituents of development. The role of TMLs
as a component of broader ‘econotechnical’ processes of development (Fishman 1991, cited
in Walsh, 2006a: 130) ascribes various contrary and contradictory roles to such languages.
These include Le Page’s view that linguistic diversity acts as a barrier to development and
economic progress (Le Page, 1964, cited in Walsh, 2006a: 30; McLeod, W., 2002, 2009) and
UNESCO’s (1953) contrary endorsement and legitimisation of TMLs as critical education
media.
The preceding review of theories and models of LP and RED identified a range of critical
concerns for such interventions at different functional, political/public and symbolic junctures
with a view to increasing aggregate welfare (Grin, 1996a). Foremost amongst these concerns
is the fundamental importance of building LP interventions within an integrated regional
model for endogenous development. The model identified for such development argues for a
significant measure of local autonomy, a commitment to regeneration and development
through the optimal development of local resources (natural, human, capital, technological,
linguistic, cultural, community) and the assertion of local forms of governance which are
inclusive and participative in their operationalisation and in their strategic intent (cf. Section
5.8.4).
Such models counter the base assumption that development is an extra-local phenomenon
and argue that endogenous resources can be effectively deployed to support a comprehensive
and integrated approach to local development. Such a model of development is built on an
understanding of the process of development that valorises the intrinsic elements of place,
community and culture, what Pike calls the importance of ‘context specificity’ (Pike, 2004:
214/5, cited in Breathnach, 2010: 1197).
Such a model necessarily asserts multiple meanings, contexts and output measures related to
partnerships as ‘development coalitions’ (Breathnach, 2010: 1184, 2014) and as growthmachines based on a participative and inclusive coalition and within the context of a strategic
development model (Beauregard, 1993). The spatial focus of the model is one of localism
with the attendant pursuit of collective and comprehensive goals. It expounds a model of
development which has as its characteristic central tenant the augmentation of the local
capacity to act, the mobilisation of resources and the introduction of innovate process and
structures of governance, planning and management. The model attempts to deal with the
reinforcement of institutional capacity through a systemic interaction with structural issues
over the longer term. It refutes and detracts from a model where: ‘[…] growth remains
dominant both because growth can be induced within a much shorter time frame than the
developmental capacity of institutions can be changed and because short-term political
considerations require growth’ (Beauregard, 1993: 272). Such a model rejects what it
perceives as the growth fallacy. In a TML-context, it accepts the possibility that economic
development can be antithetical to local language communities and their sociolinguistic
development. The model must explicitly set out to identify, cross-reference and combine
social, economic and linguistic factors in a cumulative and reinforcing process. This
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approach seeks to place the language development challenge within its proper sociopolitical
context and the dominant economic hierarchy of state power, relations and influences
(MacLeod, 2008; Sproull: 1995, 1996). It also seeks to expand on and differentiate between
different discourses of development which prioritise the impact of explicitly ‘non-linguistic’
factors and conditions on the prospects for TML maintenance and development.
There is considerable agreement in the REDLP literature advocating that a spatial model
needs to establish and amplify the fundamental relatedness between what have been
traditionally distinct policy and research disciplines. This must involve a strategic and
integrative approach to the totality of local development built on the crucial intersections of
linguistic and socioeconomic variables. The basis of the following review of selected
contributions from this literature is to assess the extent to which they can contribute to the
development of such a model.
The different perspectives are summarised in Figure 6 below. They range from discourses of
the language-economic variables within general socioeconomic development; the elucidation
of these variables within an integrated regional framework; the influence of such variables on
socio-psychological and linguistic behavioural patterns; and the examination of such
variables through selected case studies from the minority-language marketplace. For
example, Jack (2010), drawing on Grin’s analysis, (cited on page 8), identified five
significant convergences in the literature concerning economics and language.






First, he identifies the work which examines how language(s) can contribute to the
creation of economic value for multiple societal and market stakeholders.
Second, how language functions as an integral element within economic processes,
within production, distribution and consumption.
Third, how language operates as a key tradable dimension of human capital and
where learning multiple languages is considered a social and economic investment.
Fourth, how language acts as a key determinant and variable of income differentials
for labour in a multilingual context.
Fifth, the specific language services sector is considered as an economic niche in its
own right.
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Figure 6: Different perspectives of the REDLP intersection
In much of the literature reviewed, LP discourses are inalienably separate from economic
development concepts. Citing the Irish experience, Walsh argues that ‘[…] in Ireland,
language planning and socioeconomic development policies have been pursued in complete
isolation from each other’ (Walsh, J., 2006: 142). Moreover, concerns for TMLs invoke
minoritisation, peripherality, including linguistic, spatial and cultural peripherality, and the
force of subordinated relationships. They also, in some instances, assume the interventionist
role of the state and its commitment to ‘[…] the preservation of linguistic heritage …included
as an integral component of society’s objective function’ (Arcand 1996: 147). Discourses of
TML development recount inequitable, dominating and threatening relationships with the
mainstream language of power and patronage. Economic development literature evokes
positive, high-order competencies and processes. In such a way are discourses of RED and
LP seemingly incongruous and ill-fitting as mutual concepts. Economic development speaks
to objectives of the maximisation of utility and profit, of progress, of vitality and objective
and measureable growth. TML-planning has to deal with the consequences of such
socioeconomic processes of development and LS on the back foot and on the exclusive terms
of secular progress.
The rationale for anchoring this research to what has been described as an REDLP
perspective is supported by the contemporary literature which attempts to understand the
intensifying levels of LS amongst TML-communities. The RED framework within which
such processes are increasingly played out emerges as a central and recurrent motif.
Keane, Griffith and Dunn (1993) attempt to address the inherent contradiction or
development paradox implicit in the development of TML-territories. They argue that the
prospects for the maintenance of the language and culture of these areas are intimately bound
up with their capacity to engage with, sustain and even survive a process of economic
development. Tension between the processes of cultural/language development and the
economic development of the host regions represent a formidable challenge: ‘In this context
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Williams (1988) notes how linguistic considerations are hardly ever made explicit in regional
or local planning proposals, even though these proposals may on occasion entail drastic
consequences for the maintenance of minority-language communities.’ (Keane, Griffith and
Dunn, 1993: 399). In this way, the conflation, or indeed the opportunities for integrating RED
and LP initiatives are often occluded, anomalous and contradictory. Their outworkings as an
integrated concept are poorly aligned and conflictual in their interrelatedness and their
relative impact on the TML-community (Cawley et al., 1982).
For example, in the Irish context, the processes of economic modernisation, and of rural
industrialisation in particular, which has formed a centrepiece of Gaeltacht development
policy is fraught with anomalies and contradictions in terms of its short- and longer-term
linguistic consequences (cf. Section 6.11 for a fuller exposition). Contrary interpretations
testify to the complexity of ascertaining cause and effect relationships and of calibrating
precisely the direction and negative/positive sign of such impacts. The field research
undertaken by Cawley et al which considered the impact of state-led rural industrialisation
investment concur that such interventions have ‘[…] contributed handsomely to the
promotion of viable Gaelic-speaking communities in the vicinities of these two enterprises’
(Cawley et al., 1982:82/83). Keane et al., (1993) support such a benign view,
notwithstanding their reservations regarding the crucial issue of the scale of enterprises to be
introduced into TML-communities, concluding that ‘[…] the results (of their modelling)
suggest that modest growth, whether in population or in new economic activity, need not
adversely impact on the health of the language’ (Keane, et al., 1993: 406). Against this, Ó
Tuathaigh’s assessment of the impact of the economic growth strategy sponsored by the state
within the Gaeltacht since the 1960s is as unequivocal as it is critical of the nature and the
consequences of such initiatives. State interventions have been blind, or at least dangerously
indifferent, as to their linguistic consequences: ‘[…] Yet it remains a matter of historical fact
that the industrialization drive of the past twenty years has weakened the Irish language and
its “economic status” in the Gaeltacht…’ (Ó Tuathaigh, 1990: 12).
Moreover, of fundamental importance in this case was Cawley et al.’s consideration of the
impact of wider processes of modernisation and development which created sociolinguistic
impacts in the catchment of the enterprises and which tended towards the use of English at
local community level. They also stressed the reciprocal relationship between the workplace
and the broader community space and how restrictive recruitment practices favouring Irish
speakers may bolster efforts at cultural or linguistic protectionism and the cohesiveness of a
community of language beyond the place of work.
In this respect, the evidence generated from the micro-level of the firm provides a highly
accurate portrayal, and is closely aligned to, the patterns of the broader sociolinguistic
structures and local diglossic patterns of shift and dislocation: ‘The fact that many of the
native Irish speakers are also speaking English at home suggests that the transformation from
Irish to English may be occurring in this community independent of the influence of the GPE
(the name of the enterprise studied in the research)’ (Cawley et al., 1982: 83).
The review which follows examines selected contributions and shows how research to date
has attempted to integrate RED and LP discourses. It highlights an array of ideological
biases, different foundational assumptions and a heterogeneous range of methodologies,
research approaches and techniques. There is little specific evidence of integrated
conceptualisation in many cases with limited reinforcing frameworks for action and
coherence (Williams, 2000: 367). There is, accordingly, a legitimate interest for state policy
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initiatives to develop a comprehensive understanding of the interrelationship, dynamics and
impact of such processes. This in turn would better position measures which could
realistically introduce remedial local development regeneration efforts which can mitigate the
impact of the non-threatened, dominant language on the subordinate local TML.
6.4

The Conceptual Challenges of Integration

The dominance of the ‘corporatist paradigm’ (Bingham and Mier, 1993: 291) where the
state’s role is considered secondary and subordinate to the market, has an overriding
influence on state practice and policy. Such an exogenous model attempts to regulate local
social relations and expectations in a manner that accords primarily with the requirements of
the market economy (ibid: 291). A central role is ascribed to self-equilibrating models which
assume the subordinate role of state policy and intervention. This model prioritises external
capital investment and ‘objective’ growth and the ‘problem-solving’ ethic. It adumbrates an
understanding of development as a process which works from the centre-out and from the
top-down. Such a corporatist paradigm also espouses a static temporal and social view,
emphasising: ‘[…]…progress as the transcendence of the past, the pre-eminence of capital
investment generating growth as the vehicle of that transcendence, and the privileging of the
institutions and individuals possessing capital’ (Bingham and Mier, 1993: 292). In this
temporal linearity, the social mores and the political and economic institutions are static and
grounded. The underdeveloped and stagnated internal past is transformed by increasingly
dynamic cycles of capital-led growth and development which lie to the externally-oriented
future.
The formulation of an integrated approach as suggested above can be further guided by
Zerubavel (1991, cited in Beauregard, 1993: 268) and his structured approach based on the
drawings of boundaries and the filling of categories. The delineation of boundaries relates to
the location of ‘[…] actions, conditions or ideas that are meaningful or useful from those that
are not’ (Beauregard, 1993: 268). Such partitioning brings us to the next step of boundary
filling which concerns the ‘[…] procedures to gather and validate knowledge’ (ibid) where
the emphasis is on the relevance of the information and its credibility: ‘Each step thus
responds to, even as it reproduces, the constitutive rules of any theoretical or practical
endeavour’ (Beauregard, 1993: 268). It must further be based on an accurate appraisal of
external economic contexts and analyses.
6.4.1

From Conceptualisation to Policy

This research attempts to assist in developing an approach which will render an idea or
conceptualisation (REDLP) into a pragmatic policy. It attempts to pursue a model of
intervention which will not strengthen precisely those forces (socioeconomic, state, political
and linguistic) which have created the ‘TML-problem’ in the first place. It is argued that the
model must accommodate the larger, often reactionary and more general forces of
mainstream development. Related dimensions of such an approach are set out below in Table
17.

169

Table 17: Relationship Dynamic in Local Development Interventions
Central and External
Forces

Local Interventions

State Recognition
focus

Community/Endogenous

Protection of Domains

Catalytic Development

Legitimisation

Mutuality/Shared Goals

Mainstreaming

Aggregation/Cohesion

Attempting to deal with separate problems in an isolationist fashion will not assist in
addressing the linguistic and economic challenges of the TML-communities. Table 16 sets
out some of the key dimensions of the central and local imperatives for development within
which the integrated model for the TML needs to be constructed. Central and external forces
are driven by imperatives which prioritise state recognition and the protection of domains and
specific interests, for example. Local interventions privilege an endogenous approach, a
process of catalytic development in support of aggregated goals which reinforce local social
cohesion. The TML model, given its dependence on both sets of dimensions, must co-locate
and integrate these dimensions at the territorial level of the TML. These different dimensions
need to be tackled as they relate to one another because ‘[…] a combination of social
problems is far more than a matter of mere addition – the combination itself is a problem’
(Dubois, 1899, cited in Goldsmith and Randolph, 1993: 116). This combination is further
developed in the following sections.
6.4.2

Objective and Structure of an Analytical Framework for TML development

The theory and practice of RED which has been reviewed in Sections 5.1 – 5.10, has
undergone significant conceptual evolution since the 1950s. At the risk of oversimplifying a
complex theoretical and policy narrative, it could be argued that the most important paradigm
shift has been from an exogenous model of development to a model of development which is
built on endogenous resources and development processes (cf. Sections 5.8 and 5.9).
The analytical framework for critiquing existing policy and which looks to developing further
a model for TML maintenance and regeneration proposes an approach to development which
sets out to reduce or ameliorate the debilitating impact of economic processes on the TML
community. It must also attempt to confront the traditional economic and linguistic policy
separatism which surfaces as a dominant motif from the reviews of RED and LP (Goldsmith
and Randolph, 1993: 104). It is legitimate to enquire whether the increased economic
independence or power of the TML community can become the answer to ongoing linguistic
assimilation. However, the owners of capital have relatively more influence on political
authority, investors and decision-makers. Moreover, the empirical research in what follows
sets out to test the validity of an alternative approach and looks to critique Goldsmith and
Randolph’s core assertion to guide the enquiry: ‘It is in the manipulation of the economy […]
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in a preferential way to obtain an edge and to protect the interests of the community; to place
a membrane around the community that allows full commercial intercourse with outside
business interests while setting pre-conditions and guidelines advantageous to the community
for those who seek to operate within the community’ (ibid: 104).
While such an approach to TML development might be built on a social-benefit orientation
within an economic, social, political and linguistic framework, it must concern itself
explicitly with the regional context because it is within this context that the TML
communities survive. The integrated model must be in a position to deal with ‘objective’
economic variables and tell us something about them and their impact on language
maintenance and how they might contribute to or undermine RLS processes. It must
recognise and mediate important measures relating to the economic interrelationship and
linkages inherent within the REDLP construct and delineate economic outcomes that are
sociolinguistically informed. It must also include a sociolinguistic proofing and locate
sociopolitical and community institutions within a political framework.
Table 17 above attempts to summarise these ranges of challenges and concerns which are
central to the development of an analytical framework and which can locate the economic
and the linguistic dimensions within a common framework. The critique in Table 18 provides
a framework within which the attempts at integration can be assessed in a systematic manner.
This in turn will lead to the collation of information and analyses which will assist in the
formulation of the research questions and the methodology to be deployed during the
empirical research (cf. Chapter 9). It is argued that the model must draw on instrumental
principles, it must be normative in its scope and it must recognise and mediate the complexity
of the contextual environment.
Table 18: Abstract Requirements informing the Analytical Framework for Economic and
Linguistic Development of the TMLs (drawn from Betancur and Gills, 1993)

Instrumental Principles

Normative Scope

Contextual Environment

Provide guidance for action
and be future oriented

It must embody a set of
objectives and arguments for
their realisation

Describes an analysis of
relationships and
understandings necessary for
effective action

Move beyond explanations of
how factors behave
Seeks transformative change
and systemic improvements
Demands clear goal
in local conditions
articulation
Assess the interaction of
different goals
Determine when, how and
where interventions should
take place

Reconcile conflicted and
divergent views
Critique the viability of goals

Have predictive power in
relation to outputs
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Understanding of the context
and the obstacles to objective
probability

Based on the critique set out in Table 18 above, a range of overarching questions are relevant
here. What are the model’s constituent elements, its various boundaries, the range and
validity of its data sources? What criteria should such an integrated model exhibit, satisfy and
rely upon? Is there an implied theory at the heart of such an integrated model? What is the
capacity of TMLs to effect or influence the market forces within which they exist and to
confront the dominant forces of historical determinism (Wiewel, Teitz and Giloth, 1993: 82)
The dominant features of this type of analytical framework are further augmented from an
engagement with a core set of questions suggested in the literature review of the REDLP
linkage (actual or potential). In the following sections, these key thematic and structural
considerations are further elaborated with a view to strengthening the conceptual basis of the
analytical model for TML development. Such a provisional framework will function to
inform the critique of existing policy (cf. Chapter 10) and will also inform the planning and
development model which is proposed as the core contribution of this research.
6.5

The Linguistic Political Economy of Development

In his consideration of the market-state-civil society nexus, Walsh, J. (2006a,b,c) sets out to
provide a theoretical grounding for the establishment of a conceptual relationship between
language and culture and the political economy of socioeconomic development. This echoes
Grin’s concern for ‘[…] an economic theory of language planning in which appropriate
account is taken of the mutual effect of the linguistic and economic variables’ (Grin,1996b:
35). Walsh draws on the policy analyses introduced by the United Nations Development
Programme (1990), the Human Development Index and the World Commission on Culture
and Development (1995) as important public policy milestones. Combined, they refute the
growth fallacy and recognise a broader and more inclusive development paradigm.
The central argument here is that the lack of recognition, or the forceful repression, of
minority cultures and languages leads to assimilatory and exclusionary processes. These
processes dislocate native communities and deny them equitable participation in
socioeconomic development initiatives. The extension and deepening of the dominant
development paradigm to include formative concepts such as sustainability, inclusion and
innovation form the outlines of a context and a value system which can integrate and fully
utilise cultural and linguistic resources within its overall framework. The social, political and
economic hegemony of mainstream approaches to development policy conflates concepts of
‘modernity’ with rationality and chaos with ‘tradition’ (Walsh, 2006a : 137). According to
orthodox economic analysis, TMLs are inconducive and contradictory as an economic
medium and ethic. Because of their inability to deal with development they are intrinsically
inferior and anti-development (ibid: 138). MJL hegemony is interchangeable with economic
hegemony. Bourdieu’s analysis (1991) supports such an emphasis in his consideration of
such formulations and processes which ‘[…] links local interaction systems, within which
language behaviour occurs to the wider economic and social systems which impinge upon
them’ (cited in Ó Riagáin, 2009: 95)
6.6

Language and Economics

Grin proposes an interpretation of the economics of language as an interdisciplinary attempt
to understand and explain the processes by which explanatory linguistic and economic
variables influence each other in causal processes (Grin, 1996; Grin, 2003). His research
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develops from efforts to account for language as an ethnic attribute and how it forms part of a
manifest process which is determined by the restrictive and deterministic socioeconomic
stratification of certain groups within the division of labour and production processes. Grin
considers language as an explicit economic variable. This he further develops through the
concept of language as economic capital attracting different measures of labour income,
earnings and price, and language as a central component of an overriding linguistic attribute.
He stresses ‘[…] the role of language as an explanatory factor of economic variables –
usually as a determinant of labour income’ (Grin; 2003: 15). Such variables are of course
subject to important limitations and their selection and introduction can be necessarily
arbitrary. The impact of economic variables on language dynamics is complex and is
expressed at macro and microeconomic levels. Their manifestations are many and variable.
This can be seen in the explicit cost sensitivities inherent in the production of language goods
and services and its impact on the level of articulated demand for them.
Grin considers the interplay between structural issues such as socioeconomic stratification,
educational attainment (and opportunities), and linguistic attributes among different language
groups. His analysis focuses on the linguistic attributes and asks, all other things being equal,
whether and in what way language of itself determines earning differentials (Grin, 2003: 16).
The relationships are many and include: the manipulation by the MJL group of price earnings
from goods produced by the minority group (who typically are possessed of more labour than
capital); networks of differential access to employment based on ‘cultural proximity’ and the
cost of accommodating linguistic pluralism in the workplace between employers and
employees from different linguistic groupings (ibid:17); the enhanced value of secondlanguage skills (particularly amongst emigrants) in the context where the second language is
or is not demolinguistically dominant; the rates of return of bilingualism; the rates of return
on immigrant languages in their new country of residence; the link between business
ownership and linguistic identity and issues of socioeconomic control and access to
resources.
From a sociolinguistic point of view, such supply-demand concerns affect language use and
diglossic patterns. The economic value of certain language skills is also an important
dimension in this regard and competition between transactions and trade relationships
generate different wage-rate differentials amongst different labour networks (Grin, 2003: 3).
The relative dominance of certain languages (first and multilingual skills) creates different
forms of economic gain, labour force participation, discrimination and access to differential
resources (Sabourin, 1985, cited in Grin, 2003b: 21). In this way, access to different forms of
language capital within a diglossic environment determines the restrictive and deterministic
socioeconomic stratification of certain groups within the division of labour and production
processes. Grin speaks to the concept of language or linguistic ‘welfare’ which is inclusive
enough to carry within its conceptual load the complementary, if separate notions, of material
and non-material welfare. These include the symbolic welfare of cultural identity and the
attributes of given social norms.
Grin further enquires if and how economic processes contribute to TML-shift and its
assimilation into MJL dominance. He also examines the extent to which such economic
processes are ‘intrinsically’ responsible for, or are otherwise bound up in, language
minoritisation. These links are highly important from an instrumentalist view because of their
‘[…] capacity to formulate, evaluate and compare policy options regarding language, and
hence to assist in decision-making’ (Grin, 2003b: 5). Such policies have direct and explicit
economic implications and consequences The causal and reciprocal links between them and
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the influence of these different sets of variables on one another are not the primary concern in
Grin’s analysis, but rather the strategic importance of language planning for TMLs. He
confirms these linkages are not an end in themselves, but rather form part of a general
sociopolitical framework within which language planning and policies (LPPs) are prioritised
and planned for.
He argues that language contact creates language conflict because ‘[…] linguistic diversity is
both conflictual and threatened (original emphasis)’ (Grin, 2003b: 3). In this sense, LPPs can
be understood in terms of mediations between competing actors over claims to symbolic and
material resources within a democratic framework. Such LPP interventions in support of
TMLs are contested, divisive and costly. The acceptance or rejection of such measures of
support is often couched in inherently economic terms. The costs, advantages and drawbacks
incurred, and the monitoring of impacts in terms of added-value and additionality, are
unambiguously economic in their frame of reference.
Implicit in the formulation and implementation of RLS measures in the public domain is an
acceptance of the determining role of the state within a general democratic dispensation in
the protection and promotion of public goods: ‘As a tool for communication, language can be
treated as a public good, and government intervention can therefore be justified with a view
to increasing collective welfare’ (Grin, 1996: 23). Such policies which target the linguistic
environment (Grin, 2003a, 2003b) set out to alter and anticipate structural and behavioural
changes within this complex of social interactions and economic transactions. They are
dependent on the intervention and legitimising authority of the state. The institutional forces
and the criteria by which they allocate resources deployed to generate an aggregate increase
in societal welfare are core concerns for LP. So is their commitment not to lose sight of
minority communities and their attendant issues within a majoritarian logic. However, from
an REDLP perspective, Grin talks of the ‘[…] technical, rather than moral or philosophical,
arguments that establish, within the systemic rationality of economic analysis, the necessity
of state involvement in certain cases’ (emphasis in the original) (Grin, 2003b: 30).
He accords most significant priority to the ‘public good’ arguments to justify, in cost and
benefit terms, the intervention of the state to maintain linguistic diversity in the ‘socially
optimal linguistic environment’ (Grin, 2003b: 35) and to protect minority or threatened
languages ‘[…] on the basis of economic welfare theory, and taking account of some specific
features of diverse linguistic environments as a valuable commodity’ (ibid: 36). Increasing
societal value assumes agreement as to the inherent value of one or other language. Grin
(2003b: 37-38) discriminates between private and social value and market and non-market
value. Given the competing concepts of value and their incorporation into the design,
implementation and evaluation of state policy interventions, he argues for a process and
practice which considers central ‘[…] the identification and measurement of the benefits
(market and non-market) that can be expected from a particular policy and of most of the
costs, direct and indirect, associated with such a policy move…’ (Grin, 2003b: 38). Such a
process will require ‘[…] a logically rigorous analysis, possibly referring to a policy-tooutcome path linking the policy decision at one end with its expected outcomes at the other
end, parsing the way in between into successive cause-and-effect steps (Grin & Vaillancourt,
1999, cited in Grin, 2003b: 41).
Grin’s seminal work argues for an economic perspective in the design, implementation and
analysis of state-sponsored LPPs (private initiatives also exist). Such an analytical model
clearly demarcates the assumptions, concepts and methodologies in a systemic and

174

quantifiable way. It provides illustrations of key patterns, behaviours and norms which are
determined and elucidated by economic variables such as cost, benefit and value
considerations. Such an approach necessarily needs to limit the number of explanatory
variables so as to facilitate and validate a robust analysis to support formulations and
proposals. The key role for economic analysis is in the weighing up of explicit alternatives in
the deployment of scarce resources with a view to achieving the optimal linguistic
environment. From this perspective, there is no equivocation as to the actual feasibility of
RLS (Fishman, 1991) or of supporting TMLs or multilingualism at a societal level. Such
ambitions can be realised given the allocation of sufficient resources. The costs, benefits and
drawbacks of such interventions are the real issue: ‘Hence, an allocative argument (that is, a
case made in terms of efficient allocation of resources) in favour of minority languages must
logically offer proof that resources spent on minority languages – or on ‘diversity’, which is a
consequence of minority language preservation – are well-spent. This means, as a minimum,
that the benefits must be higher than the costs; applying a more demanding standard of proof,
the net difference between benefits and costs must be higher under the policy pursued (which
aims at revitalisation through a given set of measures) than under any alternative policy.’
(Grin, 2003b: 52):
Based on his analysis of the available data, drawn principally from Canada, Grin argues that
language policies which seek to support the maintenance of TMLs or other minority
languages in a bilingual context represent very modest levels of public expenditure and
generate significant benefit returns commensurate with the costs incurred and a positive
return on investment (2003b: 54).
However, his analysis does not contend with the issues of how or in what way the languageeconomy link is or could be structured in a contingent fashion to ensure that economic
resources and structures could be used to support language diversity and bolster the prospects
for TMLs. He argues that:
‘[…] our understanding of the implied cause-and-effect relationships [of the
language-economy link] remains incomplete. Such relationships certainly bring into
play a plurality of factors, which are also logically interconnected; and these
interconnections are not, at this time, fully identified, let alone explained, whether by
economists of language, sociolinguists, or other specialists’ (Grin, 2003b: 55)
Arcand (1996) approaches the question of the relationship between language, linguistic
variables and socioeconomic development by examining the impact of language variables on
the organisation and efficiency of LDC (lesser developed countries) agricultural
development. Arcand talks of language as the ‘lubricant of trade’ and ‘trade as the handmaid
of economic growth’, and that language as an economic variable has had a role to play in the
development of trade internationally over the last two centuries (Arcand, 1996: 121).
His hypothesis argues that both linguistic diversity and monolingual structures and
experiences in these countries are important causal factors in the relative levels of
development experienced in these countries. He talks of a linguistic ‘premium’ and linguistic
‘peer pressure’ which is evidenced through the membership of a close-knit minority language
community and the effects this social discourse and spatial proximity has on the manner in
which economic transactions take place and the value placed on them. He contends that
certain language variables exert a meaningful and attributable influence on certain price
factors and bargaining thresholds. They include the extent to which these linguistic networks
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are exclusive, or are mutually reinforcing and supportive in language terms, or are susceptible
to the demands and the parameters of normative modes of cultural behaviour, codes of social
obligation and mutuality. Significantly, these socially imposed sanctions are more onerous an
imposition when they are generated from within the same linguistic group.
Arcand argues that language can be understood as a capital input as part of the mainstream
economic process. In the context of the dynamics of development, language is expressly
considered ‘[…] a factor in a linear homogenous production function’ (Arcand, 1996: 139).
In his analysis, the functioning of a TML can be portrayed as an ‘economically suboptimal
institution’ (ibid: 146). It can be so regarded because the restricted range of the TML
repertoire produces limitations in terms of that language community’s engagement with the
transactional economy and exchange networks. Because of the suboptimal nature of the
institution, he suggests an important trade-off between linguistic value and economic
efficiency which results in the community accepting a lower per capita income ‘[…] in
favour of maintenance of linguistic diversity’ (ibid: 146)
The overall social position, status and privilege of the individual and the community are a
reflection of the sum of the overall assets they own in all markets. By this measure, different
social classes represent groups who have access to or control of different assets and that are
similar in volume and composition. Hechter refers to this distribution as the ‘[…] cultural
division of labour….[which] thus incorporated an interactionist as well as a class
perspective…’ (Hechter, 1978, cited in Ó Riagáin, 1992: 14). In this analysis, the cultural,
ethnic or linguistically differentiated group occupy a position in the stratified hierarchy of
labour based on the specialisation of their occupation. This places local relations in a more
general context where local, regional and transnational processes have an immediate and
important influence on the status and viability of the TML and the host community. This
concept of the mediation between the local and global is critical as it is:
‘In the creation of this “practical sense”, the interaction between the national and the
local is of crucial importance. The perception of this relationship by local residents is
among the most important factors which conditions the reproduction of Irish within
the local community’ (O Riagáin, 1992: 101)
The positioning of the interplay of social, demographic and occupational variables within
such ‘market’ structures and dynamics has not been without its critics. Accepting the reality
that economic and linguistic process bear upon each other under the general assay of growthled development and modernisation discourses, Grin disputes Bourdieu’s metaphorical use of
the economic concept: ‘[…] insufficient attention to the economic meaning of the terms used
prevents him from noticing that even if messages do circulate, they certainly do not circulate
as commodities do. Such metaphor might have heuristic value, but it can also be utterly
misleading’ (Grin, 1996: 30). Grin’s refutation of an heuristic model and of misleading
metaphors, does not take from the critical juncture of the linguistic and economic dimensions
of the importance of developing an integrated model to facilitate their convergence.
6.7

Models of Market Forces

O Riagáin (1992) draws on the theoretical framework developed by Bourdieu (1991) in
relation to the concept of the habitus and to the individual’s and group’s asserting of
embodied meanings and their ascribing of value to various linguistic usages in certain
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markets and the extent to which these are controlled by specific frames of references (Wright,
2004: 227) . Bourdieu introduced the core concepts of the Linguistic Habitus and the
Linguistic Market. In Bourdieu’s model, he speaks to linguistic markets (as well as political,
economic and legal markets) in the sense that these markets, including the linguistic,
constitute a structured set of relationships between producers and consumers. They represent
sites of struggle and competition where agents strive to maintain their position and their
capacity. Their ability to do so is determined by their access to economic capital, overlapping
markets and separate but no less valuable related forms of capital including cultural and
symbolic capital. These forms of capital are all inter-related and convertible. The overall
social position, status and privilege of the individual and the TML community is a reflection
of the sum of the overall assets they own in all markets. By this measure, different social
classes represent groups who have access to or control of different capital assets and that are
similar in volume and composition.
Ó Riagáin further draws on a complementary analytical model, the cultural division of labour
which is most frequently associated with Hechter (1978). It ‘[…] concerns the distribution
within the occupational structure of members of minority language groups’ (Ó Riagáin, 2009:
94). In this way, Hechter talks of internal cultural and linguistic colonisation. Bourdieu and Ó
Riagáin summon this concept of internal linguistic markets in an attempt to explain the
phenomenon of LS and the perpetuation of non-traditional diglossic patterns in a bilingual
community context. The speech community networks in the Corca Dhuibhe Gaeltacht area of
West Kerry which form the empirical setting for Ó Riagáin’s (1992) study were
fundamentally affected by patterns of increased spatial mobility, changes in employment
patterns and the demographic and occupational structures of the community (Ó Riagáin,
2002, 1996). These transformations drove the spatial distributional differences in the patterns
of LS, of bilingualism and in the disjunction between home and community use of Irish.
In terms of the state-led responses to such structural and spatial linguistic change, Ó Riagáin,
for example, speaks of how:
‘[…] in adopting a language policy, the state used its authority to change the structure
of the language market prevailing in Ireland in order to enhance the symbolic, cultural
and economic value attaching to competence to speak Irish. To reverse the process of
language shift, the state had to try to create pressures of sufficient persuasiveness in
advance of society itself generating such pressures. This affected both the national
linguistic market and the internal market of the Gaeltacht and had real economic and
political effects’ (Ó Riagáin, 1992: 104)
Bourdieu (1991) and Ó Riagáin (1992) contend that the links between the global and the local
are critical in ‘[…] the attempt to systematically account for variations within and between
language shift situations and to seriously and explicitly locate these situations in time and
space. This inevitably links local interaction systems, within which language behaviour
occurs to the wider economic and social systems which impinge upon them [Bourdieu,
1991])’ (Ó Riagáin, 2009: 95). This concept of the mediation between the local and global
provides a pivotal hinge in understanding the processes of LS. It is within this confluence of
the local and the global that TML communities determine the extent and the intensity of
intergenerational language reproduction or the social continuity of the TML in its own social
and linguistic habitus.
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6.8

The Minority Language Labour Market

In contrast to Walsh’s macroeconomic perspective, Sproull places his elaboration of the
‘dynamics of linkages’ (1996: 93) and the cost and benefits of the potential role of TMLs in
the process of RED within a microeconomic framework. The language and economy linkages
form the conceptual basis for considerations of the TML labour market.
The structure, scale and functioning of the Gaelic economy in the Highlands and Islands
region of Scotland forms the locale for his research. MacLeod’s (2008) and McLeod’s (2002)
research also examine the social realities of the minority language labour market in this
region, what was formerly known as the Scottish Gaidhealtachd region and which now
accounts for 55% of Gaelic speakers (MacLeod, 2008) (cf. Section 7.2). McLeod argues that
the economic dimension was critical as a contributory factor to the process of LS in Scotland
where English-language use and economic participation and advancement were considered
one and the same thing (2002). He argues that evidence from Catalonia and Wales support
his contention that: ‘The economic dimension is thus a key aspect of language revitalization’
(2002: 51) and that the conceptualisation of ‘the Gaelic economy’ has led to Gaelic's
continuing exclusion from the economic mainstream and has had a significant influence on
how local communities and the wider society view the language, its status, prestige and
utility (cf. Section 7.2). . These patterns are played out in terms of the prestige that economic
activity bestows upon the language and its influence on driving normalisation and
valorisation processes at community level.
In MacLeod’s analysis the labour market is a socially differentiated economic space where
different sets of dualisms are contested and contentious and are played out; dualisms which
counter modernity with authenticity, which include public and private discourses, and
symbolic and material resources (MacLeod, 2008: 289). Her definition of the minority
language labour market is proposed as a new institutional setting for the TML. This forms the
transaction zone for Gaelic language skills and where the world of work impacts on language
behaviour and attitudes and the motivations and experiences of Gaelic speakers who function
within this economic sub-set. The ‘Gaelic economy’ supports a thousand jobs with a
particular spatial concentration in the Western Isles, Skye and Lochlash, areas which include
the highest density of Gaelic speakers (Sproull and Ashcroft 1993: iii, cited in McLeod,
2002).
The core concern for Sproull is to examine the Gaelic economy in terms of the migratory
patterns and the influence of the Gaelic language on the tourism economy and on the local
SME (small and medium enterprises) population. His hypothesis considers how the languageeconomic dialectic can ‘[…] support and extend minority language use’ (Sproull, 1996: 93).
In a similar fashion, MacLeod (2008) contributes to an understanding of how language
planning initiatives which have as their objectives the reinforcement of TMLs through public
and private interventions are, or should be, implicated in broader macro-processes of
socioeconomic regeneration within the TMLs.
Sproull concedes the presence of cultural (and implicitly) language variables as constituent
elements within such approaches although such variables ‘[…] have little or no impact on
decisions made […] in affecting economic decision-making but very rarely attempts to
include them in formal models of the regional economy…’ (Sproull, 1996: 97). This reflects
a recurring theme where TML communities are juxtaposed with relatively higher incidences
and levels of underdevelopment and peripherality (cf. Section 4.3). In this context, the

178

language-economy relationship is one-way, running from economic to linguistic factors and
‘negative in sign’, where TMLs represent a brake on the prospects of development.
MacLeod’s research supports such conclusions. She argues that the minority language
marketplace is a contested social and interactional space in its own right. Contested and
ambivalent too are the motivations for people’s participation in this market whether for
symbolic, instrumental or motivational reasons:
‘There is, however, little understanding of the meanings and values attached to the
labour market by minority language speakers…. The Gaelic labour market materially
affected the processes through which Gaelic’s use was accepted as legitimate and
normative. Beliefs over how Gaelic should be used in the workplace were, however,
relatively disparate, fragmentary and at times conflicting. They suggest that there is
no single ideological system which workers bring to bear on their working situations.’
(MacLeod, 2008: ii)
In structural terms, the Gaelic economy referred to in Sproull’s research is defined in terms of
the transaction economy of producers and suppliers of Gaelic-language products and
services. It also includes those activities and returns generated by the multiplier and linkage
effects (Sproull, 1996: 99) and next-round, downstream investment and spending patterns.
His analysis extends beyond objective and quantifiable impact measures to include an
assessment of the TML’s impact on socio-cultural capital. It creates a virtuous and systemic
dynamic between the augmentation of social capital, community cohesion and confidence
which, in turn, creates self-supporting cycles of growth, income, wealth and development.
Sproull’s analysis looks at the extent to which the Gaelic language can contribute to the
establishment of benign conditions for local and regional development. The language is a key
contributor to group identity and sense of place, he argues. This socio-cultural disposition is
given meaning as a form of capital, as a factor of development in its own right. Language is
central to this ethnocultural viewpoint and value system, a system which binds people to the
local place and mitigates against trends towards involuntarily out-migration, buttresses
communal and individual innovation and confidence which in turn drives higher levels of
indigenous ventures and economic activity. Such cultural and enterprise vitality deepens the
differentiated character of such locations as development zones and as tourism locations
which attract external investment and spending patterns and which benefit the sustainable
basis of the local economy (Sproull, 1996: 105).
McLeod’s (2002) analysis hinges on the core issue of how the concept of developing a
‘Gaelic economy’ can be undertaken in a sociolinguistically informed manner. Drawing on
his case-study, he characterises the nature of RED as undertaken in the Western isles as
erratic, non-strategic and highly contradictory in terms of its public policy goals. For
example, the Gaelic economy that has emerged is highly dependent on recurrent public
subsidy rather than on market-led initiatives which could support it on a sustainable
economic basis. Gaelic-language use has not been mainstreamed in any appreciable or
significant extent into the private-sector economy: ‘It would be difficult to identify a single
job requiring the use of Gaelic that would exist in the absence of an ongoing government
subsidy – usually a 100% subsidy’ (McLeod, 2002: 53).
The TML’s role in the economic mainstream is considered marginal and peripheral and it is
only within the ambit of community enterprise development that it has any significant
presence as a language of work and transaction. The dependence on public subsidy, or
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‘public charity’, weakens the long-term potential development of the language and the local
economy and leaves it highly vulnerable to the retrenchment or reprioritisation of public
funding regimes, changes in the political ideology of government or competing demands on
scarce funds. Such variables and the scenarios they generate are fundamentally economic in
character rather than being determined by the exigencies of LP considerations (Grin, 2009).
State subsidy as a form of policy intervention offers real potential as a highly effective tool to
deliver on multiple and complex policy objectives. The nature and the terms of the subsidy
can elicit certain responses and invoke a certain development model which seeks to capture a
range of outputs, objectives and measures of public goods. The protection and development
of a TML is one such public good. It is reasonable in this respect that there would be a high
degree of alignment between different policy goals and emphasis placed on their
interrelation.
McLeod’s contention is that state policy has explicitly failed to harness this potential and has
failed to address the linguistic development responsibilities of the state acting through its
agencies of state and local government. State-led RED has not confronted the challenges of
negative language shift and the dynamic of language-use patterns: ‘If the development of the
Gaelic economy is to serve as a successful initiative in terms of both language planning and
regional development, the economic aspect must be integrated with a more broad-based
language planning programme that seeks to expand the role of Gaelic in the economic
sphere’ (McLeod, 2002: 52).
MacLeod (2008) reiterates the crucial significance of state-led planning initiatives. They are
fundamental in terms of attempting to undertake RLS initiatives. Furthermore, such LP and
RED measures (to the extent that they are explicitly grounded in a sociolinguistic orientation)
provide the objective legitimisation of the TML and in so doing new formal and social
domains, particularly the workplace and other economic transactions, are opened up to the
TML community which extends its use beyond the intimate familial and community
networks. The reciprocal and reinforcing patterns of recognition, development and enhanced
labour-market advantages for the TML community describes an important conjuncture in this
field of research endeavour. The social space of the workplace is instrumental in its
significance. The linkage between LP and economic status, employment and wealth creation
through the TML-medium is clearly established and verified in this work. Sproull also
considers that there are a number of: ‘[…] postulated economic advantages following from
language development [which] operate through its impact on identity and distinctiveness’
(Sproull, 1996: 106).
The evidence supports the importance of the language/identity link. Enhanced
communicative ability within local social and community networks, fuller participation,
empathy and understanding of the historical processes, and the role of Gaelic as an important
element in social capital and as an intra-community development resource, are all
underscored in the survey and interview evidence. The value of the language is not weighed
in the currency of employment or economic benefit per se, but in terms of the language as a
cohesive community asset and identity marker in its own respect (Sproull, 1996: 108).
Similarly, the effect of the language-community-economic nexus is instrumental in
articulating, differentiating and valorising a sense of place which acts to counter outmigration and to bolster the region’s capacity to recruit new population or investment
opportunities and to capture those who have left but might wish to return home.
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Another critical finding from the research evidence identified the mobilisation of Gaelic as a
potential differentiating factor in the tourism-promotion strategies locally. Local people
considered the language to be a key economic resource in placing and marketing their
distinctive tourism offering. The incidence of the use and profile of Gaelic in the
management and marketing of services and facilities varied significantly and was considered
to be at an early stage of development.
In terms of the link to the local enterprise development, that link is defined in terms of the
‘pull factor’ of the language as a central component in the identity motivation which embeds
people in their native sociolinguistic habitat. The imperative to remain resident in the local
area may prompt a range of responses, including the entrepreneurial, insofar as the
availability of employment in marginal areas is a key influencer of community vitality and
personal motivation. In many rural areas, there is a strong tradition of self-employment as
part of the overall mix of economic activity and income opportunities. In a similar way, the
important role that the TML plays in bolstering the attractiveness of these typically marginal
areas may also serve to attract incomers who may set out to, or may have no other alternative
than to, engage in entrepreneurial activity to support their lifestyle choice (Sproull, 1996:
113).
Sproull returns again to the more complex relationship between language and economic
process, the internal terrain of behavioural, emotive and attitudinal conditions where
language anchors self-identity to an overriding locale and a community-value and recognition
system. It releases processes of identity gratification, communal-awareness, self-respect,
confidence, developmental focus, energy, innovation and collective and individual
motivation. These impulses work across and between a nexus to support and reinforce each
other and improve the prospects for self-generated development locally. Such processes form
a bulwark against the continuing minoritisation of the language community and set their face
against the historical neglect, subordination and assimilation which such communities have
traditionally been subjected to in their contact with the state and mainstream economic and
linguistic forces.
However, in terms of immigrants, ‘There is little evidence that the Gaelic culture and
language play anything but a minor role in the decision to move to these areas… the role
played by the Gaelic language and culture in the decision of incomers to remain in the areas
is much less clear cut’ (Sproull, 1996: 115). He also concedes that the verification of this
direct link is not sustained through the data. It is too early to determine what measurable
changes have occurred in terms of economic behaviour that have been driven by linguistic
factors.
McLeod attributes the causes of such divergence between the rhetoric of policy and the
reality of implementation to a number of issues. He documents a clear historical tendency in
Scotland to view the Gaelic language: ‘[…] as an actual or potential brake on regional
economic development’ (McLeod, 2002: 54). Furthermore, he contends that the development
of the TML region has been uncoordinated both in structural and policy terms. The diffusion,
fragmentation and anomalies exhibited in public service policy delivery has resulted in lost
opportunities for language reinforcement and the maximisation of returns on public
investment from a linguistic point of view. The executive agencies of state, contrary to
universalist public declarations of support for the language, have been working against the
stated objectives of government through acts of omission, lack of oversight in the effective
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pursuit of integrated, strategic planning locally in support of the language community and
their economic heartlands.
McLeod counters Sproull’s interpretation of the Gaelic economy as a site of transaction
where the language of the producer and consumer is not central to the dynamic, where the
language of interaction is secondary or coincidental (Sproull, 1996: 99; see also Sproull and
Ashcroft, 1993: 4-6). He argues that taken from a language maintenance and development
perspective an altogether different set of assumptions and expectations are critical. That such
market transactions take place through the TML-medium is exactly the point at question:
‘From this standpoint, the central question – indeed the only question – is the
language used by economic actors. Activities and transactions carried out through the
medium of Gaelic, even when their substance has nothing to do with “Gaelic culture”,
are part of the solution. Activities and transactions carried out through the medium of
English, even when closely connected to “Gaelic culture”, are part of the problem.’
(McLeod, 2002: 56)
He further contends that there is a need to assess the economic value and significance of
retail and other commercial transactions (cultural tourism, feiseanna, etc.,) carried out in
Gaelic in the language heartlands and the linguistic importance of such transactions
(McLeod, 2002: 56). Economic development measures should not exist outside of the range
and function of language planning initiatives. The development of a Gaelic-language
economic sector outside of and parallel to the core concerns of LP initiatives serves to further
marginalise the TML. It misses significant opportunities to mobilise the full gambit of the
state’s funding resources and public infrastructure in support of the TML. From the TML
point of view, the real issue is that if such economic development measures do not contribute
to the realisation of LP outcomes (howsoever formulated) they are largely irrelevant from a
linguistic and language maintenance point of view. Stated differently, we can ask: How do
we mobilise economic structures and processes to make a significant contribution to ‘[…]
altering powerful and long-established language-use patterns’ (McLeod, 2002: 56). Is it
possible to increase the use of Gaelic at the community level through economic processes? In
Strubell’s stating of the case, he asks whether or not sociolinguistic change can be planned
and managed and what the real or potential role of the state is in such interventions?
(Strubell, 1998)
MacLeod also admits that in terms of the language-economy link, there is a need to better
understand how such relationships are structured, how they evolve and how they affect social
relations (MacLeod, 2008: 298). However, Sproull’s work provides support for the
contention that the language-economy linkages are real, of significance and quantifiable:
‘[…] the wide range of economic activities associated with minority language development
and support can generate an economically significant number of net additional jobs and
output. Within its regional context, it has become an important service industry and is
increasingly viewed … as an industry on a par with other more traditional economic
activities’ (Sproull, 1996: 116).
In sum, the evidence confirms that the minority language labour market can offer individuals
a route to re-engage with the TML and so reinforce their identity with the language. It is
much less clear whether the integration of language and economic initiatives at a symbolic,
material and sociopolitical level can generate sufficient momentum and critical mass in
sociolinguistic terms as to re-establish a normative or habitual bilingualism (let alone a
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monolingual Gaelic-speaking socioeconomic order in these cases) within the study area. This
is partly explained by the fact that both economic and linguistic factors are driven by internal
and external forces, at individual, community and societal level. Moreover, their integration
is not systematically planned for in the design and implementation of state policy initiatives
(LP or RED or other related public policies). As a result, these separate processes are often
highly contradictory in their impact on one another and in their cumulative impact on the
TML.
The extent to which the Gaelic economy and market place are driven by state as well as
private investment and development concerns has a key influence on linguistic outcomes and
the spatial location of such new employment as might emerge. Furthermore, the creation of
employment opportunities within the Gaelic labour market and creating the supporting
conditions and frameworks whereby Gaelic speakers are encouraged to trade their skills in
that economy, cannot be considered outwit the general processes of language socialisation.
This socialisation ultimately depends on ‘[…] longer-term goals of changing bilingual social
norms, attitudes and behaviours’ (MacLeod, 2008: 295).
However, the inherent lack of critical mass within the TML labour market, its highly
restricted ability to produce goods and services of sufficient scale so as to gain self-sustaining
traction within the broader economy, means that the development prospects for the TML
community are intimately bound up in sociopolitical and linguistic protective interventions.
This protective and insulating framework is necessary to create employment opportunities
and economic advancement on the TML’s own terms: ‘According to Williams (2005: 88),
creating opportunities in the labour market for TML speakers is essential in order to avoid the
language shift predicted by Edwards (op. cit.), given, as he believes that, “[…] only under
very special circumstances will a minority language group whose language does not play a
role in the labour market survive” (MacLeod. 2008: 291). Economic legitimation is therefore
fundamental to the success of integrated REDLP efforts in TML communities.
How such intersections between language and the economy can be planned for and managed,
the nature of the necessary inputs, their maximisation and mutual consequences and the
manner in which they might optimally be made consubstantive, are amongst the fundamental
questions which need to be addressed (Grin, 2003: 7).
6.9

Regional Economic
Maintenance

Development,

Industrialisation

and

Language

The challenges, contradictions and paradoxes inherent in TML development are vividly
illustrated through the regional development and rural industrialisation processes which have
been implemented in support of such local communities and territories. For example, Walsh
categorically states that the shift from the minority vernacular in the Scottish Gaidhealtachd
and in the Irish Gaeltacht is intrinsically linked to the dominant discourse of modern
development, specifically: ‘[…] to industrialisation strategies which have tended to ignore or
marginalise the dominant community language’ (Walsh, J., 2006: 257). Citing the Irish
experience of LP, he argues that: ‘In Ireland, language planning and socioeconomic
development policies have been pursued in complete isolation from each other’ (Walsh, J.,
2006a: 142).
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Walsh argues for the positive influence of the Irish language on Ireland’s general
socioeconomic development (2006a). He also argues, however, that state-led interventions in
the Gaeltacht have brought considerable and tangible economic benefits but, by their
omission in his analysis, he clearly considers that there has been a much less appreciable
beneficial impact on the development of measures to ameliorate the linguistic shift from Irish
to English. He also argues that the recognition and influence of the Irish language as a key
economic resource has been marginal in historical terms and in the range of policies
implemented. The process of state-led rural industrialisation which has formed the
centrepiece of state intervention in the Gaeltacht is examined in the next section.
Saving the Body and Losing the Soul – Aspects of the industrialisation of the Gaeltacht in
Ireland
The outworking of economic processes on the Gaeltacht is considered by Ó Cinnéide et al.,
(1985, 2001) and Cawley, Keane, Mullane and Ó Cinnéide (1982) in their assessment of rural
industrialisation programmes and their impact on the local TML. The introduction of statefunded industrialisation represented a core response to the particular challenges of
channelling external capital and expertise into the Gaeltacht region. These districts have
always been handicapped by their relative isolation from markets and mainstream processes
of development. Their socioeconomic structure was undermined by diminished and
unbalanced residual demographic structures, by natural resource endowment constraints, by
underdeveloped infrastructure and the lack of a tradition where ‘Little or no tradition of local
enterprise, initiative, or of industry exists…’ (Cawley et al., 1982: 5). Such features formed a
recognisable pattern of stagnation and decline which was common in other peripheral rural
areas in Ireland and across Europe.
The intractable nature of many of the problems inherent in introducing programmes of
industrialisation in the Gaeltacht were compounded by the demands of the state upon An
tÚdarás and other public bodies with a development or administrative remit in the Gaeltacht.
An tÚdarás, for example, was charged with the onerous responsibility to realise separate,
albeit related, development objectives. They were mandated to undertake measures in relation
to the preservation and development of Irish as the community language of the region while
as at the same time assuming responsible for introducing an intensive programme of rural
industrialisation. These material processes of development increased ‘[…] the impact of
outside influences on the Gaeltacht and thus may contribute to the erosion of the status of the
Irish language and culture within the Gaeltacht’ (Cawley et al., 1982: 88).
Evidence points to the fact that these distinct processes and objectives were poorly aligned
and conflictual in their relative impact and in their interrelatedness (Cawley et al., 1982: 6).
Moreover, state-led industrialisation was only one facet of more general modernisation
processes which impacted on every rural area and marginal community. Residual TML
communities were no different in this respect from other rural communities suffering from
the structural handicaps of economic underdevelopment and social atrophication.
The TML development paradox is confronted in the policy prescriptions in both Scotland and
Ireland. In both countries, state development policy was anchored to the cardinal assumption
that TML communities would disintegrate away from some viability or sustainability
threshold if the regions that sustain them were not subjected to the processes of standard
development programmes. Such programmes introduce external capital and expertise,
develop infrastructure and access, create employment, stabilise population loss, generate
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wealth and add value and secure the delivery of basic public services. The vibrant, selfsustaining communities they wish to create and sustain are targeted as a principal operational
objective within the development process. Such self-sustaining communities are considered
to be the a priori condition required for successful LP and RLS interventions.
Providing industrial employment, despite its ‘neo’ connotations and influences, was therefore
considered crucial in terms of stabilising the local demographic base and the creation of
sustainable employment opportunities locally. Given the lack of high-order, technical and
management skills available locally, recruitment of non-local English-speakers into the
enterprise structure locally was necessary for many of the ‘modern enterprises’. These
included enterprises which depended on technological production processes, the complexity
and ‘modernity’ of which were such that the Irish language was not considered ‘suitable’ or
adequate to support such discourses. Moreover, the nature of these production processes
demanded a profile of skills and technical competencies which had to be met through the
recruitment of a disproportionately higher number of English-speaking in-migrants (Cawley
et al., 1982: 82/83).
The same researchers also consider the impact of wider processes of modernisation and
development which created sociolinguistic dynamics which tended towards the use of
English at local community level. They also stress the reciprocal relationship between the
workplace and the broader community space and how restrictive recruitment practices
favouring Irish speakers bolstered efforts at cultural or linguistic protectionism and the
cohesiveness of a community of language beyond the place of work.
In this respect, the evidence generated from the micro-level of the firm provides a highly
accurate portrayal and is closely aligned to the patterns of the broader sociolinguistic
structures and diglossic patterns of shift and dislocation. ‘The fact that many of the native
Irish speakers are also speaking English at home suggests that the transformation from Irish
to English may be occurring in this community independent of the influence of the GPE (the
enterprise studied in the research project)’ (Cawley et al.,: 83). The linguistic profile and
structure of the workplace is a reflection of a more general pattern of language deportment
and behaviour amongst the wider community in which the industrialisation process is
implemented.
Mac an Iomaire (1983) places his review of aspects of the impact of the state-led
industrialisation programme in the Conamara Gaeltacht in its historical context by
emphasising the economic restructuring of the Gaeltacht economy from the 1960s onwards
and the cumulative effects of decades-long involuntary outmigration. The shift to the
majority English-language is explained in explicitly economic-terms. The dependence on
subsistence agricultural and fishing activities, the marginal quality of land-holdings and
associated poor yields, and the lack of non-agricultural employment caused widespread
involuntary outmigration particularly amongst the economically active cohorts. The
functional as well as the symbolic status of the majority English language was based on its
economic utility. Competence in the majority, English language was vital to advance the
economic and social progress of local émigrés as they came to terms with a life beyond the
habitual, sustaining and local circumstances of their own place (Mac an Iomaire, 1983: 10).
The general socioeconomic development of this Gaeltacht region, the extension of state and
public services, and the development of a nascent tourism industry all combined to increase
and intensify the level of contact with wider social networks and economic transactions. Mac
an Iomaire refers to local parents and their deliberate, sustained efforts to ensure English-
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language competency in their children through speaking with them exclusively in the English
medium in their pre-school years (ibid).
Employment creation became the touchstone for progressive measures of state intervention
and was routinely adumbrated in development plans and political discourse locally as the
immediate and overriding development priority. Mac an Iomaire also concludes that the
executive and political class were not possessed of the same technical aptitude, nor the
commitment to a development ethos, which set out to instigate LP, RLS or other restorative
initiatives with the same enthusiasm as they undertook employment creation ventures (ibid).
The progressive encroachment of English within previously stable linguistic-community
networks was, in Mac an Iomaire’s estimation, facilitated by external and internal factors.
The external factors included the lack of appropriate policies which would analyse the forces
driving such change and propose ameliorative and alternative initiatives. They also included
the technical (non-traditional) nature of the new industrial enterprises which demanded skill
sets which reinforced the need to draw on external expertise to fulfil certain production and
administrative processes. This represented at a micro-level, Hechter’s (1978) concept of a
cultural or linguistic division of labour where the high-order and management functions
within the enterprises were a function of English-language competence and interaction.
Equally, the local minority language was the common idiom of the lower-order production
functions (cf. Sections 6.8 and 6.9). Such a hierarchical and functional discrimination based
on language competencies and the relative value and status such functions enjoy, have
reinforced the hegemonic position of the MJL and increased its symbolic and material value
(Mac an Iomaire, 1983: 11).
The internal and local dimensions to LS-patterns which were clearly emerging through the
1970s are explained by Mac an Iomaire principally by means of the influence of return
migrants. Returning migrants whose spouses and families had no competence in the TML
had a significant impact on the nature of language socialisation and the interactions of
community, familial and economic networks. Language deference and courtesy meant that
language norms and behaviours accommodated the returners on their own MJL (Englishlanguage)-linguistic terms. Such norm-changing practices provided further momentum
towards English-language use and a bilingualism which reconfigured the diglossic
relationship in favour of the MJL.
Ó Cinnéide et al.’s analysis underlined the urgency of the central challenge of integrating the
economic and linguistic dimensions of development in the Gaeltacht ‘[…] the
interrelationship between industrialization and language maintenance or decline is complex
and difficult to establish precisely’ (Ó Cinnéide et al., 1985: 5). Their review speaks of the
deleterious effects of such processes of industrialisation on language networks and language
transmission. While they are recognised as influencing factors, there is little consideration
given to the impact of broader societal development forces including the provision of state
services in the English-language medium and the Anglicisation effects which such processes
generated at a local level. Nor does their analysis address the reality, as reported in their
analysis (ibid: 5), that clear evidence existed documenting a lack of confidence, respect and
awareness of the TML’s utility amongst native speakers. This was elsewhere considered
critical as a causal and contributory factor in the decline of TML-use and the assimilation into
the MJL-medium of native language speakers (Mac Gabhann, 1978, cited in Ó Cinnéide et
al., 1985: 5). The report states that:
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‘These factors do not produce their effects simply; rather, interaction of a high order
exists between all of them […] All of this leads inevitably to an accelerated rate of
decline. The synergistic effects of all adverse factors apparently far outweigh the
attempts to resuscitate the beleaguered Gaelic-speaking communities’ (ibid: 6).
Their central contention stated that ‘[…] the economic development of these communities [in
the Gaeltacht] does not necessarily overcome linguistic decline, and in certain circumstances
may even be responsible for its acceleration’ (Ó Cinnéide et al., 1985, Trident Management
Consultants, 1983). However, in their conclusion to the 1985 research, it is stated that ‘The
empirical evidence this study offers clearly indicates that the industrialization of Gaeltacht
communities need not have adverse effects on the Irish language’ (Ó Cinnéide et al., 1985:
14).
In a separate research project, two of the 1985 study team, Ó Cinnéide and Keane, offer a
seemingly contradictory analysis of the economic transformative role of the industrialisation
programme and its impact on the linguistic profile and practices of the local community. The
demographic relief and positive economic restructuring, the reversal of involuntary outmigration and the creation of highly-valued local employment were to the fore in their
positive review of the impacts created by the industrialisation programme. Such revitalisation
and regeneration impacts do ‘[…] not appear to have adversely affected its status [of the Irish
language] as the dominant community language. Rather, the rejuvenated community appears
to be developing a new awareness of the uniqueness of its cultural heritage and determined
efforts are being made to pursue the inheritance’ (Ó Cinnéide and Keane, 1987). Such
contrary findings, and an assessment of the economic, social and linguistic variables which
might lie at the heart of such contradictory and oppositional assessments, are not provided for
nor explained nor is there any verifiable evidence supporting the assumed links between
industrialisation and linguistic decay (Ó Cinnéide, et al., 1985: 8)
Commins (1988) also underlines the importance of the causal and reciprocal linkages
between RED and LP initiatives. Referring to the state-sponsored industrial development
initiative, he argues that such generalist measures have not produced any significant impact
on processes of LS and the continuous movement to English-dominant bilingualism causing
the retrenchment of Irish-language districts into smaller spatial areas within the Gaeltacht
itself (cf. Sections 2.2, 2.3). The recruitment of FDI investments into the Gaeltacht from the
mid-1960s onwards was an important element of a highly effective model of rural
industrialisation which created a rural manufacturing workforce (for the most part) of some
4,300 in the period from the establishment of Gaeltarra Éireann in 1958 to that agency’s
reconstitution under the 1979 statute when Údarás na Gaeltachta was established in its stead
(Commins, 1988: 16) (cf. Sections 2.4 and 8.4.6). This analysis argues that the impact of such
measures of rural regeneration and the creation of a neo-economic context, which was based
to a large extent on exogenous approaches to development and heavily reliant on external
capital and expertise, was not fully considered in terms of its contribution to ongoing
processes of LS.
Commins’ analysis of the policy shortcomings considers the following key factors: the
inarticulation of sociolinguistic and language planning objectives within the overall discourse
of state-led development; the derogation of very limited and ill-defined language
development responsibilities to a single dedicated Gaeltacht development agency rather than
mainstreaming language measures within the overall public administration responsible for
service provision within the language heartlands of the Gaeltacht; and the poorly developed
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conceptualisation of research-based policy measures deemed necessary to ensure the
integration of disparate development and linguistic objectives.
Moreover, the influence of direct and indirect policies in relation to the development of the
Gaeltacht is a recurring theme in Commins’ analysis. The expansion of the public
administration throughout the 1960s through to the late 1990s saw a general expansion of the
role of the state. This included the delivery of a wide range of basic social services which
were delivered, except in very exceptional circumstances, according to general protocols
which applied across the state’s mainstream administrative functions. These services were
also delivered almost exclusively through the English-language medium in the Gaeltacht and
there was no compulsion or commitment to serve local service users in their own language.
Similar to McLeod’s analysis of the structures and policies pursued in relation to the
development of the Highlands and Islands region in Scotland, this analysis argues that An
tÚdarás was effectively mandated under the statute to realise comprehensive socioeconomic
and linguistic development objectives. However, they were given such far-ranging
responsibilities without having recourse to the necessary statutory instruments, the funding
and development measures, and the broad-based planning authority which would be
necessary to deliver on these complex responsibilities. Instead, An tÚdarás has functioned
within what Commins describes as a range of limited spheres and on the basis that its
operational remit does not encroach upon or undermine the statutory, executive jurisdiction
of other public agencies operating within the Gaeltacht (Commins, 1988: 17). Securing the
cooperation and goodwill of such public bodies is crucial to the implementation of an overall
approach which seeks to address the totality of development within an integrated framework:
‘[…] Gaeltacht socioeconomic development is not effectively articulated with avowed
linguistic aims. In particular, the state’s role in language protection is constrained by
rigidities and anomalies in its own institutional complex’ (Commins, 1988: 26).
Public bodies were ostensibly charged with implementing the state’s strategic objective of
protecting, maintaining and developing the TML as a community vernacular in the Gaeltacht.
This has to be understood in the context of a universalist approach articulated in state policy
committing the state to a general nation-wide bilingualism (cf. Section 4.6). Entreaties for
cooperation from state and public bodies operating within the Gaeltacht to support TML
maintenance efforts illustrates the highly contradictory efforts inherent in the design and
deployment of public policy. It also highlights the underdeveloped practice of agreeing
sociolinguistically informed models of planning, intervention or governance in the Gaeltacht
context. The outcome of such negotiated practices are clearly demonstrated in the overall
failure to arrest linguistic decline and LS in the TML heartlands. Nor did such state
interventions properly consider the unique and differentiated social, cultural and linguistic
circumstances of the Gaeltacht (Commins, 1988: 17).
Commins (1988) emphasises the relative impact of neo-processes of regeneration and
structural change in the local economy. Through this process he considers how the state and
the TML communities alike have attempted to deal with the shift from traditional subsistence
farming and fishing practices to intensive industrialisation within certain Gaeltacht locations.
Similar to the analysis offered by MacLeod and McLeod (cf. Section 6.10), Commins argues
that the impact of such processes on patterns of LS and local and regional diglossic structures
is directly related to the linguistic composition of the workforce locally. The location of the
new enterprise, the scale of the activity and the types of products and processes involved are
all crucial variables. Incidences of high usage of the TML were in evidence in circumstances
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where the ratio of native speakers was highest within local community and unilingual
networks; where the enterprise was centrally located within such communities and which
drew its labour resource locally; where the scale of enterprise did not demand external
recruitment or an overreliance on external (English-speaking) management and technical
expertise; and where the process and products were drawn from the natural resource
endowment of the area. The obverse position was equally demonstrable from the case studies
undertaken by Mac An Iomaire (1983) and Ó Cinnéide et al., (1985).
The processes of social reproduction, dominance and control are central to LP in Commins’
analysis. So too is a more complete understanding of the social contexts or milieu through
which TMLs are legitimised and institutionalised through the varying power differentials
which support their ability to survive contact with the MJL, the language intrinsic to the
hegemonic order of mainstream economic processes. Commins talks of the importance of
‘defiant’ or ‘self-reliant’ development models and their confrontational relationship with the
state rather than an overdependence on mainstream economic development. It echoes Mac
Donnacha’s concept of two-way regulatory capture (cf. Section 4.5) where oftentimes such
an ideology of development is driven by local development coalitions who, paradoxically, are
almost entirely dependent on the state for the funding without which they could not function.
6.10

Spatial Model for Regional Development in a TML context

As part of constructing a spatial model for TML development, there is a need to develop a
systemic framework, inclusive of practice and policy as well as of theory. This framework
can help integrate an approach to the development of TMLs that is theoretically robust and
has the potential to influence the design and deployment of state policy. ‘In the varied
topography of professional practice, there is a high hard ground where practitioners can make
effective use of research-based theory and technique, and there is a swampy lowland where
situations are confusing “messes”, incapable of technical solution. The difficulty is that the
problems of the high ground, however great their technical interest, are often relatively
unimportant to clients and the larger society, while in the swamp are the problems of greatest
human concern’ (Schon (1983), cited in Mier and Bingham,1993: 284).
Moving between the high, hard ground of theory and the badlands of practice, contradiction
and complexity represents a key challenge in this context, as it does for the social sciences
generally. Trying to conflate RED and LP can be both paradoxical and contradictory. This is
because mainstream, orthodox processes of development have historically involved inherent
notions of subordination and inequality in terms of power relationships. These exist between
the state and minoritised communities, between the functions and capacities which are
located at both the centre and the periphery, between those with power, influence and
resources and those without. Constructing an REDLP spatial model involves modelling
complexity.
The premise of this research is that it is possible to calculate these different concepts of the
economic and the linguistic within a single framework with a view to building a more
effective model to engage more comprehensively with multiple dimensions, meanings and
objectives. Such a spatial model needs to confront the inherent ambiguity and paradox which
rest at the centre of the conceptual challenge of demarcating the range and scope of state-led
RED and LP interventions in a socio-linguistic context. This will in turn help develop a more
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complete understanding of the conceptualisation challenges and the dilemmas to be faced in
the formulation of practice and policy.
In the foregoing review of REDLP discourses, there is considerable agreement in relation to a
number of key dimensions of this relationship which support the following conclusions.
6.10.1 Social and Community Dimensions of the Framework
First, language exists and develops through its inter-transmission. While the necessary
infrastructure, support services and development policies required to develop marginal,
peripheral areas are complex, fractured and costly as public interventions, the conditions for
language maintenance would seem, at face value, remarkably straightforward. If parents,
extended families, public institutions and community networks commit to hand down their
linguistic heritage to the next generation by the simple act of speaking and valorising the
language, the chain continues unbroken. In a pre-modern society which largely functioned
without the institutions and the mechanisms of intensive capitalist development, minority
languages survived and prospered. Relative isolation and the sequestering of marginal,
fragmented and self-contained communities in peripheral areas, where they were remote and
inaccessible from each other, provided a stable environment for preserving linguistic and
community networks.
In the modern context, however, the fully ‘functioning’ community is ultimately reliant upon
the outward expression of like-minded and self-supporting coalitions of mutual interest.
These are not explicitly dependent upon spatial proximity. Traditionally, local and
community-based groups were bound up in some loose sense of spatial proximity which
determined the contours and functioning of the particular community. The various conflicting
forms, concepts and dynamics of community represent key issues and fundamental
challenges in this respect. While the community base forms a platform for both economic
regeneration and language revitalisation, the concept also represents a formidable obstacle.
Unitary, cohesive and representative community structures cannot be taken for granted in a
changing, contested and dynamic local environment. Nor do they constitute the a priori
condition for successful local development interventions (cf. Section 8.4.5).
There are few mutually consistent dimensions and dynamics to the process of community
development in many rural areas. In the Gaeltacht, for example, there exist communities
within communities, differentiated by language patterns and choice, by relative location and
proximity to high order service centres, by the economic structure locally and the degree of
interchange and transaction with extra-local, regional and national networks. The outworking
of notions of ‘community’ is a core challenge for the Gaeltacht and for many other rural
areas. This is valid in terms of the need amongst local agents to establish baseline analyses of
opportunities and constraints and in agreeing the terms of engagement with external
stakeholders and the definition of development objectives and their articulation through
socially-orientated and collaborative community effort.
The analytical framework of an appropriate spatial model must also consider and incorporate
the commitment and the functional role of the state in maintaining TMLs. It is legitimate to
enquire as to the ability of the state to negotiate the specific development circumstances
which differentiate and are unique to the TML-region. This particular approach stands
opposed to the conceptualisation and implementation of measures which result in extending
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the general provisions of orthodox approaches to RED through rural industrialisation
interventions, rural development initiatives or the general redistributive policies which seek
to ameliorate the conditions of marginal regions and under-developed local economies.
6.10.2 Interdependency between Economic and Linguistic variables
Second, there is significant consensus concerning the interrelatedness and interdependency
between economic and linguistic variables. It is argued that for comprehensive LP initiatives
to be successful they must critically engage with economic structures within an integrated
framework. Third, economic development programmes in support of TML-communities are
at best irrelevant and at worst, explicitly detrimental, to TML-vitality if they are not
constructed in such a way as to directly support the social continuity and development of the
language through intergenerational transmission.
Fourth, while there is extensive endorsement of the REDLP linkage, the actual mechanisms
and processes through which the RED and LP variables impact upon each other, the nature of
such impacts and the direction and magnitude of the causality involved have not been
explicated in a comprehensive and systematic fashion. Fifth, the development of policies and
development methodologies to conceptualise and develop REDLP programmes is a critical
challenge for policy-makers given the perilous sociolinguistic conditions within which TMLcommunities currently function.
6.10.3 Input Factors required of a Spatial Model for TML development
Drawing on Grin (2003: 8), it is proposed that the model be made up of two categories of
input factors. The first includes the discreet variables pertinent to language and to economic
development considerations. The second includes the causal and attributable relationship
which exists or can be potentially constructed between them. It is further proposed that the
spatial model should make explicit the clear causal, as opposed to arbitrary, relationship
between both sets of factors. Furthermore, the relationships between them should be based on
an examination of the inductive behaviour of changes in the relative independent and
dependant factors and their bearing on one another, whether negative or positive. The
question is not only whether or how they influence or determine one another, ‘[…] the
direction (if not the magnitude) of the implied cause-and-effect relationships must be
specified’ (Grin, 2003: 9) and must clearly account for the assumptions upon which the
analysis is based or what biases are induced through the selection and weighting of variables.
The spatial model should also consider that the economic-language linkage forms part of a
range of other influences driven by macro and micro, external and internal conditions and
input factors. Grin (1990), proposes a ‘utility-maximising’ model for TML-development. In
strict terms, the variable functions relate to the price of language-specific goods and services
and the income and exposure which accrue to the respective language. Key variables include:
language attitudes, efficiency in language use and the availability of opportunities to spend
income on minority language activities. He also looks at the concept of survival thresholds.
These and other variables must be built into the model.
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6.10.4 Summary of the Conceptual Framework for Integration of REDLP
The review of theory and practice of RED and LP, and their integration within the REDLP
construct, has surfaced some dominant themes. These include the core concepts of territorial
and functional development and the characteristic processes of exogenous and endogenous
development. Nelson (1993: 48) presents territoriality as a linear process where the marginal,
peripheral economic hinterlands are progressively moved towards a higher state of
development through the intercessions of development programmes designed and managed
by the state and from the centre. The temporal and spatial relation is typified in the dominant,
modern and developed core drawing the outer regions inexorably into the orbit of its control
and influence by measures and policies which are determined against the needs and
opportunities of the development zone/growth centre and not those of the lagging region. The
functional determinant is based on the creation of such a higher state of development through
the mobilising of limited principal functions of comparative and competitive advantage,
largely controlled by external investment decisions and markets and centralist state regulatory
constraints.
Friedmann and Weaver (1979, cited in Nelson, 1993) attempt to map out a competing model
for endogenous development. Their Agropolitan model is variously interpreted in terms of
ecological, territorial, place-based and systems-bound models. Within the model, expression
is given to a spatial and functional convergence between social networks and natural, selfgenerating communities. This is directly relevant to the ‘familiar habitat’ (Bingham and Mier:
1993: 294) and is conceptually close to Fishman’s scale continuum and the prioritisation of
stable social and familial networks (1991). It is also closely aligned to Bourhis’ ecology of
vitality concept and Mac Donnacha’s systems framework (2000) (cf. Section 4.5).
In this paradigm, the particulars of local context drive the development model where local
catalytic actions reject an overreliance on external economies and stimuli. It builds its
response on local institutional processes and structures of participative and directive
governance which involve state and non-state actors. It argues for:
‘Social responsibility against economic autonomy; decentralised, democratic control
against remote, concentrated, corporate hierarchies of control; and understanding the
whole against the abstraction of partial relationships (Marris, 1987)’ (Bingham and
Mier, 1993: 295).
Its temporal perspective connects the past and the future in a cohesive and evolving way and
repudiates the linearity of successive and sequential transformations with its troughs and
peaks and new iterations. Against this, it adumbrates a cyclical process: ‘[…] it demands that
social analysis be directed toward seeing complex patterns of rapidly changing
interrelationships rather than documenting and isolating unique factors or combinations of
factors constituting the nodes of the interrelations’ (Bingham and Mier, 1993: 295).
Despite criticisms relating to its internal and insular perspective and tendencies to
exclusionary and isolationist norms, the endogenous Agropolitan model builds its logic on
the valorisation of local initiative and control. This involves an accommodation of growth,
development and redistributive concepts and priorities; the central role of state intervention
and policy development; the core function of local coalitions of interest through extensive
partnership structures which place the local and the community foci at the forefront of
analysis and policy prescriptions (ibid: 296).
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Mainstream economic development models focus on the production of wealth and are not
always sufficiently mindful of redistributive challenges or the social justice dimensions of
regional structural faultiness. In contrast to this, the Agropolitan model looks at resourcemobilising strategies, at partnerships that are widespread, interconnected and representative.
In other words, the dilemma is one of pursuing economic efficiency and rationality over and
against the dynamics of economic justice and social equality. It further looks to the
‘democratising influences of the state’ and develops as a core objective the capacity for
collective and integrated endeavour across a range of functional sectors and spatial levels
(ibid: 299) and: ‘ […] an understanding of space as socially negotiated and dialectically
uneven’ (Beauregard, 1993: 275).
Ultimately, the literature review which examined RED and LP, and their intersection in the
REDLP construct, argues that a community-based model which endorses equity and
participative/collaborative models of development is possible and can be highly effective.
This forms the conceptual space within which it is possible to ground the analytical
framework and the spatial model for TML development. Some of the interventions that such
an approach can accommodate can be more effective and progressive than other standardised,
exogenous models and have the potential to alter development trends and redress inequities.
The degree of local and community control over the process is the critical hinge factor.
Wiewel, Teitz and Giloth (1993) insist on the grounding of such a development process
within the range and capacity of its own legitimate expectation. This depends crucially on the
spatial model’s ability to engage with broader economic processes, with the realities of the
market. Such sociopolitical dimensions as are considered key to the process have to be highly
attenuated to the changing profile of external economic shocks and dynamics and to
continually mediate and control their impacts locally. In policy terms, they argue that such a
development process must be inherently practical and move between the ‘[…] epistemology
of social science research into the phenomenology of professional practice’ (Beauregard:
1993: 302)
In the Marxian view, the Agropolitan approach stays faithful to the conviction that sociospatial differentiation depends on the economic structure, on the local functions and sectoral
biases attributable to a region, as well as the employment profile and the governing systems
of production. Wiewel, Teitz and Giloth (1993) also argue that division of labour, authority
relations, consumption functions and social mobility characteristics are central elements in
analysis and policy prescription. In this sense, regions do not ‘lag behind’; they are the
subjects of deliberate exploitation, exclusion and marginalisation. They assume the profile
and function of labour resource reserves for external capital interests rather than placing the
community in its proper context.
Their analysis also considers partnership and community as twin facets of a single
phenomenon of localism and control. While the partnership model might be considered a
formal commitment to ‘bureaucratic enfranchisement’ (ibid: 82), it also sets out ‘[…] to
advocate demand, negotiate and plan’ for change (ibid: 85). However, McLeod raises a
fundamental question: ‘Yet the possibility exists that such changes may not serve to slow
down the process of language shift, and may indeed accelerate it. The economy of the
Western Isles can be developed in such a way that Gaelic does not benefit at all, indeed in
ways that do actual harm to the position of the language’ (McLeod, 2002: 60). Citing the
Gaeltacht experience, he argues that such modernisation processes as have been instigated
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through regional and industrial development programmes have had a corrosive effect on
social networks and language interaction because the English language is synonymous with
and systematically reinforces LS through economic progress. This progress attracts non-local
labour and return migrants. With them they bring their cumulative demographic weight and
the particular socialisaiton processes which they engender which more often than not
dislocate the community and workplace transmission of the TML:
‘Unless economic development programmes and strategies are designed with an
explicit language-planning component, there is a real risk of undermining the
language traditionally marginalized from economic activity. This risk is especially
strong when the weaker language is in manifest decline at a more general level […]
Gaelic has been traditionally marginalized in economic life and intergenerational
transmission of the language is rapidly breaking down. Unless economic development
endeavours to reverse both aspects of this dynamic, it will do nothing to stop them’
(McLeod, 2002: 61-62)
Sensitising or proofing the linguistic dimensions of local economic regeneration poses
considerable challenges for public policy planning in TML-communities. Furthermore, the
linguistic price to be paid for economic regeneration forms the core concern of important
aspects of the literature in relation to the Irish Gaeltacht experience. Moreover, there is no
guarantee that allegiance to traditional models of development will not further seriously
undermine language communities and networks. In the Gaeltacht context, the SCT (2007) has
provided a watershed analysis of the use of Irish in the Gaeltacht (cf. Section 2.2). This
analysis sets out the basis of the existential challenge in the starkest of terms.
It advocates that the introduction of new policy interventions are critical now and that they
must be pursued in a comprehensive and integrated fashion or the TML-community will
collapse in on itself as a community vernacular within twenty years. Such community and
linguistic networks must decide to integrate and develop economic and rural development
practices while maintaining their intergenerational language transmission (Fishman, 1991,
2001) and embrace the ‘goodness of growth’ on their own terms (Holupka and Shlay, 1993).
Despite the validity and verification of findings from the SCT (2007), the remedial measures
outline in the Twenty-Year Strategy for the Irish Language (2010), and the provisions of the
Gaeltacht Act (2012), it is still commonplace that the prerogatives of growth and the
insistence on traditional, one-dimensional policies and programmes are advanced in such a
way as to render the countenance of an alternative approach as unimaginable (Review of
Public Expenditure Report, 2009)
The critical issue central to this analysis remains. How can the state develop a policy which
identifies explicitly the causal relationship between economic development and language
planning? How can the state form their integration within a REDLP model in a way that is
mutually reinforcing of the separate sets of factors and implemented in a sociolinguistically
informed manner? Such questions are germane to the development of a proposed spatial
model for the development of TMLs. These questions will inform the policy reviews and the
field research which forms the subject of following chapters.
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6.11

Identification of Research Questions in relation to REDLP

Based on the foregoing review, a number of key questions have been formulated which were
incorporated into the framework employed in forming the semi-structured interviews during
the empirical phase of the research. They were combined with the questions drawn from the
review of the theory and practice of RED and LP so as to structure a comprehensive and
integrated approach. These key findings also directly informed the analytical model which
was used to review existing policy (cf. Chapter 10). They also formed key conceptual
elements in setting out the basis for considering the functioning of a spatial model for stateled TML development which is proposed in Section 4.8. The questions in support of the
empirical research through the semi-structured interviews and the structure of the policy
analysis framework for TML-development are integrated and consolidated in Chapter 9,
Methodology and Research Design.
The following questions are structured under the general themes set out above in Sections 6.1
– 6.11 above.
The Linguistic Political Economy of Development
Based on the reviews, the analytical framework should enquire as to:
o How can the ‘totality’ of the complex development challenge inherent in TML
development be considered in the integrated model of state-led development?
o How to identify and interlock the different relationships and interdependencies
between different sectors, different functional domains and production factors
in a TML-context (Giles et al., 1977)?
o What are the causal and reciprocal variables which form the basis of this
relationship between the linguistic objectives of LP and processes of RED
(Bourgeois, 2011)?
o How can the integration of these development variables be structured by stateled development processes so that integration becomes not only the strategic
objective of the analytical framework but also fully represents the state’s
ideological rationale and political philosophy in such a way as to influence the
institutional and governance arrangements which are required for the effective
implementation of policies informed by such orientations (Ó Riagáin: 1997;
McEwan, 2005; Williams, 1991)?
o What is the appropriate timeframe for development (short-, medium- or longterm) and how does it need to be sufficiently adaptable to accommodate for
systemic and structural change in governance, planning hierarchies and
alignments and the iterative processes which such change generates?
o How can endogenous resources, natural resources, capital and infrastructural
endowments as well as human, social, cultural and linguistic capital, which are
considered crucial, be incorporated within the model?
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o How can it be ensured that the design and implementation of state
development policies are undertaken as close to the TML-community as is
feasible and that the strategic orientation of such policies are committed to
maximising local assets releasing their competitive and comparative
advantage?
o How does policy ensure that the state-led development process is considered
fundamentally as a catalytic process driving cumulatively re-enforcing cycles
of development and growth, where development has the potential to become
transformative and highly sensitised to external limitations and constraints
while maximising local opportunities for development, value and wealth
creation?
o Development outcomes should have an internally-driven, propulsive and
dynamic character. They should not be disproportionately dependent on
external stimuli, redistributive transfers, factors of production or modes of
development which are controlled primarily from without. How can the state
ensure that the development outcomes are self-generated, cumulative and
reinforcing?
o How can policy ensure the establishment of local programmes for intervention
which are reliable and consistent with an appraisal of local resources,
opportunities and structures which are inclusive and cohesive and
sociolinguistically informed?
o How can such processes produce local enhancement, asset creation and
significant added-value which can anticipate continuous rounds of cumulative
development (Wiewel et al., 1993: 97)?
Language, Economic, and Regional Development
The following key issues emerge from the foregoing analysis:
o What factors or inputs are required from the state to generate increases in
employment in TML-communities, what type of employment, how should it
relate to the language, who should be employed, what is the optimum use of
the language as an economic resource?
o What constitutes a minority or TML-economy and labour market and in what
way can such a conceptualisation influence the structure and functioning of
the state’s interventions (Bourgeois, 2011; MacLeod, 2008; Williams, 2000)?
o How does state-led RED impact on linguistic vitality and to what extent can it
bolster the sustainability of the TML-community and how can such support be
optimised (Sproull, 1995, 1996; Chalmers and Danson, 2006; Bourgeois,
2011)?
o As a differentiated economic resource, how can the TML generate sociocultural and linguistic capital as a factor of development in its own right
(Sproull, 1996; Sproull and Ashcroft 1993: 4-6)?
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o Conversely, to what extent is it inevitable, given the transformative global
economy within which such TML communities live out their lives, that
general socioeconomic development efforts will undermine the status, the
functionality and the prospects of the TML through the introduction of new
capital, labour and technologies (Palmer, 2007)?
o What measures can be undertaken to ensure that the market and national and
international networks of transaction and commerce, can work in support of
the TML in its own cultural setting?
o What are the economic sectors which can best contribute to the economic
development of TMLs – the language sector, cultural, educational or creative
tourism, the knowledge economy, natural resource development (Bourgeois,
2011)?

Social and Community Dimensions of the Framework
In terms of the modern sociopolitical context within which TML communities survive:
o What constitutes a TML-community, what resources and skills-base can it
bring to the development process and what are the collective and organic
qualities of language communities for the purposes of goal setting (Bourgeois,
2011)?
o What is the form and the meaning of collective endeavour and aggregate goals
in a sociolinguistic as well as an economic context and how is this end-state of
development negotiated by the TML-community with the state?
o What conditions for social development, for community solidarity and
interdependence, which are fundamental to the prospects of a TML surviving
and developing, can be established within the parameters of an integrated
model and what of the role of the state and the community in this regard
(Fishman, 2001)?
o What constitutes the economic and linguistic resources for the TMLcommunity, how do they identify their resource deficits, what of their meaning
and significance locally? Who will realise the gain from such development
outcomes and who might bear the costs of discriminatory decisions? What
effects have resources on the development process and what might happen if
development does not occur?
o What state interventions are required for the intimate domain of the family and
familial networks?
o What type of social infrastructure and forms of social capital can be developed
by the state in the encouragement and maintenance of these transmission
networks (Mac Donnacha, 2000; Winters, 1993)?
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o What prevents people from making the conscious decision to inculcate a
respect for the TML and commit to its full articulation as the normal idiom of
family and community language (Kearns, 1974; Akutagawa (1981)?
o How can a spatial model assess and explain those conditions or factors which
influence members of the TML-community to desert the field and to
consciously introduce other languages, most likely the dominant MJL, to their
children or to their peers as the preferred mode of communication?
o What integrated measures of state support can be introduced to support
language communities, communities which are often neither homogenous nor
stable in terms of language use, competence and attitude?
o Modern TLM-communities are no longer based on closed and stable
sociolinguistic networks. How can a spatial model deal with open, fluid and
dynamic, conditions which are subject to and driven by the vagaries of statesponsored development and the outworking of the free market?
o What does the community bring to the development process? What is the end
state of development that the community wishes for and what of their
capacities and determination to arrive at such a negotiated destination?
Institutional Infrastructure and Governance
In this context , the following key concerns are foregrounded:
o What are the domains of influence which fall within the purview of the state’s
ideological reach and the remit of its policy instruments with regard to
planning for the TMLs?
o What development and administrative structures are required to design and
implement policy in support of the integrated development of the TML?
o How can local communities and the state create the capacity, the resources and
the political will to ensure that some form of cultural or linguistic
protectionism is introduced to provide safe haven for these language enclaves
(Coimisiúin na Gaeltachta, 2002; Bourgeois, 2011)?
o What development needs are appropriate to state policy intervention and what
are the appropriate levels of intervention?
o In the context of TMLs, what is the difference between regional and
community economic development (MacLeod, 2008; McLeod, 2002)?
o How are these specific interventions
implemented and monitored?

or

policy

measures

designed,

o What are the key indicators for performance or of regression for TLM
development?
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o What is the capacity or the willingness of the state at regional, national or
supra-national level, to engage in extensive, comprehensive and long-term
strategic planning which has as its explicit objective the management and
development of these TMLs as regions for development in their own right and
on their own linguistic terms?
o How does the state marshal and control the thrust and pull of its own sectoral
policy initiatives? Such programmes set out to realise national development
objectives in the general socioeconomic and educational spheres, for example,
but they make landfall in the TMLs by the nature and range of their influence
through enforcing general norms and standards applicable and relevant across
the body politic generally.
o How does dedicated state policy formulated for the direct purposes of
protecting and developing the TML survive contact with the weight and
momentum of these indirect state-sponsored policies which have a significant
and immediate impact on the demolinguistic conditions within the TML
regions?
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Chapter 7 The International Case-Studies – Scotland, Wales and New
Brunswick
7.1

Introduction

This chapter documents three case studies drawn from New Brunswick (Canada), Wales and
Scotland. They are introduced to illustrate the operation of policies and development
programmes in both language and regional development activities, as well as attempts in
these jurisdictions to integrate RED and LP measures. The rationale for including these
specific case-studies is built on an appraisal of their direct relevance to the research objective.
In each case the minority language negotiates its survival within the context of a TML
environment.
The case-study reviews assesse the effectiveness of these policies and the relevant
implementation agencies as measured against their stated objectives. It attempts as far as is
possible to identify a model of best practice in these fields to support a more contextualised
interpretation of the unfolding narrative of development in these jurisdictions. In this way, the
case studies have inferential value insofar as they provide an account of the effectiveness of
such policies and programmes and the ‘success conditions’, or the limiting constraints, which
affect the realisation of policy goals (Grin, 2003: 33; Grin and Vaillancourt, 1998).
7.2

Gaelic in Scotland – Historical Context of the Threatened Minority
Language (TML)

Scottish Gaelic is the historical language of Scotland. It functioned as the principal
community vernacular until the 13th century (McLeod, W., 2001; McKinnon, 1991). Up to
this time it enjoyed the privileged status as the language of the court, of the state, the church
and scholarly study (MacLeod, 2008). Complex forces of geopolitical change drove its
spatial contraction to the more peripheral north and west of the country, what are termed the
‘Gàidhealtachd’18 , and had become increasingly entrenched since the 14 th century (MacLeod,
2008). The cumulatively reinforcing impact of an English-language dominated political
ideology, aggressive military expansion, the increasing industrialisation of the economy and
the resettlement of English-speaking settlers which followed in its wake served to perpetuate
and accelerate a dramatic and sustained pattern of LS. This has resulted in the concomitant
minoritisation of the traditional language (MacKinnon, 1991; MacLeod, 2008). This process
of political, economic and linguistic Anglicisation unfolded within a complex of related and
reinforcing processes, including: the disintegration of the traditional tribal clan networks and
their replacement by an English-dominated feudalism; mass emigration from the heartlands
because of desperate socioeconomic conditions; the highland clearances from the late 18 th
century which effectively destroyed the linguistic heartland of the Gaelic speech community;
intensifying commercial trade with English elites; and the increased status of English
amongst native civic and ecclesiastical elites (MacKinnon, 1991; MacLeod, 2008; McLeod,
W., 2001; Galloway, 2011).

In Scotland, the Gàidhealtachd refers to those areas in the Highlands, and the Highlands and Islands, where Gaelic
continued as the dominant community -language in the ‘post medieval period’. Today, few of these districts support
populations where more than 5% speak Gaelic. However, there remain some island communities where Gaelic survives as
the majority language. There are no statutory designation or criteria to demarcate Gaelic-speaking areas as is the case in
Ireland (Walsh and M cLeod, 2008: 22)
18
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The 20th century witnessed the progressive erosion of the social networks central to the
maintenance of the TML and the consolidating hegemony of English-speaking elites and their
institutional power structures in commercial, political and economic life. Enforced
outmigration from the language heartland areas to the industrial lowland centres and to the
‘New World’, a process which commenced in the 19 th century, intensified in the last century
(Macleod, M., 2010: 23; MacLeod, 2008). The resulting democratic deficit and the
destabilisation of the linguistic core was further exacerbated by emigration in the interwar
period (MacKinnon, K., 2010: 130). The TML community also suffered a disproportionately
higher casualty rate in the wars (Macleod, 2010; MacKinnon, K., 1991).
7.2.1

Language Shift and Minoritisation

MacKinnon considers that the Highlands at the beginning of the 19 th century were home to
300,000 monoglot Gaelic speakers who accounted for almost 90% of the local population
(MacKinnon, K., 1991: 63). The census of 1881 enquired for the first time as to the habitual
use of Gaelic. It returned a speaker community of 231,594 or 6.7% of the national population
(MacKinnon, K., 2010: 128). The return for the census of 1891 recorded a slight increase to
6.75% where 254,415 Gaelic speakers constituted more than 70% of discreet local
populations with a pronounced spatial concentration in the Hebrides, in western coastal areas
and in some central areas (Dunbar, 2005: 2). However, even at that time, the relative strength
of the speaker community was reducing. The 1881 census returned 88.5% of the Highland
population as Gaelic speakers (MacLeod, 2008: 62) a proportion which had further reduced
by 10% to 77% of the local population in 1891 (MacKinnon, 2010: 129).
The social base of the language lost close to four-fifths of its speakers over the hundred years
to 1991. In 1901, the census recorded 210,677 speakers accounting for 5.2% of the
population. By 1991, that year’s census returned a mere 65,978 Gaelic speakers in Scotland,
1.37% of the national population (McLeod, W., 2001; Dunbar, 2005). This has been
characterised as a ‘catastrophic collapse’ (Pedersen, 2005: 3, cited in MacLeod, 2008: 62)
and resulted in the obliteration of Gaelic as a community vernacular amongst the majority of
formerly Gaelic-speaking mainland communities (MacLeod, 2008).
In the Highlands, while the relative proportion of Gaelic speakers was maintained above 70%
until 1961, by 2001 it had contracted to 56%. In that year, the speaker population stood at
58,652 (three years and older) which represented a loss of 77% of the 1891 figure and
amounted then to 1.21% of the national population (MacKinnon, K., 2010: 129; Dunbar,
2005: 2). The census of 2001 further confirmed that 55% of all Gaelic speakers in Scotland
were located in the Highlands and Islands. This cohort also accounts for 10.3% of that
region’s population (MacLeod, 2008: 66). Within this region, the reduced contemporary
heartland areas are now understood to be confined to and concentrated in the island
communities of Skye, the Western Isles and, to a lesser extent, the Argyll Islands. 32,629
Gaelic speakers reside in this Gàidhealtachd and 64% (20,867) live in the islands (MacLeod,
2008: 66). Significantly, in terms of spatial distribution, almost half of the Gaelic-speaking
community are now located in the eastern lowland areas.
In terms of demographic structure, the 2001 census confirmed that c.25% of all Gaelic
speakers were over 65 years and 53% included in the over-45 category. The crucial cohort for
future language reproduction, the 3-15 age-group, are significantly under-represented at only
13% of all Gaelic speakers (Dunbar, 2005: 3). Within the Western Isles specifically, over the
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twenty-year period to 2001 the number of children in this cohort had dropped to 1,966
representing a reduction from 67.8 to 46.3% of this age-group.
There is considerable consensus as to the causes and consequences of language shift from
Gaelic to English. This is vividly illustrated in the increasing obsolescence of the traditional
language and the inculcation of a form of ‘linguistic shame’ amongst native speakers. This is
conflated with the undisputed status of English as both the symbol and vehicle of upward
social mobility and ‘progress’ (MacLeod, 2008). The macro and external factors include:
processes of modernisation and economic integration which have destabilised social
networks, speech networks and traditional acquisition patterns (McEwan-Fujita, 2010);
increasing self-consciousness of linguistic difference, inferiority and minoritisation
(Coleman, 1975, cited in McEwan-Fujita, 2010); economic restructuring from the primary to
the tertiary sector; new occupational and commuting patterns, including outmigration; and
the collapse of intergenerational socialisation networks and linkages; these have been
exacerbated by the undermining of the communal structures and processes of sociolinguistic
boundary maintenance, further compounding the dynamic and intensity of language shift
(MacLeod, 2008). These interdependent processes are summarised by MacKinnon (1977) in
terms of ‘clearance’ (rural depopulation); ‘economic development’ (new economic structures
and processes requiring English-language competence); ‘changeover’ (in- and returnmigration of non-ML speakers; emigration and death of local L1 speakers; exogamous
marriages; English-language media; ‘social morale’ (asymmetrical power relations between
competing social groups and the English- language dominated public institutions).
The micro, intimate and specifically sociolinguistic explanations include how Gaelic speakers
and non-speakers understand the function and value of the TML; their linguistic socialisation;
the ambivalence and ambiguity attaching to often multiple, and sometimes paradoxical,
cultural and linguistic identities of individual speakers, where this repertoire of contingent
linguistic identities is very ‘[…] fluid and constructed or produced through ongoing social
relationships, subject to ambivalence, diversity and contestation’ (McEwan-Fujita, 2010:
188).
In terms of human geography and socio-spatial structural change, the degree of profound
language shift is illustrated by reference to two examples. In Sutherland county, the
proportion of Gaelic speakers collapsed from 80.40% in 1881 to 14.51% in 1971. Over the
same period, the percentage of speakers in Argyll reduced from 65.25% to 13.72% (Withers,
1984, cited in MacLeod, 2008: 62).
The net result of these sustained processes of change have brought about a situation where
the autochthonous language community are considered differentiated, anachronistic,
stigmatised and alien in their own country, their culture suspect and inimical to the
modernisation project of the nation state (MacLeod, 2008). As a result, Gaelic-speaking
parents decide to rear their children as English-speaking monoglots. English becomes the
normative language in the public, professional and increasingly in the familial and intimate
spheres.
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7.2.2

Contemporary Demographic, Spatial and Linguistic Characteristics

Gaelic currently faces an acute ‘crisis of viability’ (Walsh and McLeod, 2008: 34). Only
1.2% of the national population knows Gaelic and almost three-quarters of the national
population are located in local authority areas where the proportion of Gaelic speakers stands
at less than 1% (Walsh and McLeod, 2008: 35).
The contemporary spatial distribution of Gaelic speakers still reveals a marked concentration
of speakers resident in the Outer Hebrides which accounted for more the 66% of all speakers
in 1991 and with significantly higher proportions located in their rural districts (McLeod,
2001: 3). Significantly, almost half of the speaker population are distributed across the
remainder of Scotland, with a concentrated pocket in Glasgow of 11,000 (McLeod, W., 2001:
3). Map 4 below illustrates the spatial distribution of Gaelic-language speakers based on data
from the 2001 census.
The patterns of intergenerational transmission are very weak. The patterns of language shift
amongst the number of Gaelic-speaking children represent the key indicator. For example, in
1991, the percentage of Gaelic-speaking children from twin Gaelic-speaking parents stood at
72.6%. However, the percentage of Gaelic-speaking children from a single Gaelic-speaking
parent (this is the most common classification for family units accounting for 55% of
households in 1991) was as low as 14.3 %. The percentage of Gaelic-speaking children from
a lone Gaelic-speaking parent was recorded at 37.6% (McLeod, 2001; Dunbar, 2005). Gaelic
speakers accounted for 49.5% of 3-15 year old cohort of Gaelic speakers in the Western Isles,
‘[…] the chief remaining stronghold of the language’ (MacKinnon, 2011: 212). Moreover, in
the late 1990s, only 25% of children entering into primary school in the Western Isles
acquired Gaelic at home (McLeod, W., 2001: 3; Dunbar, 2005: 4) and as low as one-third of
children receive their education through the Gaelic-medium (MacKinnon, 2000b, cited in
McLeod, W., 2001: 4).
The 2001 census recorded 1,753 households which were fully Gaelic-speaking and which
accounted for 3,771 adults (18+). Of these households, 2,100 (71.8%) were Gaelic-speaking
children (3-18). These figures represent an intergenerational loss of over 25% (MacKinnon,
2011: 212-213). MacKinnon further illustrates the ongoing intergenerational loss in the
linguistic heartland of the Western Isles. The corresponding figures record some 942
households which were entirely Gaelic-speaking. This accounted for 2, 058 adults (18+).
From amongst this cohort, the figure for Gaelic-speaking children stood at 1,247 (79.5%)
(ibid).
In terms of speaker age profile, the critical viability threshold in terms of natural regeneration
is considered as one-third of the population locating within the ≤ 25 year cohort. This is not
being met. In the Western Isles, this cohort accounted for only 19.4% in 2001 compared to a
figure of 39.2% for non-Gaelic speakers. The similar figure for Argyll and Bute and
Highland were 26.3% and 25.2% respectively (MacKinnon, 2010: 131).
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Map 4: The Distribution of Gaelic speakers by Parishes in Scotland, 2001

Source: GRO(S), © 2001 Census of Population.
In terms of family formation and structure, in 2001 46.3% of Gaelic speakers lived in all
Gaelic-speaking households. Furthermore, amongst the children reared in all-Gaelic speaking
homes, a grouping which contained 29,995 or 51.1% of all Gaelic speakers, the
intergenerational transmission rates were as low as 58.2% (MacKinnon, 2010: 133).
Moreover, 19.4% or 11,404 speakers were returned as living alone (MacKinnon, 2010: 132).
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Summary
The contemporary evidence points to an extremely weak and vulnerable sociolinguistic
profile (McLeod, W., 2001). Of the overall enumerated population, the structural
demographic distortion is weighted heavily towards the older age-cohorts. However, a
marginal increase was recorded in Gaelic speakers in the 5-14 age cohorts representing an
additional 20.3% or close to 500 new speakers (MacLeod, 2008: 77). Against this, the stark
reality of the collapse of societal use is illustrated in the fragility within education where in
2007, only ‘[…] 638 primary school pupils categorised Gaelic as their “home language”
(Scottish Executive, 2007, cited in MacLeod, 2008: 79). Across Scotland, 35.6% of all Gaelic
speakers function in extreme linguistic isolation living in civil parishes where more than 99%
of the local population are monoglot English-speakers. Conversely, only c.15% of Gaelic
speakers ( 8,700) reside in parishes where Gaelic speakers account for between 65-75% of
the local population (MacLeod, 2008: 79).
The number of children entering Gaelic Medium Education (GME) stood at 328 children in
2004/05 many of whom came from home backgrounds where Gaelic was not used.
Moreover, MacLeod estimates that an almost five-fold increase to 10,000 students within the
GME sector is required to maintain the current Gaelic-speaking population (MacLeod, 2008:
80).
In the language heartlands, the population is in serious decline (MacLeod, 2008: 75) and so is
the relative strength of the native-speaker cohort. The replacement rate in these districts is not
sufficient to accommodate for the loss of native speakers through death or out-migration.
MacLeod (2008) reports an annual loss of 733 Gaelic speakers over the ten year period to
2001. The 2001 population of Gaelic speakers in the Gàidhealtachd stood at 32,629. 12,673
or c. 39% resided in the Western Isles. In the intercensal period, the proportion of Gaelic
speakers in this area contracted by 10%. The absolute number of speakers also declined.
Where families remain in the heartlands, the rate of intergenerational transmission of the
language through its normative use is in decline (McLeod, 2008: 80)
The economic and employment structure of the heartlands is insufficient to retain key
demographic cohorts which should form the centrepiece of future intergenerational language
transmission. Outward migration to ‘escalator regions’ which provide more structured
opportunities for social and economic advancement is destabilising the social networks
within which language socialisation occurs.
7.2.3 State Recognition, Development and Legislative Supports
Historical Context
Until the last century, the de facto (and often unstated or implicit) language planning practice
of the state was in favour of exclusive and monolingual English-dominated conventions in
parliament, in legislation, in the courts and in public administration. Such a policy approach
effectively amounted to measures intended for the extirpation of Gaelic in the most extreme
reading of the narrative. A more orthodox and measured portrayal considers the state’s
attitude as one of a form of collective tolerance which ranged from indifference to hostility or
‘malign neglect’ (Dunbar, 2005: 5; Dunbar, 2009b).
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Before the 1990s, there were virtually no explicit and formal interventions undertaken by the
state (Walsh and McLeod, 2008: 34). McLeod argues that until the 1960s, state and
community-led development strategies for the TML were ‘[…] to all intents and purposes
non-existent’ (McLeod, W., 2001: 2). Agitation and protest similar to the developments
which occurred simultaneously in Ireland through Cumann Cearta Sibhialta na Gaeltachta
(Gaeltacht Civil Rights Movement) came into a clearer focus in Scotland throughout the
1970s and 1980s (cf. Section 8.4.5). Community mobilisation was supported by the
institutional developments which saw the creation of the Highlands and Islands Development
Board (HIDB in 1965), Comhairle nan Eilean Siar (Western Isles Council in 1975) and the
Highland Association, An Comunn Gàidhealach in 1984. Official recognition, protection and
development of the minority language in Scotland stood as their common and fundamental
demand of government.
At a local political and community-level, the absence of an unequivocal, consciously avowed,
unitary ideological or political community-mandate for language protection has been
identified with this period (MacLeod, 2008: 100). There is as much evidence for community
apathy and dissipation of effort as there is evidence for any sense of a coordinated, bottom-up
approach to development within the Gaelic heartlands. The little mobilisation as happened
provided the legitimate platform to carry the TML-movement towards official recognition
and protection by the state. Policy and research efforts at that time culminated in the report
commissioned by the HIDB, Cór na Gaidhlig (the State of Gaelic) in 1982 which was
prepared by Martin Mac Donald (MacKinnon, 1991: 118). A central theme ran through its
recommendations calling for more co-ordination of the planning effort, for additional and
sufficient resources, and for a broad and integrated agenda for development. The HIDB
founded Comunn na Gàidhlig (The Gaelic Association) (CnaG) in 1984 as a representative
council draw from Strathclyde, Highland and Western Isles regional councils as a language
development organisation.
Following the restructuring of the HIDB in 1991 which saw the formation of Highlands and
Islands Enterprise, the community development and language maintenance programme which
was pursued, to the extent that it was clearly articulated, was contracted out to Comunn na
Gàidhlig (McEwan-Fujita, 2003: 242). MacLeod, (2008) considers that the policy document
‘A Strategy for Gaelic Development in the Highlands and Islands of Scotland’ represented the
first coherent policy for Gaelic regeneration and development. This was rearticulated in the
1999 strategy document entitled ‘Gàidhlig Plc’, the Plc an abbreviation for Plana
Leasachaidh Canain (A Development Plan for Gaelic) (MacLeod, 2008: 104).
These strategies conceptualised language ‘development’ as an explicitly economic activity in
terms of its overall rationale for drawing public funding support, its focus on the Gaelic
sector or ‘industry’, and also in terms of the output and impact measures which were
formulated. These were expressed in terms of additional employment creation and
quantifiable economic returns on investment. Financial support was also offered to
community, cultural and pre-school education interventions most notably through the core
funding for Comhairle nan Sgoiltean Àraich (Association of Nursery Schools) and for
investment in Sábháil Mór Ostaig (The National Gaelic College of Scotland ) (MacLeod,
2008: 104).
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Legislation Protection
In terms of local government in the period prior to 2005, of the thirty-two local authorities,
only two adopted any formal policy in support of the TML. Comhairle nan Eilean Siar
(Western Isles Council) was created in 1975 and its planning region contained the most
sizeable spatial district which was home to the TML heartland (Dunbar, 2005). It introduced
a limited, tokenistic and marginal policy outlining its symbolic rather than practical,
substantive support for the TML. The Highlands Council also articulated a similarly weak
and inchoate policy given the significant Gaelic-speaking population within its jurisdiction of
responsibility (Dunbar, 2010: 157). Not only had such limited measures little success in
supporting in an integrated and comprehensive manner the sustainable development of the
social and community use of the TML, Dunbar argues that the flawed and inconsequential
nature of the planning initiatives actually served to reinforce the existing negative diglossic
structures where the TML was increasingly marginalised in terms of ‘[…] existing language
beliefs and hierarchies’ (Dunbar, 2010: 157).
In terms of national government, the Scotland Act of 1998, the legislation which enabled the
creation of the Scottish Parliament as part of the overall UK-wide drive for devolution, made
no reference to the TML. The parliament’s standing orders permitted the use of the TML in
parliamentary debates and within selected committees (Dunbar, 2010: 156). However, ‘[…] it
is not possible to legislate in Gaelic – the Scotland Act 1998 is clear that all legislation will
only be in English’ (Dunbar, 2009: 10).
There is significant consensus that the TML lacked the necessary institutional support and
authoritative, strategic planning initiatives to secure and develop its status, its functionality
and its penetration of high-level domains from which it had been historically and deliberately
excluded (MacKinnon, 2010). The National Heritage (Scotland) Act of 1985 (Section 23)
provided for a mechanism to fund Gaelic cultural organisations. Moreover, in March 2001
the UK government adopted the European Charter for Regional or Minority Languages.
However, the traditional position where Gaelic had no functional presence in high-order
status domains including national, regional and local government, or across public service
provision more generally, continued. Nevertheless, the Charter constitutes ‘[…] a treaty
obligation of the UK, and it makes clear that the UK owes special obligations to Welsh and
Scottish Gaelic, among other languages, and, in particular, that the UK is obliged to take
positive measures to both protect and promote such languages’ (Dunbar, 2009: 3).
However, after twenty-five years of intensive policy debate and political campaigning, in
May 2005 the Scottish Parliament adopted the Gaelic Act. This legislation declares Gaelic to
be ‘an official language of Scotland commanding equal respect with the English language’,
and all of the public bodies in Scotland are subject to its provisions (Walsh and McLeod,
2008: 35). The new law, therefore, gave statutory recognition to Gaelic as a co-official
language in Scotland and formed the legal framework for its protection and development.
Crucially, as Dunbar points out, the Act ‘[…] does not in fact set out to confer “official
status” on Gaelic, as the subsection in which it is located concerns the functions of the Bòrd
[na Gaidhlig], not the legal status of the language itself’ (Dunbar, 2009: 18). Modelled to a
considerable extent on the Welsh Language Act 1993 and the Irish Official Languages Act of
2003, its core regulatory instrument related to its power to require of certain public bodies,
including organisations involved with the administration of justice, to prepare and implement
language plans. In sum, this critical function served to secure the ‘[…] further
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institutionalisation of the Gaelic language in Scotland’ (Dunbar, 2009: 12). However, many
fundamental weaknesses at the heart of the legislation have been identified.
First, the legislative model, drawing on provisions similar to those at the core of the Welsh
Act, gave the Bòrd the authority to impose an obligation on public bodies to prepare a
language plan. However, the Bòrd’s authority does not extend to instructing Westminster
agencies, or to public bodies that discharge a UK-wide mandate, or to the parliament itself to
prepare language plans. Such a provision is included in the Welsh Act19 . Such a limiting
condition makes the co-ordination of a systems-wide and integrated approach to the design
and delivery of public services significantly more difficult (Walsh and McLeod, 2008: 36).
Second, the Scottish legislation includes a right to appeal where public bodies can contest a
direction issued by the Bòrd – ‘This provides perhaps some idea of how contested the
question of the place of Gaelic as a supposedly “national language” of Scotland really is’
(Dunbar, 2009: 12).
Third, the concept of ‘equal respect’ has no ‘[…] clearly recognised meaning in law and was
chosen to avoid any suggestion that Gaelic would have equal validity with English such that
the Act might be construed as imposing a general duty to institutionalise Gaelic-English
bilingualism …. In this respect the Act differs fundamentally from the Welsh Language Act
1993, which requires that Welsh and English are to be treated “on a basis of equality”
(section 5[2])’ (Walsh and McLeod, 2008: 35). The Scottish Executive retains the ultimate
power to overrule, amend, ignore or nullify the Bòrd’s decisions. The enforcement capacity
of the Bòrd to ensure implementation and compliance is considered weak by international
standards (ibid: 37).
Despite such fundamental weaknesses, the Act represents the single most important
development in support of the language and its speakers (MacLeod, 2008; Dunbar, 2009). It
is considered an ‘historic step-forward’ (Walsh and McLeod: 2008: 34) and as a milestone in
the institutionalised provision for the language (McLeod, 2006: 19)
Institutional and Development Infrastructure and Policies
In pre-devolution Scotland, the Scottish Office’s commitment to TML development centred
on supporting a specific provision to Local Authorities for delivering GME, support for
Gaelic broadcasting and investment in ‘Gaelic cultural organisations’. The devolution process
provided a new political platform and a development framework within which the
development potential of the TML could be more fully considered. The creation of the
Scottish parliament has represented a new and highly significant ‘diacritical marker of
national distinctiveness’ (Williams, 1999: 137). It has established a new regulatory and
governance structure more attuned and sensitised to the needs and opportunities for
integrated development.
Consequently, upon devolution, the Scottish parliament established Bòrd na Gàidhlig as a
non-departmental public body (NDPB) for Gaelic in March 2003 which was mandated:

19 The corresponding Irish

legislation is an enactment of the national parliament, the Dáil, and its statutory reach extends to
all public bodies operating in the national jurisdiction, including branches of the national, regional and local government
(Walsh and M cLeod, 2008: 36)
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• ‘To promote and celebrate Gaelic’s contribution to Scottish cultural life;
• To assist and promote the creation of new opportunities to use Gaelic in Scotland;
• To encourage and support wider use of Gaelic in all aspects of life in Scotland; and
• To strengthen Gaelic as a family and community language and so increase the
numbers of speakers and users of Gaelic’ (Bòrd na Gàidhlig, 2004a, cited in
MacLeod, 2008: 108).
The 2005 Act set out the provisions for Bòrd na Gàidhlig to be strengthened and to be
established on a statutory basis. The language planning body is now charged with the
preparation of a national plan for Gaelic which sets out the necessary measures, protections
and interventions to secure the status of Gaelic and to promote its acquisition and use
(Dunbar, 2010: 162). It identifies and prioritises measures to be undertaken in support of
protecting the TML as an official language in Scotland with co-equal status to that of
English. This plan is reviewed and reconstituted at least every five years, a process which
requires the ratification of the Scottish government.
However, the plan is based on the concept of collective rights, where ‘[…] public bodies have
a duty to provide public services bilingually, but which are not matched by
individual rights to receive such a service’ (MacLeod, 2008: 111). This lack of ‘explicit’
rights reflects the weak ‘rights culture’ in the UK polity generally, where enforceable rights
which can hold government to account are persistently resisted (Dunbar, 2009). Significantly,
the national plan does not provide for any statutory demarcation of the heartland
‘Gàidhealtachd’ regions. To do so, it is argued, would be to legislate on the basis of
excluding almost half of the Gaelic-speaking population who live outside of these areas and
70% would be further excluded in the event of measures being adopted targeting those
districts where the Gaelic language remains the dominant community language (MacLeod,
2008: 111).
The 2005 Act confers powers on the Bòrd to require public authorities to prepare and
implement language plans in support of the TML through the development of their own
services and in articulating how individual authorities will support the implementation of
priorities established under the contemporary National Gaelic Plan. Significantly, public
authorities who provide services in districts which contain a large proportion of Gaelicspeaking communities are expected to commit to more intensive and widespread
development measures. However, the Bòrd’s own guidelines accept that such plans should be
‘[…] reasonable and proportionate according to [public authorities’] individual
circumstances’ (Bòrd na Gàidhlig, 2007: 16). MacLeod (2008) argues that the intent and tone
of the guidance reflects efforts at securing compliance through co-operation rather than
unflinching enforcement. Since 2007, the Bòrd has approved twenty-three statutory Gaelic
Language Plans.
A Gaelic Language Act Implementation Fund (worth £1.4 million) has been established by
the Scottish government and administered through the Bòrd. Its remit is to assist in meeting
expenditure obligations incurred by public bodies. In 1999, the Scottish Executive funding
for Gaelic-language development stood at £11.7 million. By 2008-09 annual funding was
estimated to have increased to £31m (MacLeod, 2008). The Bòrd now funds fifteen core
partner organisations who implement programmes in the domains of education, the arts,
community and publishing. Principal amongst them is Comunn na Gaidhlig (The Gaelic
Association).
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Education
Education through the English-medium in the TML heartlands was a crucial driver of MJLlanguage socialisation and language shift. The establishment in 1701 of the Society in
Scotland for the Propagating of Christian Knowledge (SSPCK) formed an institutional
structure dedicated to the extension of English-language dominated ‘Christian knowledge’
throughout the Highlands (MacLeod, 2008). By the early 19th century, it had established 290
schools educating 16,000 children (MacKinnon, 1991: 63). The charitable institutions and
school societies promoting public education had been generally sympathetic to the TML.
It is argued that modern acquisition planning has essentially sought to redress the neglect and
damage of the longstanding policy of English-dominated education which was formally
introduced with the enactment of the Education Act of 1872. The Act made no reference to
Gaelic and refused to recognise the linguistic and cultural separateness of the Highlands
(Dunbar, 2005: 6; MacIver, 2011: 188). The new state-run schools which were ushered in by
the Act replaced the schools administered by the charitable institutions. Furthermore, the use
of Gaelic in schools was discouraged and its use was stigmatised and punished (MacKinnon,
1991: 74, 75). Since the late 19th century, the linguistic rupture and decline, the denigration of
the TML and its exclusion from the mainstream of state-sponsored national educational
provision is deeply implicated in the creation of negative socio-psychological conditioning
amongst the speech community. This relates to the utility and functionality of the traditional
language and the compulsion to MJL assimilation. In short, state policy (or lack of explicit
supportive policy in favour of the TML) served to ‘[…] encourage attitudes towards the
native language which ran counter to its maintenance’ (MacKinnon, 1991: 81).
Further legislation nominally compelled education boards in Gaelic-speaking areas to make
provision for teaching Gaelic (Macleod, 2010). Dunbar, however, argues that such provisions
or allowances set out to promote ‘[…] transitional bilingualism to ensure more effective
acquisition of English [rather than] enhancing students’ competence in Gaelic’ (Dunbar,
2005: 6).
The lack of recognition or support for a state-sponsored public education policy in Gaelic
contributed to the social fracture within the TML community (MacKinnon, 2010). Such
formal (but not legal) recognition as followed arose from concerted agitation from An
Comunn Gaidhealach. The 1918 Education [Scotland] Act placed a duty on local authorities
to provide Gaelic teaching in ‘Gaelic speaking areas’ which, in practice, obligated the local
authorities for the Highlands and Islands region to provide weekly Gaelic language classes to
primary pupils. However, and despite such provisions, the prevailing attitude which informed
the ethic of the central education authorities has been that the Gaelic language was ‘[…] to be
replaced as the language of the Highlander’ (McKinnon, 1991: 78) as part of a broader
process of ‘transculturation’. The English-medium dominated the ethos and practice of
education for Gaelic speakers ‘[…] with a view to fully integrating them, and the
communities in which they live, more fully into the British state’ (Dunbar, 2005: 5). The
cumulative impact is seen in a subtractive bilingualism and an unstable diglossia (Dunbar,
2005: 6).
From the 1970s, Gaelic was introduced as a second language in many primary schools in the
Highlands. Comhairle nan Eilean Siar (Western Isles Council) introduced a bilingual
education scheme upon its establishment in 1975 (MacKinnon, 2010). However, the project
did not succeed as a coherent, systematic intervention and failed to reverse the ongoing
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language shift (Macleod, 2010: 31). Comhairle nan Sgoiltean Araich (the Gaelic Playgroup
Association) established in 1982 formed an immersion model of early language learning for
pre-school children and by 1992 its 148 groups served 2,620 children (Macleod, 2010: 31). It
also created a powerful lobby demanding further educational provision (Tormod Caimbeul,
2000, cited in McLeod, W., 2001: 16).
Gaelic-medium education has been available since 1985 across Scotland. In the intervening
twenty-four years to 2009, some 1,862 primary school pupils were educated through the
medium of Gaelic in two Gaelic language schools and through provision in sixty dedicated
Gaelic units in English-medium schools. In 2010, 2,256 pupils were being taught at sixty
primary schools. As recently as 1981 there was no such provision (McLeod, W., 2001: 3;
Dunbar, 2009: 10).
However, this provision does not represent an intensive immersion policy and its provision
has no statutory basis. The TML is taught as a subject within an all-English curriculum which
does not provide a habitus for socialisation within the language. There is no corresponding
provision at second level. Moreover, Gaelic-medium education has been driven by parental
and grass-roots demands and depended on discretionary policies of educational authorities
rather than being articulated within a state-led, statutory and strategic policy intervention in
this crucial domain (Dunbar, 2010; Dunbar, 2009). Provision at all levels is uncoordinated
and underfunded. The lack of continuity in provision and the extent of native-speaker
competency amongst learners and semi-speakers is not sufficient to replace native speakers
or to ensure intergenerational transmission (Dunbar, 2010: 155).
In terms of second-level education, in 1994 a government report described expansion of
Gaelic-medium provision at secondary level as ‘neither desirable nor feasible in the
foreseeable future’ (Scottish Office Education Department, 1994: 3, cited in McLeod, W.,
2001: 4). While the Education (National Priorities) (Scotland) Order 2000 confirmed Gaelic
as a national priority and insisted that all education authorities publish their plans in support
of GME provision, only 326 secondary students were taking subjects through the medium of
Gaelic in 2000/01 (McLeod, W., 2001: 4). By 2008, the number had increased to 397 pupils
(Macleod, 2010: 32) With the exception of Sgoil Ghàidhlig Ghlaschu, this provision does not
amount to a full curriculum delivered through the Gaelic-medium and is limited to certain
subjects in certain schools (Macleod, 2010: 32). Unlike the situation in Wales, there exists no
national curriculum for Gaelic. Nor is there a statutory requirement to teach Gaelic as a
subject. Again in contrast to Wales where all primary and secondary students learn Welsh,
only about 1% of such students learn any Gaelic (Dunbar, 2009: 10). In the Western Isles, the
only local authority area where Gaelic speakers form a majority, no more the 25% of primary
students are being schooled through the Gaelic-medium. This is not a sufficient reproduction
rate for future intergenerational language transmission (Dunbar, 2005).
Public Broadcasting
While there is no dedicated print media in the TML, the introduction of dedicated radio and
television services in the TML-medium represent very important developments in terms of
status and acquisition planning. Expenditure on this sector represents the most significant
budgetary provision in support of the TML. However, state policy decided not to develop a
stand-alone television broadcast structure based on the Welsh model of S4C. Instead,
additional funding was provided for the BBC’s Radio nan Gaidheal and the digital television
service, BBC Alba which was launched in September, 2008. The service ‘[…] does not have
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any legislative basis, however, and there is consequently
guarantee its funding’ (Dunbar, 2009: 10). The fact
legislative competence and jurisdiction of Westminster
integration of public policy measures within a coherent,
TML (Dunbar, 2005).
7.2.4

no statutory (or other) formula to
that broadcasting falls within the
is of central importance to the
articulate policy in support of the

Summary and Conclusions

A number of conclusions can be drawn from the Scottish case study which are directly
relevant to this research enquiry. The key findings are structured around the following
dominant and recurrent themes which emerge from the policy and statistical analysis:
demographic and spatial considerations; legislative protection and legal status; development
infrastructure and institutions; interventions in support of community; and family
interventions (Fishman’s Stage 6: 1991) (cf. Sections 4.1 - 4.5). The findings support the
development of a range of propositions or questions which will inform the structure and
content of the semi-structured interviews (cf. Section 9.4).
This thesis is concerned with explicating what precisely the state can do in conceptualising
and implementing initiatives in support of the various integrated steps outlined in Fishman’s
GIDS framework (Fishman, 1991) (cf. Section 4.5.3). At this stage we can legitimately ask
whether this case-study represents an example of the prior ideological clarification which
must form the cornerstone for all credible and effective TML planning interventions
(Fishman, 1991). In this respect, it is important to place the policy narrative in its proper
historical and contemporary context. Historically, the state, in all its various forms and
regardless of whether its locus was in London or Edinburgh, has being consistently accused
of ‘[…] centuries of persecution, neglect, denial of rights, [the] extermination and clearance
of its speakers …’ (MacKinnon, 1991: 16). The state deliberately forced the hegemonic role
of English as the legitimate, exclusive MJL ‘[…] intrusive language of social dominance’
(ibid: 79). In contemporary terms, any assessment of the capacity and autonomy of the state
must also be constructed within an explanatory framework which gives due and proper
consideration to the transformative dynamics of globalisation and hyper-modernity. Such
processes are increasingly ‘[…] transforming relations of power and the bases of identity in
the Western world’ (Heller, 2006: 3). The restructuring of the modern, interconnected
economy has moved the locus of control from the traditional management model evinced by
the nation-state. The economic impact of such processes is of the first significance for the
TML community creating ‘[…] an economy of service and information which is under the
control of corporations, and unfolds beyond the confines of what states can impose’ (Heller,
2006: 3).
Demographic and Spatial Considerations
Accelerating language shift is intensifying and deepening. Much of the current analysis
considers that it may well be entering a terminal stage where the TML will cease to function
as the dominant community vernacular in its traditional heartlands, let alone amongst the
broader population. The socialisation networks are finally beginning to collapse even in those
spatial areas where the TML has enjoyed a traditional refuge amongst dense, localised social
networks and language groups. This is further compounded by the decreasing relative
proportion of TML-speakers to the majority community, most significantly in its own
traditional heartlands, which drives the cumulative process of language shift and its
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implications further and deeper. This bleak portrayal is summed up by Dunbar (2010) as an
unstable diglossic situation favouring the increasing, almost exclusive use of English in the
familial, community and higher order domains. Recalling Fishman’s (1991) assertion that a
territorial base and a stable demographic concentration are every bit as critical to planning
interventions as any range of institutional and legislative reinforcements (Dunbar, 2005: 4),
the current reality clearly demonstrates that the ‘[…] existing bases do not have the
demographic resources effectively to reproduce the language at a scale to overcome natural
decrease and migration. However, Gaelic urgently needs the creation of a new Gaelic
community based upon new social networks’ (McKinnon, 2010: 137).
Legislative Protection and Legal Status
How can we assume that the state has the autonomy or capacity to engineer ‘[…] an allencompassing sociolinguistic environment [for the TML] … when surrounded by a dominant
language and culture’ (McEwan-Fujita, 2010: 195) in order to provide the political rationale
and the prevailing, supporting linguistic habitus which might conceivably underwrite the
security of the TML and plan comprehensively for its sustainable and intergenerational
development? We can further ask if it is credible or feasible for the state to attempt to ‘[…]
linguistically socialise, or re-socialise, people when there is no single compelling ideological
motivation to unify them’? (McEwan-Fujita, 2010: 195). Is it legitimate or reasonable to
expect that the state can reform citizens’ social identity in favour of their own language and
create some form of ethnocultural unity amongst them given the historical development and
divisions which characterise such multi- or bilingual communities in an unstable diglossic
environment? Can this be done without deliberately inculcating some form of ethnic
essentialism or ‘heartlandism’? (Glaser 2007: 305-306, cited in McEwan-Fujita, 2010: 196).
Given the particulars of historical circumstance, can we credibly insist that the state be held
responsible for individual’s identity construction? Is it possessed of the capacity or autonomy
or the will to support directly the concept and practice of promoting individual and
community identity?
On a more pragmatic and technical level, notwithstanding the broad consensus that
recognises the 2005 Act as a ‘milestone’ and historic initiative in providing a legal and
developmental framework for securing the status and development prospects of the TML,
there remains an equally unyielding critique as to its many deficiencies and structural
weaknesses. From an international perspective, its enactment and supporting provisions are
considered relatively weak, relying on a consensual, partnership approach foregrounding cooperation, facilitation, incrementalism and clearly lacking in a range of enforceable rights
within a generally permissive ethos (Walsh and McLeod, 2008; McLeod, W., 2006b). Dunbar
(2009) further identifies a propensity to conditionality and ‘pragmatism’ in assessing the
Act’s likely impact and considers its conceptualisation and the prospects for delivering
change in the context of a legislative programme which has ‘[…] to a considerable extent
been ad hoc and reactive’ (: 3). The likely content and implementation targets for delivery are
open-ended and vulnerable to a minimalist or even evasive interpretation on the part of public
bodies. Such weak implementation regimes are not uncommon and accounts for the almost
complete absence of litigation in the case studies from the UK (ibid).
Prior to the enactment of the 2005 Act, sustained criticism had been levelled at the measures
and interventions adopted at central, regional and local government level. For example,
Dunbar criticises the deficiencies in the policy adopted in support of the TML by Comhairle
nan Eilean Siar (Western Isles Council) in the mid-1970s which he characterises as being
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fundamentally undermined by ‘[…] hortatory language, imprecise obligations, or exculpatory
conditions (commitments to do something “where possible” or to use Gaelic “as
appropriate”)’ (Dunbar, 2010: 157). He argues that despite the expressions of goodwill that
accompanied such public planning interventions, the underlying policy objectives were never
sufficiently detailed – ‘Supportive rhetoric was generally not accompanied by more detailed
policy statements, and sensible and clear development strategies were not developed’
(Dunbar, 2005: 8). Despite the provisions of the 2005 Act, the status, profile and functional
utility of the TML in public institutions ranging ‘[…] from the educational system to the new
Scottish Parliament and Scottish Executive – is equally frail and marginal’ (McLeod, W.,
2001: 26)
Such sentiments are recalled in Dunbar’s examination of how the 2005 Act fails to integrate
into and cumulatively reinforce legislative and developmental programmes in separate but
related planning domains. He stresses the pronounced lack of co-ordination, the lack of
commitment to long-term planning and the piecemeal and reactive nature of the overall
strategic orientation (Dunbar, 2010). Such analyses confirm the pervading tone of much of
the contemporary critique which argues that the ideological and structural underpinnings of
the 2005 Act effectively postpones or camouflages the inevitable controversy which will
surround the hard choices the state must make if it begins to insist on credible status and useplanning interventions as key priorities attracting public resources over the coming period
(McLeod, W., 2006a: 19). Despite the emphasis in the legislation and the policy prescriptions
on what Gaelic represents as an ethnocultural marker and how it should be valued as a
national patrimony for all of Scotland, the role of Gaelic in Scotland is still highly contested
and a small minority remain bitterly hostile towards it. Unlike Ireland, where the TML
equally from minority status, Irish is considered to retain ‘[…] widespread symbolic authority
as a national language’ (Walsh and McLeod, 2008: 34). Such conflict and attrition will
inevitably arise as the arrangements come into closer focus regarding the necessary
development and institutional infrastructure and the supporting interventions critical to the
development of the TML in the community and language domains. These interventions are
examined in the following sub-sections.
Development Planning and Institutions
MacKinnon claims that the regional approach to development which had been driven by the
HIDB upon its establishment in the mid-1960s was misplaced, facilitating ‘exploitation by
outsiders’ and privileging an ‘alienative’, exogenous model of development (MacKinnon,
1991: 14-15, 78). The general thrust of his argument advocates that LS is about power and
economic domination and that this conceptualisation of development facilitated the
outworking of such processes (ibid, 1991: 15). This development ideology is reiterated in the
consultation paper, Iomairt na Gaidhlig (The Gaelic Strategy) for the HIE Network where the
TML is understood as representing a social, cultural and regional economic asset to be
capitalised on through sectoral development (Lingard et al., 1991). The strategy set to
provide initial support to the ‘sector’ and then to engage in a progressive and planned
disengagement (ibid: 2). The economic potential of the language is considered the overriding
justification for attracting state investment.
In terms of the development agencies, the approach to regional and economic development is
uncoordinated and the agencies operate in the absence of an overall, integrated strategy for
territorial or sectoral development. While the network of enterprise companies including
Western Isles Enterprise, and Skye and Lochalsh Enterprise, and Comunn na Gàidhlig (the
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central Gaelic development agency), are centrally coordinated and funded by the HIE, these
structures have no funding or policy control over the most important economic and
employment sectors in the TML heartlands. These include education and the broadcast sector
which are managed by separate public authorities some of whom are responsible to the
Scottish Executive and others to Westminster (McLeod, W., 2002: 4).
Such a realignment in favour of an integrated and coordinated approach to regional
development (economic, social and linguistic) has not been undertaken by the state. Nor has
the state seen fit to engage with the structural reform of economic development practice in
favour of the TML which falls within the limits of its legitimate capacity and autonomy. For
example, and in contrast to what has been enforced in other jurisdictions, including
Catalonia, Ireland and Québec, the state has not sought to impose sanctions, conditions or
restrictions and other regulatory control mechanisms on private investment capital or
enterprise. The regimes in Québec and Catalonia, for example, insist on tight governance
mandates which impose specific, enforceable practices on private enterprise including
obligations regarding the use of the TML in the workplace, on signage and in the business’s
public profile. In Ireland, public funding through grant-aid or share investment for enterprises
in the Gaeltacht are contingent on conditions and clauses regarding the TML including the
recruitment of Irish-speaking staff where possible, workplace practices, public signage and
marketing initiatives. The key question relates to whether and how the investment strategies
of such agencies have the capacity to remake the ‘[…] powerful and long-established
language-use patterns’ (McLeod, W., 2002: 6).
At the most basic level, the institutionalisation of bilingualism has not been achieved at any
significant service level. Even in the cases of the two local authorities whose jurisdiction
covers the most concentrated distribution of Gaelic speakers, Comhairle nan Eilean Siar and
Highland Council, they have failed to systematically provide service in both languages
(Walsh and McLeod, 2008: 39). It should be reemphasised that local government possesses
significant and wide-ranging decision-making responsibilities and powers in statutory
domains relevant to many of the critical GIDs interventions including education, social
services, community regeneration, public service provision generally.
In the case of Comhairle nan Eilean Siar, the local authority is the single largest employer in
the Western Isles and a driving force within the local economy. Its symbolic and leadership
potential as well as its practical support of building the prestige and utility of the TML is
seriously undermined by its practice. While serving an area that returned a local population
which was over 66% Gaelic-speaking, the authority has not taken measures to use Gaelic
within its own operations nor has it published its annual reports in bilingual format (McLeod,
W., 2002: 10).
At the more sophisticated and complex level of development planning, the GIDs framework
can be interpreted as the fundamental coordinates for an integrated strategic approach.
Fishman’s (1991) model and the comprehensive planning intervention of sufficient
magnitude and scale which it demands is precisely what is lacking in the Scottish case-study
(and in many other jurisdictions). McLeod (2002) sums up the argument. By continuing with
a practice of development planning without fully integrating the linguistic dimension in the
conceptualisation, implementation and monitoring of models of local or regional
development such planning may generate perverse consequences. Not only will it not
systematically confront the cause and consequences of LS, it may accelerate and deepen the
forces which contribute to such change.
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Community and Family Interventions
The review of the theoretical literature demonstrates a consistent advocacy of the critical
domains of the community and of the family. These socialisation nexus need coherent and
systematic support (MacKinnon, 2010). They are crucial to the overall TML planning effort,
forming simultaneously functions as the fulcrum, the arbitrator and final index of all
conjoined efforts to stabilise and reverse LS. Notwithstanding the unquestioned improvement
in the status and functional position of the TML in Scottish public life resulting from the
legislative and developmental measures set out above, little systematic effort has been made
‘[…] to ensure that there is a direct connection between this impact and the actual
maintenance, transmission, or acquisition of the Gaelic language. It may be that for some at
least, a linguistically neutral cultural impact may be sufficient, or all that is desired’
(McLeod, W., 2001: 24).
This analysis supports an assessment whereby current legislative provisions are considered
critical and foundational, but also in a sense falling prey to Fishman’s (1991: 380) assertion
that, when considered in isolation, they may amount to no more than a menagerie of ‘highorder props’. Whatever accounts are given of the state’s motivations or of the historical
narrative which describes its hesitant, reluctant, or incremental approach to formulating
legislative protections, the state has categorically legislated for the TML. Establishing
protective and developmental measures within an official, if not legally-binding framework,
is a function and symbol of the state’s authority and in many ways demarcates the range of its
capacity and influence. Asking of the state to move beyond the creation of Fishman’s highorder props might well be unfounded and misplaced. If such an assertion stands scrutiny, it
may not be realistic to ask of the state to conceptualise, design and manage a range of
integrated interventions which have the capacity and subtlety to engender structural and
systemic change in community, family and individual attitudes, or in the community’s values
and those socio-psychological determinants with respect to the intimate discourse of language
preferences and allegiances.
The importance of integrating the economic and linguistic dimensions of RED strategies is
another central theme to emerge from the literature review (Grin, 1990, 1996a, 1996b; Ó
Cinnéide et al., 1983; McLeod, W., 2002; Sproull and Ashcroft, 1993). In terms of RED, a
sense of the limits of state intervention is highlighted in McLeod’s (2002: 13) assessment of
the Gaelic economy, and specifically of the audiovisual and broadcast sector. The sector
forms an important planning intersection where heightened prestige supports functional
utility for the TML in a mutually reinforcing dynamic that revalorises the language in the
high-order domain of economic transaction and employment, domains from which it had
traditionally been excluded from or denigrated within. However, McLeod’s reference to the
‘Potemkin village’ phenomenon illustrates these limitations. Significant state support is
provided for the development of the broadcast sector and in supporting infrastructure and
employment. The governing rationale for investment considers this sector as a ‘languagecentred’ domain which combines the normalisation/status/prestige/functionality/employment
nexus in an innovative way. However, he considers it largely a sham in sociolinguistic terms.
The behind the camera workplace where most of the employment occurs is English-language
dominated if not exclusive. He argues: ‘Such a linguistic dynamic is not only unacceptable on
its face when public funding is dedicated to the purpose of Gaelic development, but also risks
breeding cynicism towards the language’ (McLeod, W., 2002: 12). For the state, the extent of
its capacity does not reach into the complex sociolinguistic behavioural domain. State
intervention in this and other sectors, in his view, has not redeemed a linguistic return on
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investment. Such a return on investment would ideally generate a structural shift in the
prevailing patterns of language-use in the workplace and at a broader community level, the
evidence for which is entirely lacking.
The territorial dimension remains a key concern for RLS efforts amongst TML-communities.
In the context of the Scottish case-study it is argued that ‘The future of the language rests on
its underlying strength in the heartland communities of the Western Isles’ (CnaG, 1997: 39
cited in MacLeod, 2008: 96). A spatial and integrated model for regional development is
considered critical to secure the functional and sustainable basis of the community and
familial language socialisaiton networks. Such a policy response needs to be capable of coordinating a wide range of state interventions. These interventions must engage with the
intersections of RED and LP discourses and include a proactive and comprehensive TMLeducation policy on a systems-wide basis. Crucially, these need to specifically and explicitly
commit to increasing the rates of intergenerational language transmission through innovation
RLS measures. In the absence of such planning and policy measures, ‘[…] the social
reproduction of Gaelic will be severely threatened (MacLeod, 2008: 96).
7.3
7.3.1

The Welsh Language in Wales
Historical Context of the ML

The unique political economy which delineates the historical context for this TML is located
within a familiar narrative of conquest, fracture, and majority-language penetration and
hegemony. This ultimately led to the isolation and marginalisation of the TML in its own
traditional heartland (Williams, 2008). Given its geopolitical location, the major forces of
change which impacted on the TML, its culture and speech-community, were externally
driven. However, despite the ‘legitimisation narrative’ imposed from without by competing
power elites, the speech-community demonstrated what Williams describes as a remarkable
case of ‘ehtnogenesis and the politics of resilience’ (ibid: 245). This resilience in the face of
successive waves of externally-driven change, Anglo-Saxon, Viking, Norman, and AngloFrench, has created a notable contemporary example of a secure form of bilingualism which
is part of a unique expression of an indigenous culture surviving and developing within a
‘dependent political context’ (ibid).
In the pre-modern era, the process of political and economic assimilation of the native landed
class into the cultural value system and social mores of the conquering forces saw its earliest
formal confirmation in the Acts of Union of 1536 and 1542. This witnessed the integration of
this native gentry class into the institutional, administrative and legal structures of the English
aristocratic elite (Judge, 2007). Williams warns against simplistic interpretations of single,
identifiable mega-events which catalysed and consolidated sudden and dramatic change
(Williams, 2009b). Language contact, conflict and change have much longer historical
antecedents. However, by the mid 16 th century, the principality was overwhelmingly Welshspeaking (Dunbar, 2009). The Union imposed on the Welsh principality the typical demands
for an exclusive and unitary public administration, a common law and a single language, the
language of external dominance: ‘This had a catastrophic effect on the language since it
created a bilingual ruling class in Wales, fluent in English’ (Judge, 2007: 158). This language
was alien to 90% of the contemporary Welsh monoglot population (Williams, 2008: 246). In
a pre-nationalist world order, the complicit role of the native elites in facilitating assimilation,
political coercion and linguistic shift is emphasised as much as any traditional explanation
imposed by an analysis driven by colonial incorporation and exploitation: ‘Welsh, unlike

217

Irish, was being voluntarily undermined from the top, class by class’ (Mann, 2005: 58/59,
cited in Williams, 2008: 247).
The sociopolitical and linguistic impact of the Acts of Union was reinforced over the
following decades by successive restrictive and exclusionary legislation. Policies insisted on
the exclusive use of English in high-status domains where Welsh was relegated to a secondclass, marginalised language in an unstable diglossia (Judge, 2007). This prescriptive
planning is what has been described in a related context as enforcing ‘[…] the siren voices of
statist prejudices’ (Coupland and Aldridge, 2009: 11). The minoritisation of the non-majority
language under the new political jurisdiction followed the typical route of exclusion, denial
and delegitimisation by the power elite. The native elite embraced the realpolitik of political,
social and linguistic Anglicisation. At the other end of the domain and class spectrum, the
language survived amongst the lower orders in civil, community and religious life.
Displacement and subjugation of the TML resulted in deepening stigmatisation and
redundancy.
An increasingly English-dominated bilingualism was further entrenched and legitimated
through the twin forces of urbanisation and industrialisation which deepened the structural
sociolinguistic change in the late 19 th century. Bilingualism became for the first time a ‘mass
phenomenon’ (Williams, 2008: 247) and by the turn of the 19 th century, English had
irrefutably become the dominant language.
The cumulative effects of increasing urbanisation, industrialisation and economic expansion,
and the impact of in-migration of non-Welsh speakers, had created a new sociolinguistic
landscape. The status-dominance of English was further reinforced by state policy. As was
the case in Scotland and Ireland, universal, state-led education was a prime catalyst for LS.
The commitment to standardisation and assimilation which was set out in the Education Acts
of 1870 and 1899 deepened the status differential between the TML and the English medium
(Williams, 2008). Recounting the experience of other regions of the UK, the Acts formalised
and legitimised the social practices and prejudices which drove LS, at once denigrating the
TML as a spent economic force and a mark of social retardation, while arguing the greater
prestige and utility of English. Similar to the overriding rationale and the explicit statutory
provisions of The Education (Scotland) Act (1872), the Education Act of 1870 for England
and Wales also established a state-wide programme of universal education. It was restricted
to English- medium instruction.
The long-term structural impact of such prescriptive measures in Wales parallel the
transformative negative change within the Gaelic-speaking community in Scotland which
was to be played out over the course of the late 19 th and 20th centuries. The common dynamic
of the minoritisation of the traditional language accelerates through the imposition of an
external and alien language amongst the local community. Language attrition and
displacement erode the socialisation and familial networks and the diglossic equilibrium tilts
irrevocably towards unilingualism in the majority language. Williams (2008) refers to the
liberation achieved through the allegiance to English, its capacity to overcome traditionalism
and conservatism within a consolidating narrative of modernisation where the political
economy and the linguistic profile of Wales became increasingly integrated into the UK -wide
economy.
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7.3.2

Language Shift and Minoritisation – the Historical Context

Unlike the contemporary and historical experience in Scotland and Ireland, native-speakers
were not forced in highly significant numbers to emigrate from Wales due to the economic
‘modernisation’ and restructuring. Instead, a particular internal spatial distribution took place
which had positive and longstanding implications for the TML. Intensive industrialisation
drove a rural-urban shift. The relatively dense, spatial consolidation of the TML in the West
provided a form of linguistic habitus which supported the emergence of new modern domains
and communal institutions, institutions which reinforced socialisation within the TML
(Williams, 2008). Williams argues, moreover, that because such supportive communal
networks and social processes were anchored to community infrastructure and collectivist
local institutions, rather than seeking expression through the formal political institutions of
the state, the TML in Wales was a more widespread, intimate and fundamental marker of
modern identity than was the case in either Scotland or Ireland (Williams, 2008).
The modernisation doctrine also found equal expression through the doctrines of the Liberal
Party, the Free Church or non-Conformist Chapel System20 . The Nonconformist movement
was particularly strong in Wales and had a far-reaching impact on the TML’s social,
linguistic and cultural development (Williams, 2008: 250; Hughes Ahronson, 2011).
Initiatives in support of the TML were also intrinsically bound-up with the home-rule
movement which extolled the concept of a particular form of Christian and non-violent
nationalism. These sociopolitical dynamics culminated in 1925 with the formation of the
Plaid Genedlaethol Cymru (the Welsh Nationalist Party). Since that time, its reform and
development platform has argued for a form of communitarian populism, consensus-based
and non-violent, confronting the joint tyrannies of British Imperialism and state nationalism
(Williams, 2008: 252). Nevertheless, and despite such developments, the rate of LS
accelerated dramatically in the inter-war period.
The 1801 national census estimated that close to 80% of the population of Wales could
speak Welsh (Higgs et al., 2004, cited in Madoc-Jones and Parry, 2012: 166). The British
census of 189121 was the first to include a question in relation to the TML. It recorded 898,
914 Welsh-speakers (Williams, 2008: 253) which accounted for 54.4% of the population. Of
these 508,036 (56.5 %) were monoglot Welsh-speakers (Dunbar, 2009: 2). The next census of
1901 recorded 929,824 (49.9%) (Edwards and Newcombe, 2005; Williams, 2008). The 1911
census recorded 977,366 (43.5%) of which 190,000 were recorded as monoglot Welshspeakers. Table 19 provides a synopsis of the findings over the ninety-years to 1991.

20

They included Protestant communities such as Methodists, Baptists and Independen ts.

21

The first census in Wales was held in 1801 (WLB, 2012: 10)
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Table 19: Welsh speakers (aged 3 and over who were reported as speaking Welsh at each
Census)

Year

Persons
(‘000s)

%

1901
1911
1921
1931
1951

929.8
977.4
922.1
909.3
714.7

49.9
43.5
37.1
36.8
28.9

Year

1961
1971
1981
1991
2001

Persons
(‘000s)

%

656.0
542.4
508.2
500.0
582.3

26.0
20.8
18.9
18.5
20.8

Source: Office for National Statistics and the National Assembly for Wales; Jones, Hywel, M.
(2012)
Figure 7 below, provides an overview of the range of language shift in the 20 th century which
includes the overall number and percentage of speakers as well as their competency in
English and the ML.

Figure 7: Number and percentage of Welsh Speakers (1911-2011) and their Language Ability
Profile
Source: Jones, H.M., (2012: 11)
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Until 1971, the patterns revealed through the census data demonstrate an unrelieved profile of
structural linguistic imbalance and decline. The older age-cohorts contain the largest
percentage of TML-speakers with a concomitant thinning-out of the lower age-cohorts,
where it is significantly lowest amongst the youngest age-cohort (ages 3-4). This is the
critical predictor for future TML-maintenance and development.
Seventy years later, in the 1981 census the extent of the massive LS was revealed when a
mere 503,549 (close to a 50% loss) were returned with only 21,000 monoglot speakers.
Despite the enormous decline over the 1961-71 period of 17.3% (Williams, 2008: 24), some
stability was being gained when the rate of decline was arrested and reduced to 6.3% over the
1971-81 period. At the time of the 1991 census, the number of speakers stood at 496,530 or
18.7% of the population, a proportionate reduction of 1.4% over the intercensal period.
The longstanding dynamic of language attrition was finally arrested in 2001. For the first
time since census records were collated, the returns showed an increase in the number of
TML-speakers. 582,368 (20.8% of the population aged three and over) reported that they
could speak the language (Edwards and Newcombe, 2005: 136; WLS, 2012). Significantly,
the 2001 figures report an increase in the absolute and proportionate number of speakers from
the 5-15 age group where 40.8% could speak the language and also amongst first-language
TML speakers (Dunbar, 2009). Figure 8 illustrates the significant structural change amongst
the lower age-groups.

Figure 8: % of Welsh speakers by age group, 1911-2001: those under 25
Source: Jones, H.M. (2012: 12)

221

This reversal of longstanding patterns is principally due to the significant growth in the
provision of TML-education and the widespread teaching of Welsh as a second language in
schools in the intercensal period (Jones, H.M., 2012). The historical patterns of a detrimental
diglossic structure: ‘[…] in which Welsh was the language of religion and culture and
English the language of public life, is breaking down. The last two decades, particularly, has
witnessed a gradual increase in the use of Welsh in business and communications’ (Edwards
and Newcombe, 2005: 136).
7.3.3

Contemporary Demographic, Linguistic and Spatial Characteristics

Number of Speaker, Family Structures and Age Profile
The 2001 census on the Welsh language recorded a 2% increase to 582,368 (20.8%) in the
proportion of self-declared Welsh speakers as against the 1991 figure (Williams, 2013; Jones,
H.M., 2012: 12). Ten years later, the 2011 census recorded a loss with 562,016 (19%) of
those returned in the census claiming to be able to speak the TML. Of those, 23.3% of the
population aged three and over born in Wales were able to speak Welsh. This compares with
24.7% returned in the 2001 census. Of those not born in Wales, 8.0% were able to speak the
TML. This compares with 9.0% in 2001. 82% of all TML-speakers were born in Wales, a
decrease from 89.1% in 2001 (Statistics for Wales, 2013).
Overall, the beginning of the 21st century provides a complex sociolinguistic profile and
distribution pattern for the TML. The spatial concentration to the North and West is
pronounced and is typified by an ageing population profile. Against this, there is evidence of
an increasing number of speakers in the younger age-cohorts located in the South and East.
However, in strictly sociolinguistic and ethnolinguistic-vitality terms, the returns from the
two censuses are not all that they might seem to be. Analysts interpret the 2001 data in
particular as a bounce or ‘statistical upturn’ in TML-fortunes. This, Williams argues is
evidence of the increasing positive impact of Welsh-medium education and the progressive
institutionalisation of Welsh within the public domain creating a more stable form of
bilingualism (Williams, 2008). In terms of competency and use, however, the increased
younger age-cohorts reflect increased numbers of learners of the TML whose competence
ability is wide-ranging and often incomplete. Furthermore, in spatial terms their distribution
is skewed to growth in non-heartland districts and is primarily concentrated in traditionally
Anglicised and urbanised environments in the heavily populated Southeast (Coupland and
Aldridge, 2009).
Spatial Distribution of the ML-speech community
At the time of the 1891 census, substantial percentages of TML-speakers were dispersed
throughout most of Wales. In the intervening period, each census has recorded a spatial
contraction to the West (Jones, H.M., 2012: 13). For example, of the overall 993 communities
enumerated in 1961, 279 hosted a vital speech community where in excess of 80% were
TML-speakers. Thirty years later, the 1991 census confirmed that this number had reduced to
a mere 32 communities (Williams, 2008: 254/5). In the intercensal period from 1991 to 2001,
a similar regressive pattern is evident where the number of electoral divisions (what used to
be termed ‘wards’) where more than 60% of the population were TML-speakers had reduced
from 137 to 95. The 92 communities where over 70% of people spoke the TML in 1991 had
reduced to 54 in 2001 (Jones, H.M., 2012: 19).
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Moreover, in 2001 only Anglesey, Gwynedd, Ceredigion and Carmarthenshire returned more
than 50% of their population as TML-speakers. The combined population of these counties
accounted for 41% (239,000) of all TML-speakers and 56% of all fluent TML-speakers from
every age group (Jones, H.M., 2012: 6). In terms of absolute numbers, Carmarthenshire had
the largest numbers of TML-speakers. In terms of spatial density, the sub-cohort of
communities where more than 80% were returned as TML-speakers reduced from 32 to 17
over the intercensal period and the remaining were concentrated within Gwynedd and
Anglesey. As Map 5 below demonstrates, these are also the spatial districts which have
suffered relative decline in the proportion of TML-speakers from 48% of all TML-speakers
(245,000) in 1991 to 41% in 2001.
Map 5: % able to speak Welsh, 2001 by Local Authority Boundary

Source: WLB (Jones, H.M., 2012: 21)

223

This profile underlines the extent of the spatial concentration in the heartland communities or
(Fro Gymraeg) and the extent of LS within them. The heartlands include the geographically
contiguous counties of the Isle of Anglesey, Gwynedd, Ceredigion and Carmarthenshire.
They are home to TML-speech communities which account for more than 50% of the total
local population. Together with the adjacent districts of western Conwy and northern
Pembrokeshire, these districts combined represent the ‘Welsh-speaking heartland’ (Welsh
Government, Iaith Pawb, 2003: 6)
In Williams’s view: ‘[…] what is really occurring is the demise of an indigenous ethnic
identity’ (2008: 256) and this is particularly so for the heartland areas, a phenomenon which
is vividly recounted in the current sociolinguistic analysis of the Irish Gaeltacht (cf. Section
2.3). To address the fragility of this sociolinguistic base, where L1-speakers are witnessing
their ‘linguistic disinheritance before their own eyes’ there have been calls for public policy
interventions to establish an official demarcation which would recognise these remaining
districts as linguistic heartlands vital to the ML’s future social reproduction (ibid).

Figure 9: Change between 1991 and 2001: % of Welsh speakers by area (all aged 3 and
over)
Source: Jones, H.M. (2012: 15)
In terms of the spatial distribution of TML-speakers, the change in the density patterns in the
districts of highest concentration during the 1991-2001intercensal period are set out in Table
20. The most recent intercensal period is set out in Table 21.
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Table 20: Change in the Spatial Distribution of Welsh-speakers from 1991-2001
1991

2001

Local
authority

Change

Number

Percentage

Number

Percentage

Number

Percentage
points

of

41,246

62.0

38,893

60.1

-2,353

-1.9

Gwynedd
Conwy
Denbighshire
Flintshire
Wrexham
Powys
Ceredigion
Pembrokeshi
re
Carmarthens
hire
Swansea
Neath Port
Talbot
Bridgend
Vale
of
Glamorgan
Rhondda
Cynon Taff
M erthyr
Tydfil
Caerphilly
Blaenau
Gwent
Torfaen
M onmouthsh
ire
Newport
Cardiff
Wales

78,719
31,448
22,870
18,403
16,360
23,770
36,020
19,729

72.1
30.6
26.9
13.5
13.8
20.7
59.1
18.3

77,846
31,298
23,760
20,599
18,105
25,814
37,918
23,967

69.0
29.4
26.4
14.4
14.6
21.1
52.0
21.8

-873
-150
890
2,196
1,745
2,044
1,898
4,238

-3.1
-1.2
-0.5
0.9
0.8
0.4
-7.1
3.5

89,206

54.8

84,196

50.3

-5,010

-4.5

28,590
23,762

13.3
17.9

28,938
23,404

13.4
18.0

348
-358

0.1
0.1

10,282
7,674

8.3
6.8

13,397
12,994

10.8
11.3

3,115
5,320

2.5
4.5

20,035

9.0

27,946

12.5

7,911

3.5

4,225

7.5

5,532

10.2

1,307

2.7

9,733
1,539

6.0
2.2

18,237
6,417

11.2
9.5

8,504
4,878

5.2
7.3

2,119
1,666

2.4
2.2

9,780
7,688

11.1
9.3

7,661
6,022

8.7
7.1

2,877
18,071
508,098

2.3
6.6
18.7

13,135
32,504
582,368

10.0
11.0
20.8

10,258
14,433
74,270

7.7
4.4
2.1

Isle
Anglesey

Source: Jones, H.M. (2012: 16)
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Table 21: Change in the Spatial Distribution of Welsh-speaker from 2001-2011
2001

2011

Percentage
Percentage
Able to speak
Able to speak
able to speak
able to speak
Welsh
Welsh
Welsh
Welsh
Gwynedd
Isle of Anglesey
Ceredigion
Carmarthenshire
Conwy
Denbighshire
Pembrokeshire
Powys
Wales
Neath
Port
Talbot
Wrexham
Flintshire
Swansea
Rhondda,
Cynon, Taff
The
Vale
of
Glamorgan
Caerphilly
Torfaen
Cardiff
Bridgend
Merthyr Tydfil
Newport
Blaenau Gwent
Monmouthshire
Source:

77,846
38,893
37,918
84,196
31,298
23,760
23,967
25,814
58,2368

69.0
60.1
52.0
50.3
29.4
26.4
21.8
21.1
20.8

7,7000
38,568
34,964
78,048
30,600
22,236
22,786
23,990
56,2016

65.4
57.2
47.3
43.9
27.4
24.6
19.2
18.6
19.0

23,404

18.0

20,698

15.3

18,105
20,599
28,938

14.6
14.4
13.4

16,659
19,343
26,332

12.9
13.2
11.4

27,946

12.5

27,779

12.3

12,994

11.3

13,189

10.8

18,237
9,780
32,504
13,397
5,532
13,135
6,417
7,688

11.2
11.1
11.0
10.8
10.2
10.0
9.5
9.3

19,251
8,641
36,735
13,103
5,028
13,002
5,284
8,780

11.2
9.8
11.1
9.7
8.9
9.3
7.8
9.9

Statistics Wales. www.statswales.wales.gov.uk.

These data support an analysis of the territorial challenge inherent in TML regeneration
which is underscored in the Welsh case-study: ‘There appears to be a net out-migration of
fluent Welsh-speakers from Wales. The figures suggest that the number of fluent speakers in
Wales is decreasing every year’ (Jones, H.M. , 2012: 1). For example, analysis estimates that
of those aged 15 who were returned as TML-speakers in 1991, one-third of them had
emigrated by 2001 (Jones, H.M. , 2012: 4). The economic atrophication of the heartlands
continues to drive population loss with a haemorrhaging of the key younger cohorts from
their traditional base, a process which is further exacerbated by the increasing in-migration of
non-Welsh speakers into these linguistically truncated districts; for example, the 2001 Census
confirmed that 20% of the Welsh population had been born in England (Jones, H.M., 2012:
1). Williams gives primacy to one fundamental question: ‘[…] a central issue is whether or
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not a viable Welsh culture can survive without its own heartland communities serving as a
resource-base for language transmission’ (2008: 254).
Family Structure and Intergeneration Transmission
The 2001 census recorded the overall TML-population at 582, 368 persons. However, of the
overall 1,209,000 households in Wales, only 11.1% or 135,000 households (258,000 persons
aged three and over) were returned as entirely TML-speaking households. Such households
refer specifically to: ‘[…] entirely Welsh-speaking in the sense that every member of the
household was able to speak Welsh’. It also recorded 341,000 households (28.2%) where at
least one member was an ML-speaker (Jones, H.M., 2012: 6). Of the TML-speech
community, 230,000 (41%) lived either by themselves or in households where everyone
could speak the TML which represented a drop from 45% recorded in the 2001 census. A
similar drop occurred in the incidence of entirely TML-speaking households falling from
11.1% in 2001 to 9.4% in 2011 (Statistics for Wales, 2013).
In terms of language reproduction within the home, couples with a dependent child (0-4
years) who were both TML-speakers accounted for 9,000 couples (9.2%). Close to 80% of
the three-year-olds within such family structures could speak the TML, a proportion which
fell to 33% for couples including a single TML-speaker (Jones, H.M., 2012: 7; Edwards and
Newcombe, 2005: 138). Within the ostensibly TML-dominant families the ongoing
Language Use Surveys confirm that even within this cohort a massive estimated 78,000
(28%) confirmed that they spoke English most or all of the time. Therefore, the data
demonstrates that significant numbers of children within TML-dominated families and
mixed-language families are being raised as monolingual English-speakers (Jones, H.M.,
2012: 9).
However, the 3-4 year-old cohort returned as being able to speak the TML witnessed an
increase from 13,329 in 2001 to 16,495 in 2011 (an increase from 18.8% to 23.3%). The
transmission rate22 for couple households, where both adults could speak the TML remained
stable over the same period at around 82%. The rate for couple households, where one adult
could speak the TML, saw an increase from 40% in 2001 to 45% in 2011 (Statistics for
Wales, 2013). Notwithstanding these modest increases, the fact that fewer than 7% of all
families in Wales are comprised of entirely TML-speakers, highlights the limitations of
engaging with this key TML-use domain. It also highlights the need for planning
interventions to work in the community, market and public service domains to develop the
linguistic ecology which can anchor and reproduce the TML (Williams, 2009: 206/7)
7.3.3 State Recognition, Development and Legislative Supports
Historical Context
In Wales, as in Ireland and Catalonia, state-led efforts at TML-normalisation, promotion and
mainstreaming have been a fundamental objective variously of government and civil society
organisations since the 1920s. In Wales, as was the case in Ireland, the strategic orientation in
the early years was directed towards the educational and civic domains to inculcate a
bilingual strategy supportive of the TML. The realignment of priorities towards the
legislative infrastructure was not a priority at that time (Williams, 2013).
22

Defined as the proportion of 3-4 year olds within a family type able to speak the TML.
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A series of legislative measures provide the legal and developmental framework within
which language policies have been framed in the post-Second World War period in Wales.
The following Acts of the UK parliament provided the legislative context for developments
since. After just more than 400 years on the statute book, the Welsh Courts Act of 1942
repealed the provisions of the 1536 Act and consented to the use of Welsh in courts. In the
crucial domain of education, the Education Act 1944 provided for the beginnings of Welshmedium education (Cardinal and Denault, 2007). This legislation was further enhanced with
the enactment of the Education Reform Act in 1988 (Dunbar, 2009). The first Welsh
Language Act of 1967 had finally secured the full status of the language in the courts and
allowed for the preparation of limited official documents in the language. The Broadcasting
Acts of 1980 and 1981 provided the bases for the broadcast infrastructure which established
and developed Sianel Pedwar Cymru (S4C), the Welsh language television channel, which
began broadcasting in 1982.
Contemporary Legislative Protection
The Welsh Language Act 1993
The passing of the Welsh Language Act of 1993 was the most significant legislative
development aimed at securing and improving the status of the language (Dunbar, 2009). As
a UK Parliamentary Act, it legislated for the provision of bilingual services. Significantly,
and unlike the legislation in Scotland reviewed above, the legislative remit extended to the
UK-wide provision of services. The Act is based on what Dunbar (2009: 4) describes as an
‘administrative enabling’ or a ‘planning-based’ model. However, the Act did not confer
official status on the TML (as was the case in Ireland and Canada under their respective
legislation). The Act’s singular and ultimate effect was to form the legal basis for the
implementation of a range of measures in support of creating a form of institutional
bilingualism across the public services. However, as is the case with the Scottish legislation
(cf. Section 7.2.3), the Act refused the concept of explicit individual rights which are
persistently resisted (Dunbar, 2009)23 . The only specific language ‘rights’ conceded in the
Act’s provision were those in respect of the absolute right to speak Welsh in courts
(Williams, 2013). It defers to the eschewing of such enforceable rights which can hold
government to account.
However, the 1993 Act did place a statutory duty on selected public sector bodies to ensure
that the TML and English were treated on the basis of ‘equality’. To achieve this strategic
objective, the Act provided for instruments to guide public policy formulation, to seek to
change organisational behaviour, development practice and service provision across the
public sector domain over the long-term. The mechanisms for implementing such provisions
were articulated formally through the establishment of the Welsh Language Board (Bwrdd yr
Iaith Gymraeg, and the framework guidance for the preparation of language schemes which it
developed consequently as part of its statutory remit.

The UK case-studies are distinct from the legislative provision in Ireland, Finland and Canada (Williams,
2013).
23
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Policies of the Welsh Assembly
The creation of the Welsh Assembly in 1999 as part of the UK-wide devolution process
represented a watershed development in terms of the TML. It greatly facilitated the
implementation of both institutional and operational bilingualism at the heart of regional
government. Political devolution created a unique opportunity to centralise and legitimise the
TML at the heart of the devolved administration. The Government of Wales Act of 1998
which created the Assembly was more far-reaching and comprehensive in terms of its
provisions for the TML than was the 1993 Act.
The Assembly immediately moved to recognise the TML as a national language and both
English and Welsh as the working languages of the new chamber. Specifically, bilingualism
extended to the standing orders, to debates, the drafting of legislation and the general
proceedings of the chamber and the committee system (Williams, 2008). Outwith the
operations of the devolved administration itself, the Assembly during its first term (19992003) implemented a strategy to integrate development agencies operating in the
socioeconomic and industrial development fields and provided additional resources to the
WLB (Williams, 2008: 269).
Following on from this commitment, the July 2002 policy statement issued by the Assembly,
Dyfodol Dwyieithog (Bilingual Future), stated that it was ‘[…] wholly committed to
revitalizing the Welsh language and creating a bilingual Wales …in a truly bilingual Wales
both Welsh and English will flourish and will be treated as equal. A bilingual Wales means a
country where people can choose to live their lives through the medium of either or both
languages; a country where the presence of two national languages, and other diverse
languages and cultures, is a source of pride and strength to us all.’ (Welsh Assembly
Government, July, 2002, cited in Dunbar, 2009: 8).
In December 2002, as agreed in the July policy statement, the Assembly government
produced a formal, comprehensive document, ‘Iaith Pawb (Everyone’s Language) – A
National Action Plan for a Bilingual Wales’. Upon its launch in 2003, its logic set out the
TML as a common and shared resource for the Welsh nation. It set out in detail the specific
development initiatives which would usher in a fully bilingual society. It enjoyed full crossparty support within the Assembly (Welsh Government, 2012). The principal objectives are
recounted as follows:







to increase from the 2001 baseline-figure the proportion of ML-speakers by 5
percentage points by 2011
to deploy specific initiatives in support of maintaining the sociolinguistic
base of the ML heartlands and their speech communities with 70% plus
densities of ML-speakers
to increase the proportion of children in pre-school Welsh education
to increase the proportion of families where Welsh is the principal language
to increase the provision of Welsh-medium services in the public, private and
voluntary sector (Iaith Pawb, 2002: 12/13)

229

The Government of Wales Act 2006
The Government of Wales Acts of 1998 and 2006 represent additional key statutory
milestones relevant to the TML and are integral to the evolution of the legislative
development initiatives. The creation of the National Assembly proper under the 2006 Act
established it as a fully devolved legislature. This marked the milestone development from an
administrative structure in support of political devolution to a fully functioning legislature in
its own right where it was conferred with powers in specific and comprehensive policy
domains.
Under the provisions of the latter Act, the Assembly is empowered through expanded
legislative powers to initiate primary legislation within the terms of its legal competencies. In
an important departure from the provisions contained in the 1998 Act, the Welsh language,
under the terms of the 2006 Act, is included in such competencies (Dunbar, 2009). It is
through this development that legislative power in relation to the needs and development
potential of the TML passed from Westminster to the National Assembly. However, neither
Act conferred explicit status as an ‘official language’ on the TML. Both English and Wales
are to be afforded ‘equal standing’ (Dunbar, 2009: 7).
The Labour Party-Plaid Cymru coalition formed in 2007 set out policies which proposed
fundamental changes in TML-planning and policy development. Their political charter
included commitments to further strengthen TML-education and to establish a new office of a
Language Commissioner in support of the improved and more rigorous implementation of
the existing corpus of Assembly legislation. The ongoing reforms were brought to a highwater mark of sorts with the passing of the Legislative Competence Order on the Welsh
language (Williams, 2013). The subsequent enactment of the Welsh Language (Wales)
Measure (February 2011) by the National Assembly created a fundamentally revamped
political and legislative order in support of the ML.
The Language Measure (2011)
The Language Measure (2011) has copperfastened significant and widespread reforms and
developments. It represents a strategic realignment of the support infrastructure for the TML
where the Government assumes direct responsibility for designing, funding, implementing
and monitoring all aspects of TML language planning. First, it has finally confirmed the TML
as an official language and created a new legislative framework for the Welsh language
(WLS, 2012; Hughes Ahronson, 2011). Second, it has provided for the establishment of a
Welsh Language Commissioner (April 2012). Third, it incorporates measures to ensure the
mainstreaming of TML-issues within the general equalities agenda. Fourth, it creates a range
of institutional and infrastructural provisions such as a Welsh Language Partnership Council
and a Welsh Language Tribunal. Fifth, it provides for mechanisms and initiatives to promote
the TML and engages with the private sector and the community sector in terms of adopting
specified compliance standards in relation to TML-use. Sixth, it abolished the Welsh
Language Board (Williams, 2013). Taken together, these reforms have moved away from the
traditional delegated approach of ‘agencification’ and arms-length management practices
through quangos, and has anchored the language planning apparatus within the core
institutional framework of the government proper.
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7.3.4

Education and the ML

Policy Development
Contemporary analysis considers that the policy interventions and the investment in the
education sector have been of the first importance in terms of TML-regeneration. The statedriven policy to expand significantly public education provision where the TML is the
medium of instruction, or is taught as a core subject, has increased significantly the number
and percentage of students who can speak the TML (Iaith Pawb, 2002: 4). Emerging
originally in the late 1940s24 , early Welsh-medium education was supported by limited
funding provision from the state. Similar to the Scottish context, this responded to parental
and community mobilisation but did not concede any creation of specific rights to education
(Dunbar, 2009). The Education Reform Act (1988) consolidated the status and functionality
of the TML within the educational system as one of the core curriculum subjects regardless
of the language ethos of the school. It did not, however, imply a statutory right to Welshmedium education (Dunbar, 2009).
TML-medium education prior to 2010 developed mainly through the interventions of the
local authority providers, the Crown’s School’s Inspectorate, certain policy advisors and with
the support of parents and local pressure groups (Williams, 2013). The legislative impact of
the 1993 Act brought additional impetus and imposed significant new responsibilities on the
educational authorities. From 1996, the Local Education Authorities were statutorily
mandated by the WLB to prepare and implement language schemes. Such progressive policy
interventions culminated in April, 2010, when The One Wales Government published the
Welsh-medium Education Strategy (WMES, 2010).
In terms of TML-language provision, phenomenal growth has been witnessed across the
spectrum of institutional provision (WMES, 2012). The number of schools in which the TML
functions as the first-language of instruction enjoyed a 300% increase from five schools to
twenty schools, in the twenty-years to 1990. The number of schools where it functions as the
second-language of instruction has increased from 48.7% to 69% to include 158 schools
(Williams, 2008: 260). The category which accounted for the number of schools in which
TML-education was not provided in any form stood at thirty in 1980. The category ceased to
exist in 1999. By 2002, one-in-five primary school children were being taught in classes
where the TML was used either as the main medium of education or for teaching part of the
curriculum (National Assembly for Wales, 2003). By 2009, 439 primary schools (29%) were
classified as TML-medium in which 21% of primary-school learners were enrolled (WMES,
2010: 4). At second-level, TML-medium provision has increased from a single school in
1956 to 55 (25%) schools where TML-medium provision is provided in more than half of the
curriculum subjects. Beyond that in 2009, more than 400 separate qualifications in the TMLmedium were being provided by nineteen awarding organisations in the tertiary and
continuing and vocational education sectors (WMES, 2010).
In spatial terms, the importance of TML-medium education as a contributor to broader
processes of sociolinguistic change is evident in the recently emerging increase of the
younger cohort of TML-speakers amongst communities in the South and East. These
communities have not been considered TML-speech communities for several generations.
The first Welsh-medium school was established by Sir Ifan ab Owen Edwards in Aberystwyth in 1939. The
first state Welsh-medium primary school opened in 1947.
24
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This changed situation is attributed to: ‘The burgeoning of bilingual and Welsh-medium
schooling has clearly played an important role in this process, with growing numbers of
English-speaking parents choosing this form of education for their children, encouraged by
excellent academic outcomes’ (Reynolds, Bellin and Ab Ieuan, 1998, cited in Newcombe and
Edwards 2005: 137).
Against this there is also evidence of a dysfunctional progression pattern in TML competency
and use which is critical for intergenerational transmission. In sum, as the children grow
older the numbers of TML-speakers decline. For example, of the 10,000 speakers aged 12
returned in the 1991 census, only 6,000 were enumerated as speakers in 2001 (WLS, 2012:
14). Of the 19% of primary-school leavers who were considered ‘first-language [or fluent]
Welsh speakers]’, their cohort had reduced to 12% by Year 11 of the educational cycle
(Williams, 2008: 261). This supports the contemporary analysis which reiterates that the
TML can be confined primarily to the world of education and that it still lacks sufficient
status or penetration in the key socialisation domains of peer-networks and the broader
community and work-place environments.
2011 also saw the establishment by the Welsh Assembly Government of the Welsh National
College (Coleg Cymraeg Cenedlaethol). Its aim is to develop programmes, courses and
educational resources for TML-medium university education.
The WMES focuses on five integrated strategic objectives:
1) ‘To improve the planning of Welsh-medium provision in the pre-statutory and
statutory phases of education, on the basis of a proactive response to informed
parental demand
2) To improve the planning of Welsh-medium provision in the post-14 phases of
education and training, to take account of linguistic progression and continued
development of skills
3) To ensure that all learners develop their Welsh-language skills to their full potential
and encourage sound linguistic progression from one phase of education and
training to the next
4) To ensure a planned Welsh-medium education workforce that provides sufficient
numbers of practitioners for all phases of education and training, with high-quality
Welsh language skills and competence in teaching methodologies
5) To improve the central support mechanisms for Welsh-medium education and
training’
(WMES, 2010: various pages)
7.3.5

Institutional and Development Infrastructure and Policies

In Canada the macro-policy orientation in relation to both official languages was constructed
within a rights-based framework of legally enforceable responsibilities and entitlements
regarding biculturalism. This was based on the constitutional and legal endorsement of the
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‘dualité’ through a codified legal system. The Welsh model is characterised by a form of
accommodation of the TML through institutional provision and administrative regulation
(Cardinal and Denault, 2007; Williams, 1999). In terms of governance and participation, the
Welsh case-study does not involve extensive community representation within the formal
governance model in contrast to the Canadian approach.
However, a range of important community, civic and sectoral infrastructure in support of the
TML has been developed in the post-war period. Most significant amongst them include the
Eisteddfodau (cultural activities) (the Feiseanna equivalent in Wales); Mudida Ysgolion
Meithrin (Nursery Schools Movement) established in 1971; Cyrgor Llyfrau Cymraeg (The
Welsh Books Council); the innovative Twf25 project which encourages parents/carers to speak
the TML with their children and Menter a Busnes (an TML-enterprise mentoring initiative)
and the Mentrau Iaith26 (Williams, 2008). This latter organisation provides support and
technical advice to individuals, businesses, community organisations and families with regard
to the successful transmission of the TML (Williams, 1999). Moreover, its mandate is
modelled on an approach foregrounding influence, co-operation and participation, what
Hughes Ahronson (2011: 88) has termed a ‘constructive and consensual’ approach, rather
than pursuing the legalistic and rights-based approach deployed in Canada (Cardinal and
Denault, 2007: 450).
Welsh Language Board (WLB) (Bwrdd yr Iaith Gymraeg)
The Welsh Language Board was originally established in 1988. Its status and impact as a
development and regulatory board was strengthened as a result of the 1993 Act where it was
reconstituted on a statutory basis. It represented the principle regulatory and development
policy instrument enshrined in the 1993 Act (Williams, 2008: 265). It was responsible for
encouraging the use of the TML through promoting language transmission and for the
funding and co-ordination of a large range of marketing initiatives (Stalmaszczyk, 2002).
Its core functions related to its advisory role to the Welsh National Assembly in all matters
relating to the language. It was also charged with an overall objective: to increase the
numbers of Welsh-speakers; to provide more opportunities to use the language in public
discourse and public governance, including the administration of justice; to change the habits
of language-use and encourage people to take advantage of the opportunities provided, and to
strengthen the TML as a community language; to provide advice and technical support to
public bodies preparing language schemes; to distribute grant-aid to TML-promotional and
developmental initiatives at regional and local level; to provide advice to public bodies
responsible for TML and bilingual provision to the citizenry; to ensure a strategic oversight
role in relation to TML-medium education (WLB 1996, cited in Edwards and Newcombe,
2005; Dunbar, 2009; Williams, 2008: 265).
The qualified nature of much of the directive which provides the framework within which
Language Schemes should be prepared and their implementation of the principle of ‘equality’
states that public bodies are obligated to do so in ‘[…] so far as is both appropriate in the
circumstances and reasonably practicable’ (Welsh Language Act, 1993 Subsection 5[2]).
However, significant progress has been achieved (Dunbar, 2009). The 550 or so schemes
approved by the WLB include public agencies, central government departments, local
25
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authorities, health authorities, police, education and administration of justice authorities
(Dunbar, 2009: 6; WLS, 2012-17: 11). The work undertaken in the preparation of such
language schemes is interpreted as highly significant in preparing ‘[…] the foundation for
developing a bilingual public sector…’ (Williams, 2008: 269; 2013).
The Language Commissioner
Recent relevant reforms have involved the enactment of the Welsh Language (Wales)
Measure 2011 (the Measure) by the National Assembly. This development followed the
acceptance of a Legislative Competence Order on the Welsh Language. Taken together with
the establishment of the post of Welsh Language Commissioner in April 2012, these policy
and institutional initiatives are highly significant departures in the mainstreaming of language
issues within the equalities agenda (Williams, 2013).
The Commissioner’s key role is to develop new standards and protocols; to ensure the
provision of public services benchmarked against such standards; to strengthen the
mainstreaming of the TML across public policy provision; and to develop and implement
strategies in support of the TML’s functioning and status within the world of work (WLS,
2012: 17). Significantly, the Measure also stipulates that the Commissioner will be able to
impose standards upon UK Government Departments (WLS, 2012: 41).
Implementation of the WLS (2012-2017)
The delivery of the current strategy (WLS, 2012-17) has been identified as a key priority for
government and it is government which has assumed executive and direct responsibility for
its funding, its implementation and for the creation of the required research and statistical
modelling to allow for the effective monitoring and evaluation of the strategy. The delivery
mechanisms go beyond central government or the Welsh Language Unit itself. The
institutional architecture reflects the overall governance, planning and management structures
which have been reaffirmed or recreated since devolution. They include the Local Authorities
who have a fundamentally important role in critical domains including TML-medium and
TML-language education; play provision; the provisions of social services including supports
for youth development; housing and community regeneration and development; strategic
infrastructural and settlement planning; and economic development. Government funding
will also be provided for a range of community and voluntary and third-sector development
initiatives.
The WLS (2012-17) has committed to working closely with such partners to mainstream
TML-provision and to ensure the likely sociolinguistic impact of such funding is fully
considered. Particular emphasis has been afforded to the strengthening and further
development of the strategic framework within which the provision of TML-language
services in the health and social care sectors is determined (WLS, 2012: 43).
In 1999, Williams argued that the advances secured in terms of the enhanced recognition,
status and functionality of the language was not born of the formal democratic process alone.
He argued that the success was achieved through ‘[…] the exertions of pressure groups, the
activities of influential individuals and networks, strategic enabling legislation and the
operation of a Quango [the WLB].’ (Williams, 1999: 147). It is likely that such coalitions of
interest and influence will remain critical in securing the fullest implementation of the current
strategy.
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Language Heartlands (Fro Gymraeg)
In terms of the language heartlands, the WLB had as a strategic measure the promotion and
funding of such initiatives as would consolidate and extend the use of the TML within these
speech communities. Through a combination of research and policy development, the WLB
had striven to agree a range of strategic interventions with other public, private and
community stakeholders so as to secure the position of the TML at community-level in these
districts. The role of the twenty-two unitary local authorities is critical in this respect. The
community-based initiatives such as ‘Mentrau Iaith’ are also to the forefront in such
initiatives (Williams, 2008: 268/9).
However, the 2003 Act did not discriminate between or provide a statutory demarcation
identifying different districts or speech-communities. Nor did it differentiate the particular
development challenges which such different communities and territories faced. The Iaith
Pawb (2003) policy did, however, identify the critical need for dedicated remedial action to
address the accelerating LS in the heartland areas. Carmarthenshire, for example,
traditionally supported a high proportion of TML-speakers ‘[…] but has seen a marked shift
to English in recent years and is therefore an area of considerable importance for language
revitalization’ (Edwards and Newcombe, 2005: 138). Different analyses have been forwarded
in relation to the relative importance of the heartlands. Brooks (2013) contends that the civic
culture of devolved nationalism cannot accommodate a linguistically-defined community
within the nation. In the context of the equity and equality agenda, of ‘bringing everyone with
us’, the anti-exclusion agenda is actually detrimental to the TML-speech community. The
prevailing culture insists on parity and the resulting strategy it espouses calls for a benign
bilingualism. However, this represents a very real threat to the sociolinguistic integrity of the
TML-community because the internal power differentials will always privilege the MJL as
the common and accessible language to all citizens. Brooks argues that the devolved Welsh
polity cannot brook a further devolution in which the TML speech-community would be
granted some form of statutory recognition with its own representative and semi-autonomous
institutional and development structures which would be configured around an explicit
agenda in support of the language.
7.3.6

Conclusions

Overview
The review of the situation in Wales indicates that the TML-challenge in that country is
significantly different to the context in which legislative and developmental measures are
being undertaken in Scotland and in Ireland. The absolute and proportionate numbers of
current TML-speakers testify to a relatively more robust demolinguistic situation. The
existing and potential mass of the speech-community and the critical socialisation networks
which underpin community and familial transmission are relatively stronger and more
durable in comparison to the situation in Scotland and Ireland.
May’s (2000) analysis maintains that ‘[…] the possibilities of successfully developing a
bilingual Welsh state have never looked better.’ (cited in Edwards and Newcombe, 2005:
137). The elaboration of this case-study provides a robust example of what Williams has
termed the ‘legislative turn’ in TML-language planning in support of its increased functional
status and prestige (Iaith Pawb, 2003). The combined impact of the legislative, policy and
planning measures which have been undertaken over the last two decades have ‘[…]
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completely transformed the legal, and indeed the wider social position of the Welsh language.
Welsh has an unprecedented presence in the public space in Wales, and within virtually all
public institutions in the country’ (Dunbar, 2009: 8). It is further argued that the TML has
been secured now as a formal public language as well as a cultural language of social identity
(Cardinal and Denault, 2007). The net effect of such public interventions over the last
quarter-century has been to transform the status of the TML and to extend its functionality
and domain penetration from a cultural to a public language with a relatively strong
community base.
Neoliberalism and the TML
The broader ideological and policy discourse of neoliberalism which reformulates the
contemporary political economy of development is highly relevant to this case-study. Similar
to the Scottish and Irish contexts, the model and the mode of state intervention is undergoing
transformative structural change. In asserting its ascendancy over the post-war welfarist
model of macro-planning and large-scale and direct policy intervention, the contemporary
rationale for, and the putative reach of state intervention, is now configured around the edicts
and the limitations of an explicitly neoliberal model. Privileging as it does a value system and
a development doctrine which assumes the inherent logic of ‘[…] individualism,
commodification and marketization’ (Smith, M., 2005: 15 cited in Cardinal and Denault,
2007), it has assumed hegemonic dominance. Such cardinal assumptions regarding the
outworkings of the political economy give rise to seemingly contradictory policy objectives
the ultimate outworking of which are elaborated most clearly in the widespread retreat from
direct state provision.
The withdrawal of the state is most clearly articulated in the deployment of development and
service delivery policies which mobilise partnership, consultative and participatory
mechanisms which extol the centrality of multiple stakeholders. This is variously explained
as a commitment by the state to more devolution and democratisation in decision-making
given the accepted asymmetries in power relations between the state and different sectoral or
territorial interests (Liddicoat and Baldauf Jr., 2008: 3, 4)
Such processes advocate and legitimise the inclusive role of specialist, representative
networks and community structures in the negotiation and implementation of development
interventions. This has been described as a ‘coalition of the unconventional’ (WLS, 2012: 2).
The net result of such ostensibly egalitarian and consensus-based politics and policy
development has been the contraction of the state proper as an instrument of front-line
delivery of social services and development and funding initiatives. It has also seen the
emergence of ‘flexible’ forms of governance, most notably in the area-based partnerships
which assumed a central role in state planning initiatives since the 1990s (Varley and Curtin,
2002).
The traditional model of a direct, top-down practice of state managerialism is refracted
through a spectrum of collaboration, co-ordination and delegation and, ultimately, to the
agencification of services through private contractors or quangos (Cardinal and Denault,
2007). Certain analysis considers the extent to which the state adapts or retreats from a policy
of direct intervention is fundamentally linked to the nature of the socioeconomic ruptures
culminating in crises. The more pronounced and disabling the crisis, the faster and more
widespread the withdrawal of the state and the erection of a range of partnerships, quangos or
third-sector structures which are placed in an intermediary and highly vulnerable position
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between the state and the outworking of the crisis (Varley and Curtin, 2002: 146). The more
complex the causes and consequences of the crisis, the more specialised becomes this
differentiated and specialised division of labour. The delegation of responsibility, the
inclusive nature of representative participation from formerly subjugated or marginal
constituencies such as the community sector or TML-speech communities is celebrated in the
rhetoric of subsidiarity and inclusion. However, it might also be read as a highly defensive
and tactical move on behalf of the state to implicate such ‘partners’ in the causes and
outworking of the crises as much as to extol a central and responsible role for them in seeking
possible alternative or solutions.
In explaining its own retreat from frontline provision, the state presumes for their coalition
partners a combination of ideological and instrumental commitment, resources, capabilities
and motivations which might not always exist. In the case of contested discourses including
minority languages, this conferring (or abdication) of authority and responsibilities for TMLregeneration to the local speech-communities might be construed as much as a move to
facilitate the dissolution of the state’s commitment to introduce long-term structural change
through direct intervention, as it might represent the empowerment and legitimation of the
speech communities as central actors in the securing of their own linguistic future.
Commitment to partnership and subsidiarity can also be interpreted as a form of outsourcing
and the burdening of under-resourced actors with responsibilities commensurate neither with
their capacity or their capability, responsibilities which more properly rest exclusively with
the state proper. It remains to be seen whether the egalitarian and equity commitments
inherent in state-led welfarism will have ultimately been more effective in supporting the
development of the TML rather than the sectional, affirmative-action or special interest (or
minority) group status which is central to the depiction of TML communities within the
neoliberal discourse (Cardinal and Denault, 2007). The danger of de-politicisation and cooption of community interests through participation in policy formulation is a key issue in
language planning discourse and is directly relevant to the contemporary discourse in Ireland
as it relates to the implementation of the Gaeltacht Act (2012).
It is in this context of a simultaneous withdrawal of direct intervention and service provision
that the future challenges of comprehensive language planning need to be located. As the
state retreats from direct and explicit modes of governance and institutional norms, it
paradoxically commits itself to engaging in highly complex forms of comprehensive public
planning through LP. This is clearly the case in the Scottish, Welsh and Irish context. Such
planning presumes a range of structured interventions which have as their overriding
rationale and objective the critical need to penetrate the very intimate domains of individual,
familial and community value systems. As a planning exercise, these LP interventions
attempt to map-out, diagnose and intervene through publicly-sponsored regulatory and
development measures. They attempt to influence the idiosyncratic socio-psychological
behaviour patterns which are inherent in the deep-rooted cultural and socialisation processes
which inform language choice and language usage.
The Welsh case-study also illustrates the complexity involved in undertaking a long-term,
macro strategy which has as its objective the creation of a fully functioning bilingual society
from the top-down. This invokes a strategy which must simultaneously encompass and
integrate the domains of education, health, social and welfare services, regional economic
development, the judicial system, local government and explicit language planning measures.
It represents a formidable policy challenge. This is all the more so when such a strategy is
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targeted at efforts to protect, support and develop the TML-community in the delimited
spatial context of their own linguistic heartlands and in the absence of unitary statutory
institutions which are mandated to plan for and deliver services and development supports on
a territorial basis and attuned to particular local needs and opportunities. A number of
thematic concerns are prioritised in the following sections and the conclusions drawn from
them are highly relevant to the core of the research enquiry.
Legislation Measures and Development Policies
Similar to the Scottish case-study, the focus of the state’s interventions in Wales has been as
concerned with legislative measures as it has been with a more sociolinguistic and
developmental approach to TML planning. Such a strategic orientation finds its antecedents
in the statutory and institutional frameworks which have been constructed in Canada, in
Catalonia and in Ireland. In Canada, for example, the rights-based approach to TML-rights
and entitlements forces the obligation of the state to pursue a proactive and dynamic policy
built on the concept of the ‘active offer’, a policy and practice which has written
constitutional protection and is implemented through a ‘robust legal system’ (Williams,
2013). In Wales, as in Ireland, the Language Acts and the institutions of the Language
Commissioner are key constructs within the overall approach aimed at reinvigorating and
extending TML-use (Amery, 2001).
Given the authority and relative autonomy of the state as a regulator, development actor and
arbitrator of class and sectional conflict, it is reasonable to enquire as to why the state
requires recourse to the functional office of a Language Commissioner in any of these
jurisdictions. After all, it is the functioning of the state apparatus itself which is being
regulated, policed, managed, monitored and, in some instances, coerced into implementing
the state’s own legislative decrees. Why is this the case? Why is there a need to have such
structures? Why are dimensions of the state sector acting, or are presumed to have the
potential to so act, against the state’s own strategic and legislative priorities?
Reiterating the Scottish experience and the reference to Fishman’s (2001) ‘high order props’,
this case-study also demonstrates that while such legislative bulwarks are essential in
securing the sustainable growth of TML-communities, there is a need for a comprehensive,
integrated strategy driving multiple interventions in related domains. For example, the
institutional framework supporting the role of the Language Commissioner’s office can be
summarised at its most basic level as a mechanism advocating and protecting language
choice. However, so as to ensure that positive choice moves progressively in the direction of
material structural change in patterned and longstanding language dispositions and behaviour
capable of reinforcing the TML’s normalisation and mainstreaming, ‘[…] a whole raft of
capacity-building experiences and negotiations with other members of the family [and by
extension the community in its particular social context] have to be factored in, before Welsh
becomes a truly instrumental language …’ (Williams, 2009: 207).
Ongoing Language Shift and the Speech Community
The revitalisation of the TML in Wales is regularly cited as a successful approach to longterm and structural engagement with significant dimensions of the RLS process. The
linguistic demographic and usage statistics stand alone and record significant progress in
stabilising and in even reversing longstanding deleterious trends in LS to the majority
language. In terms of ‘ethnolinguistic vitality’, ‘[…] the status of Welsh in contemporary
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Wales is undoubtedly high, with high demand, for example, for Welsh-medium nursery,
primary, and secondary education provision’ (Coupland and Aldridge, 2009: 5). However,
regardless of the significance of the supporting legislation and the reformed institutional
supports and provisions, the reality remains that in Wales 76% of census respondents in 2001
indicated that they could not speak Welsh (Williams, 2013). It is true that passive support for
the TML is a consistent finding in research work. For example, 80% of respondents
considered the TML ‘something to be proud of’ and almost 75% saw the language as
‘something belonging to everyone in Wales’ (WLB, 2008). The substantial growth in the
articulated demand for TML-medium education over the past twenty years is testament to the
popular support that exists for the language.
Given the coexistence of the TML and the majority English-language over many centuries as
the historical languages of Wales, the interactions and interdependencies between both
languages is as complex as it is longstanding. Ultimately, the choice of which of the
languages to use has and always will be one of individual preference. The literature reviewed
looks back to the ‘[…] accumulative and insurmountable pressure (for example, through the
influence of Empire and immigration), resulting in English becoming the dominant language’
(Hughes Ahronson, 2011: 80). In this context, recent research surveys and the calculated
projection-models built upon such data reflect this historical diglossia and its dominantsupplicant trend and concludes that a significant increase in the percentage of TML-speakers
will not be realised in the near future (WLS, 2012: 119). These predictive models are based
on a number of key variables; the relative strength of the current and future-projected
reproductive cohorts of TML-speakers and semi-speakers; the ongoing economic
restructuring of the language heartlands; forced outmigration; and the continuance of longestablished trends of English-only dominant in-migration.
Despite the significant developments which have been secured in TML-education, the
irrevocable fact remains that the average child ‘[…] spends close to three-quarters of their
time outside school’ (WLS, 2012: 8). The maintenance and progressive development of those
critically important communal, familial and extra-school socialisation networks remains a
formidable policy challenge. This is ultimately because the extent to which the TML will
sustain its own intergenerational transmission has as much (if not more) to do with these
dimensions of the linguistic habitus than it has to do with a recourse to legislative measures
of support, instruction or formal compulsion. For example, the Welsh Language Use Surveys
(2004-06) demonstrate that the percentage of the 16-29 age-cohort who habitually speak the
TML as a community vernacular is lower than that of any other age-cohort (WLS, 2012: 8).
This analysis has profound and far-reaching consequences for the speech community’s
capacity for sustained intergenerational transmission as this cohort will become the parents,
guardians and community leaders of the next generation. It is further estimated that between
1,200 and 2,200 fluent Welsh speakers are currently being ‘lost’ annually to the TML-speech
community (ibid).
This analysis also points to the most basic question regarding the legislative and policy
interventions which have been outlined above. The ultimate index and arbitrator of the
success of such policies can be reduced to a basic question: has state policy ultimately
changed patterned language behaviour in support of the TML? (Williams, 2013). The
evidence is, at best, contested and ambiguous. Nowhere is this clearer or more important than
in the language heartlands.
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Language Heartlands (Fro Gymraeg)
The contemporary theoretical work and the policy analysis which it has informed is at one in
articulating the importance of long-term, integrated and multi-sectoral approaches to strategic
planning in support of the TML. It accepts that institutional or political support is insufficient
to build the momentum and the mechanisms for sustaining TMLs or for reversing language
shift. A participatory and partnership approach is critical: ‘Those structures [in support of the
TML] are designed to share ownership and responsibility for the destiny of the Welsh
language. We cannot overstate the importance of the contribution, which others – local
authorities, public bodies, the private and voluntary sectors – can make. But survival of the
language ultimately depends on individuals taking ownership of the language’ (Iaith Pawb,
2003: 51). The most important crucible in which such community approaches to partnership,
planning and participation are to be played out is that of the heartland districts.
However, the evidence points to a weakening of the social and community networks within
the heartland districts, a decline that has become more pronounced over recent censuses
(Edwards and Newcombe, 2005). In both the Scottish case-study and the empirical setting of
this research, the Irish Gaeltacht, a complex of interdependent factors is driving these
dynamics. These factors are also vividly recounted in the Welsh case-study. They include the
economic and social stagnation of these districts which has resulted in economic
restructuring. This in turn has resulted in a shift from primary and traditional industrial
sectors which historically supported intensive employment levels amongst TML-native
speakers. These districts are also handicapped by a dearth of new employment opportunities
which are attractive to younger people, parents and home-makers. They have witnessed the
atrophication of social and community vitality because of enforced outmigration. In these
districts there is sustained evidence that very low numbers of parents/carers are transmitting
the TML to their children. There is also evidence of how the TML suffers from low status
within the community. The cumulative impact of general modernisation processes have
displaced the TML and have created significantly altered attitudinal and behavioural patterns
in relation to the social and economic value of the TML. There is also in some cases a lack of
affordable housing. Finally, the increasing impact of returners and non-locals settling in the
area contribute to a structural shift in the linguistic composition of the local community (Iaith
Pawb, 2003: 22; WLS, 2012: 34).
In all three empirical settings, local and community-based organisations are active in
agitating for and politicising the case for dedicated interventions, both developmental and
protective, so as to protect the sociolinguistic fabric of these communities. Organisations
include Cymuned (‘Community’), a civil-rights group in West Wales who perpetuate an anticolonial position antagonistic to incomers and the settlement and linguistic patterns which
they tend to engender locally; Y Ffwrwm, a Ceredigion and North Pembrokeshire-based
Research and Development group, and the Cymdeithas yr Iaith Group. All of these groupings
have mobilised support for the traditional speech-communities in the North and West and
work within an overall objective of securing the heartlands through a programme of
sustainable rural development (Coupland and Aldridge, 2009). Collectively, they have
politicised the case for more immediate and direct government intervention in support of
these communities through regulating the inward migration flows and stemming outmigration through increased investment in social and economic infrastructure. Without such
state intervention, they argue, the demographic and socialisation networks critical to TMLstabilisation and development will ultimately collapse (Cardinal and Denault, 2007).
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Williams argued that the proposals in relation to the heartlands were marginalised within the
measures outlined in the Iaith Pawb (the national action plan for a bilingual Wales) in 2003
(Williams, 2008). His contention argued that without the considered protection of these
heartlands, the language will disappear. This analysis is recognised in the narrative
underpinning the WLS where the Assembly government recognised : ‘[…]that the future
vitality of the language is inextricably linked to the economic and social future of those
[Welsh-speaking] communities’. (WLS, 2012: 6). However, and notwithstanding the
enormous challenges of developing a systems-wide approach across the public sector service
providers in support of a territorial approach to integrated development, this in itself is
insufficient as a policy framework. Similar to the Scottish case-study, the regeneration and
sustainable development of the TML cannot be confined to these spatial areas alone. There
are significant distributions of TML-speakers outwith the heartland areas, in the South and
East and in the cities, accounting for 40% of the overall TML-population (Iaith Pawb, 2003).
For example, the 2011 census returned an increase of 4,200 TML-speakers in Cardiff. The
overall number of TML-speakers in Cardiff stands at 36,735 which is greater than the number
returned for a predominantly TML-speaking area such as Ceredigion which has 34,964
speakers (Welsh Language and Economic Development Task and Finish Group, 2014). Such
speech communities must also be accounted for and integrated into the planning programmes.
The conflation or contradictions inherent in different interpretations of linguistic and
economic geography constitutes an intractable planning challenge. The most recent
recommendations centre on the ‘[…] joint approach to economic development and the
language, adopting an area based approach which would facilitate the designation of ‘special
economic language zones’ (Welsh Language and Economic Development Task and Finish
Group, 2014: 5). How such an integrated and territorial approach to development might be
implemented is not elaborated upon.
State Planning and the TML
What then of the state’s actual response to the prospect of such alarming and transformative
negative change in terms of the ethnolinguistic vitality of the TML-community? Three
important qualifications relate to this central question.
First, in terms of the state’s actual capacity to plan for TML-regeneration, it is important to
emphasise that such deliberate planning ‘[…] implies a direct causational relationship
between decisions made by those with the power to execute them and the actual results of
language planning…’ (Liddicoat and Baldauf Jr., 2008: 3). Given the complexity of the
environment which such interventions are tasked with managing, these authors argue that
such causational linkages are not justified by language planning outcomes, many of them
incidental, accidental or perverse.
Second, the nature and the relationship of power differentials which characterise state
planning and its subjects is highly relevant to this discourse. The wielding of power through
state planning is not only about domination of asymmetrical or unequal relationships.
Institutional language planning cannot be prescriptive, reductionist or driven by compulsion,
coercive norm-enforcement or sanctions alone. For it to be effective, it must find a
mechanism to change behaviour, to enforce highly deterministic modes of altered behaviour
but to do so in the guise of self-selective choice articulated and legitimated by the subjects
themselves.
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Third, it should be recalled that the state has historically been deeply implicated in driving
LS, for enforcing exclusionary and discriminatory policies and for ‘[…] elaborating societal
subjects and objects. Concepts were based upon the legitimacy of a normative order that left
little room for deviation, and relied upon a homogenous conception of the relationship
between citizens, culture and language. Both were part of the supporting meta-discourse that
legitimated non-normative language groups as deviant and pejorative’ (Williams, 2009: 202).
In political and administrative terms, there has been a longstanding tension created by the
state’s assertion of a unitary and unifying language which is justified in terms of
administrative coherence, effectiveness and efficiencies (Liddicoat and Baldauf Jr., 2008).
This is contested through a discourse of social and democratic equity which advocates the
centrality of minority languages and cultures within the modern nation state (Williams,
1999).
It is within this general context that we might properly ask how can the state conceive of and
implement long-term strategic and integrated interventions which are sociolinguistically as
well as economically informed, and which are based on an explicit recognition of the
legitimacy of the TML? How can rural regeneration, economic management and language
planning be dovetailed so as to maximise the support of the TML-community and contribute
to its linguistic and social coherence, its solidarity and vitality? How can the state lead such a
process in an inclusive and egalitarian way without falling into the conflicts inherent in
negotiating the common ground ‘[…] between cultural hybridity and narrow nationalist,
language-focused selfprotectionism (cf. Coupland and Bishop, 2006)’ (Coupland and
Aldridge, 2009: 8).
In their most basic form, a number of questions are emphasised in relation to state capacity
and autonomy. Has the state both the capacity (technical skill) and the autonomy (political
will or independence) to conceive and implement ‘[…] the deliberate, future-orientated
systematic-change of language code, use and/or speaking?’ (Baldauf Jr., 2006: 148; 2008).
This is not to be confused with the determination or adoption of overt, symbolic or
substantive policies. It is relatively easier for the state to adopt such polices as aspirational
statements or objectives, by preparing legislation and law-making, or by setting out
normative rules and practices. If it has the capacity and autonomy, how can the state
intervene to inculcate certain attributable language values amongst the members of the
reconfigured social networks, members with no coherent or common set of language
affiliations, so as to create ‘[…] particular subjective stances in relation to Welsh, different
levels and types of personal investment in the cultural importance of the minority language’?
(Coupland and Aldridge, 2009: 8). At its most fundamental level, the question can be simply
put: how can the state actually influence the child-rearing practices of parents (Williams,
2009 : 211).
Processes of LP critically involve a complex matrix of forces and dynamics. They include
externally-driven pressures which emanate from the interplay of conflicting power structures
and attitudes and from societal, political and media pressures. They also expand and deepen
to include the dense networks of personal, emotive and idiosyncratic preferences bound up
with personal and familial experience and empathy, with the normative traditional practices
regarding peoples’ relationship to language or languages. In such socially subaltern domains,
state-led planning processes are vulnerable to unwittingly representing or distorting the TML,
its value-systems, its linguistic and communicative resources and its material circumstances
through their translation as part of a state-led discourse. In so doing, it could perpetuate the
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stigma or vulnerability attaching to the TML and its speech community and even further
undermine their status and their prospects for engaging in processes of regeneration.
Such considerations are key to developing a model of planning and development which is
sufficiently robust and nuanced to undertake the mapping of state-led interventions which can
accommodate and address these particular challenges.
7.4

French in New Brunswick

7.4.1 Historical Context of the ML
Contested English and French political allegiances, community loyalties and linguistic and
cultural identities form the central narrative in the constitutional, political and economic
development of the Canadian state. Managing the provincial cleavages within an overarching
federal system of governance constitutes the second foundational concern of the polity
(Bourgeois, 2014). The conflation of French identity and provincial competencies in the
province of Québec has dominated Canada’s history since the 1867 Confederation.
The French governed New France from 1604 to 1760 (Finn, 2007). Outside of Frenchdominated Québec, French was the only language amongst the Acadian community who
settled in Atlantic Canada as a French colony in 1604 (Doucet, 2000; Forsyth, 2011).
Possession of the colony had changed on a number of occasions in the 17 th and 18th centuries
as part of the changing political configuration brought about by the colonial wars the
continuous conflict between the English and French imperialist forces. The 1713 treaty of
Utrecht agreed at the ending of Queen Anne’s War (the War of the Spanish Succession)
formalised British control over most of Acadia (Faragher, 2006: 86; Doucet, 2000; Forsyth,
2011). However, France maintained control of its pre-war colonies. These included what is
today known as Prince Edward Island (Île Saint-Jean), Cape Breton Island (Île Royale) and
the region of what is known today as New Brunswick (Forsyth, 2011). This is set out in Map
6 below:
Map 6: British-French division of Acadie post the Treaty of Utrecht

Source:

Forsyth, 2011

243

The ongoing conflict between France and Great Britain culminated in the Seven Years War
(1755-1763). When the Treaty of Paris was singed, the 60,000 French actually outnumbered
the English speakers in what was to become modern Canada when they were abandoned and
assimilated under English rule (Schmid, 2001). At the cessation of hostilities, the rest of
Acadia and Québec were formally ceded to Great Britain (Ricento, 2013). In Québec, the
70,000-strong community were granted religious (Catholic), legal and linguistic (French)
rights with the adoption of the Québec Act in 1774 27 (Schmid, 2001: 103). The Grand
Dérangement (the Great Upheaval) which began in 1755 witnessed the violent deportation of
between 8,500 and 14,000 Acadians to British colonies at its conclusion in 1763 (Forsyth,
2011). It amounted to an early and savage form of ethnic cleansing (Faragher, 2006: 83).
Having being evicted from their own lands, those that returned to Acadia over the next two
generations found themselves without citizenship, title or land: ‘[…] their property was
plundered, their communities were torched and their lands were seized’ (Faragher, 2006: 82).
Throughout the next century, the Acadian community were discriminated against by the
colonial government on the grounds of their religion and language and were effectively
excluded from educational institutions and from public and political life (Schmid, 2001;
Doucet, 2000; Bourgeois, 2014).
The Constitution Act of 186728 created the modern political geography of Canada with a bipartite linguistic federal state structure (Schmid, 2001; Ricento, 2013; Bourgeois, 2015).
Under the terms of the Act, the provinces of New Brunswick, Nova Scotia and the Province
of Canada united to form the unitary state. The Province of Canada was at that time divided
between Québec and Ontario. The 1867 Act imposed bilingualism upon Québec. Manitoba
was also a bilingual province upon its admission in 1870 (Bourgeois, 2012). The geopolitical
configuration of the modern state was concluded in 1949 when Newfoundland-and-Labrador
entered the Confederation. It now includes ten provinces and three territories29 . At the time of
confederation, the province of Québec became the homeland for 85% of the minority
Francophone population (Bourgeois, 2014). The Act set out the preliminary framework
within which policies and development initiatives in support of bilingualism were to be
constructed (Williams, 2013).
7.4.2

Federalism and Linguistic Diversity

The federal structure of the Canadian state was established so as to mitigate longstanding
English-French conflicts (Bourgeois, 2014). Fearing assimilation, Québec delegates to the
constitutional conferences opposed a unitary state. Since confederation, official languages
policy acts as the cornerstone upon which the federal government’s strategy in support of
national unity has been fastidiously constructed. However, its implementation was minimal at
best during the first century of confederation (Bourgeois, 2015). Its ultimate objective was to
create a unified political community based on the unique heritage attributable to the founding
colonial empires (Cardinal, 2005). Incorporating and managing diversity, whether expressed
27
28

Up to 99% of the population of Québec at the time was French-speaking Roman Catholics .
Originally enacted as the British North America Act, 1867.

29

The ten provinces comprise of Alberta, British Columbia, Manitoba, New Brunswick, Newfoundland-andLabrador, Nova Scotia, Ontario, Prince Edward Island, Québec, and Saskatchewan. The three territories include
Nunavut, the Northwest Territories and Yukon.
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in religious, ethnic or linguistic terms, has been the defining, even essential characteristic of
the state-nation building project in Canada (Floch, 2005; Thériault, 2005). Malik argues that:
‘[…] this historical legacy has ensured that Canadian policy, even more [than] that of
European nations, is about the public recognition and institutionalisation of cultural
differences.’ (Malik, 2011: 2).
For example, the 1867 Act (Section 133) extended education rights and public funding to
minority religious groups to provide for their education. Despite such measures, the
institutionalised hegemony of the majority English-language had become deeply embedded
in federal and provincial policies and development strategies. Excepting the unique
circumstances of Québec where the national TML (French) was allowed in Parliament and in
the Québec legislature, bilingualism was confined to federal governance. Even within this
domain, it was highly delimited and curtailed as a mode and medium of formal governance
(Bourgeois, 2014; Ricento, 2013). Thériault argues that the rationale and motivation for such
explicit policies are explained insofar as the political objective of the overwhelming majority
of the Founding Fathers ‘[…] was to create an Anglo-British nation’ (Thériault, 2005: 127).
Such a strain of sectarian nationalism was driven by anti-French bigotry and denounced
through its actions the ostensible commitment to bilingualism and multi-culturalism
(Cardinal, 2005)30 .
The proposal for an Anglo-British nation ‘[…] was thwarted by the elites of Québec who
demanded a decentralized regime and minimal linguistic and religious protections to be a part
of it’ (Thériault, 2003: 127). Moreover, Cardinal emphasises that the Constitution is largely
silent on the linguistic issue per se as regards the language of federal administration or the
actual language rights of the TML-Francophone community. However, Section 133 stipulated
that both official languages could be used in the federal and Québec legislatures, in the
publication of laws and in the courts (Cardinal, 2005; Bourgeois, 2015). While it recognises
the rights of existing separate schools, it set out to ‘[…] protect above all the confessional
character of them (Catholic or Protestant) and not the French character of them, at the
expense of the francophone minorities of the English-speaking provinces’ (Thériault, 2005:
127)
Lacking effective protective measures from Ottawa, sectarian measures were implemented at
provincial level which discriminated on the basis of language and religion which, combined,
served to differentiate the minority and majority communities along ethnic and political lines.
For example, in New Brunswick, the Common Schools Act was adopted in 1871. The Act
established a free, non-denominational school system whereby Catholic education was
banned in New Brunswick (and also on Prince Edward Island and in Nova Scotia)
(Government of Canada, 2014). Despite the establishment of a policy of official bilingualism
in Manitoba as early as 1870, twenty-years later the ascendant Anglophone majority illegally
rescinded the decision (Schmid, 2001; Finn, 2007; Bourgeois, 2012, 2015). In 1912,
Regulation 17 was adopted in Ontario which precluded French as an instruction medium
beyond the second-grade, considered: ‘[…] the harshest language law ever enacted in
Canada…designed to force the involuntary assimilation of an entire generation of young
Franco-Ontarians, and to frighten away any future migrants from Québec who might hope to

At provincial level, Anglophone government majorities not only restricted French -medium education, they
also prohibited the use of Gaelic, Ukrainian and German. Aboriginal languages were not even considered
(Cardinal, 2005).
30
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raise their families in the ancestral language’ (Reid, 1993, cited in Bourgeois, 2015: 144;
Finn, 2007).
Such execrable examples illustrate the very potent and divisive conditions which underpin a
multicultural society: ‘Historically, Canadian multicultural policy developed as a way not of
welcoming immigrants but of mitigating the impact of biculturalism’ (Malik, 2011: 1).
Against this, Ricento argues that, since the 1960s, federal language policy and planning: ‘[…]
understates, indeed minimizes, the historical and contemporary realities of a truly
multicultural, multilingual Canada.’ (Ricento, 2013: 476). Such an analysis reiterates an
important distinction in terms of ‘minority’ as opposed to ‘linguistic’ rights. Bi-partite
linguistic policies are not conflated either politically or sociologically with the de facto
recognition of minority rights as such. Article 23 of the Canadian Charter of Rights and
Freedoms (1982) grants specified language rights for both official language minorities: ‘[…]
parents belonging to a linguistic minority have the right to have their children educated in the
minority language, in homogeneous schools which they can manage, where numbers warrant’
(Section 23). These rights are so recognised by virtue of individuals’ membership of one or
other of the official minority groupings only. Such rights do not extend to other
ethnolinguistic minorities (Thériault, 2005). No other minority forms more than 3% of the
Canadian population, although these communities could form a critical mass in certain
communities, Vancouver, for example (Bourgeois, 2014, 2015).
7.4.3

Francophones and Anglophones and Minority Communities

While there is evidence of increasing mobility in both official language communities, the
demolinguistic geography of Canada is increasingly becoming territorialised and exclusive to
a dualistic consideration of French-English spatial demographies (Williams, 2013; Ricento,
2013). Almost a quarter of Canadians have French as their mother tongue (nearly 6.8 million
or 23% in 2001). This fundamental ‘French Fact’ of Canada goes beyond statistical weight
and Francophone ethnicity has a longstanding and dynamic quality (Schmid, 2001: 104;
Floch, 2005; Bourgeois et al., 2007). Regarding the ethnic origins of Canadians, one of the
key strands that runs through this is the ongoing dynamism and vitality of French ethnic
origin (Floch, 2005).
In 2011, approximately 7.3 million people reported French as their mother tongue in Canada
and 7.9 million spoke French at home at least on a regular basis. The number of people with
French as their first official language increased by 328,000 from 7.4 million in 2006 to 7.7
million in 2011. This group’s proportion relative to the overall Canadian population
decreased slightly from 22.3% to 22.0%. Similarly, the number of people who spoke French
most often at home increased, but the relative share of this population fell slightly from
21.7% to 21.5%. Lastly, the proportion of the population with French as its first official
language spoken also declined from 23.6% to 23.2% (Statistics Lepage et al., 2011)
Table 22 below summarises the aggregate linguistic profile across Canada, in Québec, and in
Canada without the Québec figures.
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Table 22: Aggregate linguistic profile across Canada, in Québec and in Canada without the
Québec experience
Québec
Anglophones
Francophones

Minority
(12.9%)

Canada,
less Canada
Québec/Anglophones
Majority
Majority
(95.6%)
(75.9%)

Majority
(87.1%)

Minority
(4.4%)

Minority
(24.1%)

Macro objectives as fundamental as diversity and biculturalism, and their impact on
articulated language policy, essentially means that both official language communities –
Anglophones in Québec and Francophones in the remainder of Canada – are minoritised. The
hundreds of other mother-tongue languages in Canada, those of the indigenous peoples and
the newly arrived immigrants, are also minoritised. However, excepting Québec and parts of
New Brunswick, the hegemonic status of the English-language and its speech-community is
unassailable.
In assessing the spatial distributional patterns of both official languages across Canada,
Landry (2005) speaks of their territorialisation where the concentrations of minority language
communities are systematically reducing. However, the proportional reductions are due to an
increase in immigration rather than a decrease in minority population. The Francophone
population outside of Québec has never decreased since 1871. For example, within Québec in
the fifty-year period to 2001, the percentage of Anglophones reduced from 13.8% to 8.3%.
Outside of Québec, the percentage of Francophones reduced from 7.3% to 4.4% (Williams,
2013).
French Canada is dominated by Québec both in terms of the absolute number of resident
French speakers and their proportional strength within the province. Québec has a population
of over 7 million people of which 85% are French speaking, the majority of whom are
functionally monolingual in that language (Williams, 2013). The second largest Francophone
community is settled in Ontario (approximately 500,000 people). Outside Québec, over threequarters of those who speak French at home live in New Brunswick or Ontario.
7.4.4

Language Shift and Minoritisation in New Brunswick

The Historical Context
Throughout the first century of confederation there was considerable disquiet with the extent
to which French was being integrated into the Federal system. Moreover, entrenched
Anglophone intolerance and discrimination drove the Acadian community to develop a range
of initiatives which would secure their communal identity and their linguistic heritage
(Williams, 2013; Bourgeois, 2014b; Finn, 2007). In such a way, the community sought to
integrate their own members within a range of community and civic initiatives and
infrastructure.
In what has been called a ‘renaissance’, the Acadian community mobilised (Doucet, 2000).
‘Through ten “national” conventions held from 1881 to 1937, they reaffirmed their identity,
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adopted national symbols (flag, anthem, motto) and outlined strategies to preserve their
religion, language, customs and “autonomy”’ (Bourgeois, 2014a). Such institutional
development included the provision of distinct infrastructure including hospitals, credit
unions, colleges, chambers of commerce, print media, cultural programmes and churches.
Their political efforts were concentrated in managing such infrastructure in those districts
where they formed a local majority. This commitment to ensuring a limited form of
autonomy provided a key development in securing the integrity and the sustainable
development of the TML speech community.
Acadians in New Brunswick – Contemporary Demographic, Linguistic and Spatial
Characteristics
The Acadian community in Atlantic Canada is made up of c.280,000 persons dispersed over
200 TML-majority communities. They constitute a third of New Brunswickers but less than
5% of the population in the other three Atlantic Canada provinces. The community is
differentiated by its allegiance to the French language and a traditionally predominant
Catholic ethnicity31 , and is committed through kinship networks to a ‘[…] minority
collectivity whose legitimacy remains tied to an older Romantic nationalist ideology based on
roots, rurality and cultural homogeneity’ (da Silva and Heller, 2009: 97). Approximately
237,430 of the Acadian community reside in the province of New Brunswick.
Outside of Québec, New Brunswick (established in 1784) has the highest percentage of
people designated as French mother tongue. French and English share official status in New
Brunswick which is the only officially bilingual province in Canada. The current population
of New Brunswick is 753,900 (Statistics Canada). Within the province, approximately
233,500 (31.6%) people have French as their only mother tongue, less than a third of the
population which forms the core of the province’s 312,000 French speakers (Government of
New Brunswick, 2014). This represented a reduction from 32.4% of the population (232,980
people) that reported a French only mother tongue in the 2006 census. Moreover, 28.4%
(209,885 people) spoke French most often at home in 2011, compared to 29.4% (211,665
people) who said they spoke it most often at home in 2006 (Statistics Canada, censuses of
population, 2006 and 2011).
In the 2011 census, the Anglophone majority who were returned with English as the only
mother tongue stood at 64.9% of the population (489.281 persons) representing a slight
increase from the 64.4% share registered in 2006. Furthermore, English was the language
spoken most often at home by 69.2% of the population in 2011(Government of New
Brunswick, 2011; Landry, 2005). The rate of bilingualism in the province has remained
constant. In 2011, the number of bilingual people (who could conduct a conversation in
English and French) stood at 245,900 or 33.2%, a reduction of 1% in the intercensal period
(Statistics Canada, 2013). Little change was reported between 2006 and 2011 in the
proportion of persons with a non-official language as their only mother tongue (allophones).
Their share remained stable at 2.5% (Government of New Brunswick, 2011 Census
Highlights)32 . Table 23 summarises the changes in the intercensal period.
85% of Francophones outside of Québec are Catholic while 90% of Francophones from Québec are Catholic.
The 2011 census returned more than 100 different mother tongues in New Brunswick. A non -official
language was indicated by 18,395 people as their only mother tongue. The three most common mother tongues
registered (based on single responses) were Mi’kmaq (2,115 responses), Korean (1,810 responses) and German
(1,805 responses). 1.3% of the population reported an Aboriginal language as mother tongue.
31
32
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Table 23: Number of people and proportion of the population reporting French by selected
language characteristic, New Brunswick, 2006 and 2011
2006
Language
Characteristic

2011

number

percentage

number

percentage

237,575

33.0

240,455

32.5

Language
spoken
at home

244,103

33.9

245,405

33.2

Most often

216,120

30.0

216,455

29.3

On a regular
basis

27,985

3.9

28,950

3.9

First official
language
spoken

235,130

32.7

235,695

31.9

Ability to
conduct a
conversation

313,835

43.6

312,270

42.2

Mother
Tongue

Sources: Statistics Canada, censuses of population, 2006 and 2011.

Spatial Distribution of the ML-speech community
Across Canada, the spatial concentration of Francophones is more intense in eastern Canada
than it is in the Western provinces with a pronounced urban bias. Accordingly, their
demographic weight is more significant than those residing in the east, but their visibility as a
distinct language community is much reduced given their proportional representation within
the population. In New Brunswick, Acadians enjoy a critical mass in the north and east of the
province as is illustrated in Map 7 below.
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Map 7: Spatial Location of Language Communities

Source:

from Bourgeois, 2014

Intergeneration Transmission and Family Structure of the ML
The transmission or continuity rate33 fell from 29.4% (211,665) in 2006 to 28.4% (209,885)
in 2011. In terms of TML-transmission and retention, the 2011 census confirmed that the total
rate of retention of French was 93.6% (or with a significant rate of linguistic continuity or
language transmission, 89.9%) albeit the rate was lower in some urban areas in New
Brunswick. At 60.0%, the Saint John CMA had the lowest retention rate for the population
with a French mother tongue (Statistics Canada, 2011 Census of Population).
The 2011 census highlighted a number of aggregate trends nationally whose cumulative
impact are more pronounced in New Brunswick. The demographic structure of the population
is undergoing significant change and its impact on the linguistic vitality of the TMLcommunity and its capacity for self-regeneration are significant. The current key change
variables are a disproportionate aging population and a low level of fertility rates amongst
Francophone women. These trends are longstanding and were also identified by Cardinal in
2005 (Cardinal, 2005). These low rates are insufficient to replace natural loss within the
TML-community. The decisions of Allophones to favour English is fourteen times greater
than French, excepting Québec (Ricento, 2013; Cardinal, 2005) 34 . The economic and
33
34

Those classified as TML-speakers who spoke French most often at home
In 2001, c. 5.2 million Canadians were so returned, declaring a mother tongue other than the two official
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linguistic drain of the key productive cohorts through enforced or voluntary out-migration
also has potential long-term implications for future stability and growth objectives. For those
that remain within the province, the increase in the number of exogamous couples (who are
disproportionately represented in the urban areas) who opt for the English-language
schooling system compounds the challenges. So too does the shift from rural heartland areas
to urban centres of younger people which is a consequence of transformative economic
restructuring in the rural areas (da Silva and Heller, 2009; Spigelman, 1978). This rural-urban
shift represents a geographical shift that is most often associated with a concomitant language
shift to the majority language (Government of Canada, 2014).
Of critical significance to the future carrying potential for intergenerational transmission is
the current school-going population. A number of trends bear reiteration. First, the number of
students in the Francophone sector fell from 33,460 (2005-2006) to 29,842 (2010-2011). In
proportional terms, the relative linguistic strength of the TML-school-going cohort is less
than its percentage of the overall population. Second, the number of children eligible to
participate in the Francophone sector is falling. Third, almost 20% of those eligible to
participate in Francophone schooling decide not to do so (Government of Canada, 2014).
7.4.5

State Recognition for the TML, Development and Legislative Supports

Historical Context
Official policy in the Canadian federation with respect to official languages and linguistic
duality forms part of the overall policy framework which supports models of integration,
diversity and citizenship-identity. Historically, this has been played out within the two
dominant sociopolitical, cultural and linguistic traditions of English and French35 . At the
federal and provincial level, official bilingualism operates within an accommodative and
flexible multicultural context (Williams, 2013)
The official languages model supports both minority language communities, Anglophones in
Québec and Francophones in the remainder of Canada. Federal and provincial legislation has
provided legal rights for communities to manage educational provision in their respective
languages under local control and management. Such policy objectives have also had a
significant impact on the employment profile of federal employees where Francophones are
now almost at parity with non-Francophones (Churchill, 2005).
Reconciliation and integration of the differences and divergences within and between these
mainstream communities have been foundational strategic objectives of the Canadian federal
state. However, the federal project of reconciliation and integration cannot subsume all
diversity. Deep-seated, conflicted and contested loyalties constructed around divergent
ideologies of identity remain an important dynamic most often associated with the Frenchspeaking Québecois. Prime Minister Trudeau’s initiatives in the 1960s were driven by his
commitment to realise the substantive achievements of a fully bilingual state. It was also a
clearly articulated response to the threat of separatist political claims for political autonomy
by the Québec community, a claim based on the argument that it ‘[…] is impossible to
survive as a francophone in North America without a francophone nation-state’ (da Silva and
Heller, 2009: 96; see also Cardinal, 2005; Finn, 2007).
languages (Cardinal, 2005)
35 98% of Canadians claim to speak at least one of the two official languages (Floch, 2005; Churchill, 2005)
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The work of the Royal Commission on Bilingualism and Biculturalism (1963-1970)
represented the watershed development in the 1960s as a result of which the state structure
was reconstituted and where language became a critical issue of citizenship proper (Schmid,
2001; Finn, 2007). This reordering was driven by the decision to recognise the equal status of
French-speaking Canadians. The nation-state was refounded on the basis of the centrality of
linguistic communities and the constitutional recognition and protection which they were
afforded (Churchill, 2005). Specifically, the findings of the Commission emphasised the
minoritisation suffered by the Francophone community in political, economic, linguistic and
cultural terms. This community had been historically dominated by Anglophone power
structures. Measures to mediate and reverse such historical trends were to be articulated in
expressly linguistic terms in the Commission’s recommendations (Thériault, 2005; da Silva
and Heller, 2009).
Since then, policies have also been constructed in the interface between federal and
provincial jurisdictions. At both levels of governance, the state has been deeply implicated in
pursuing a complex agenda of equality and integration. Since the 1960s, analysts consider the
state-led transformative project which has progressively built constitutional recognition and
protection for the TML as a significant example of successful state intervention (Williams,
2013). Such policies have deliberately engaged with a development agenda which seeks to
counter, ameliorate and manage the impact of the dominance of the English-language
Americanisation and marketisation and its deleterious effects on both language communities
in Canada.
Despite the venerable claims to multiculturalism, such a reductionist form of integration (or
forced assimilation), based exclusively on the official status and ‘historical provenance’ of
the two founding, white-settler, colonial languages, discriminates against and effectively
subordinates the autochthonous ancestral aboriginal languages (Ricento, 2013: 475; Johnson,
1997). For example, the 2011 census returns more than 200 separate home-languages across
Canada. While Aboriginal languages are recognised as official languages in two of the three
northern territories, Aboriginal languages are not official in any province.
Furthermore, federal and provincial policy is not explicitly concerned with creating the
conditions necessary to nurture a fully functional bilingual (or multilingual) citizenship. Its
overall rationale and strategic orientation is to accommodate and serve the particular needs of
official language minority individuals and communities. The Canadian system includes
individual rights to be served by government institutions in the language of one’s choice as
well as collective rights, to schools, for example (Bourgeois, 2014). These collective rights
relate specifically to the Anglophones and their communities in Québec and the
Francophones and their communities across Canada and particularly in those provinces which
sustain the heaviest spatial concentration of speakers in Ontario, New Brunswick and
Manitoba (Williams, 2013). The constitutional protection for both languages is not merely
defensive or passive in protecting their linguistic minorities. The federal government is
obligated ‘[…] to ‘enhanc[e] the vitality of the English and French linguistic minority
communities in Canada and support [...] and assist [...] their development.’ (The Official
Languages Act, S.C. 1988, ch. 38, s. 41(a), [Part VII]).
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7.4.6

Contemporary Federal Legislative Protection

Official Languages Acts
The work of the Royal Commission culminated in the enactment of the Official Languages
Act in 196936 . The Act recognised and established both French and English as official
languages and consolidated the legislative basis for bilingualism – it attempted to give ‘[…]
statutory expression to the policy of bilingualism. Furthermore, the act attempted to equalize
the status of French and English at the federal level…’ (Schmid, 2001: 107). It established a
long-term planning framework for policy development in respect of both languages and set
out the responsibilities which were to be discharged by federal institutions. It confirmed the
extent of citizens’ language rights in their interactions with these institutions. However, its
mandate extended primarily to federal institutions. It guaranteed the absolute right to
communicate and receive services in both languages from public federal services and
communications from their headquarters and from ‘[…] their peripheral offices where
numbers warranted’ (Bourgeois, 2015: 143). In terms of federal provincial and territorial
offices such rights are considered conditional and subject to restrictive clauses relating to
‘significant demand’ and where ‘numbers warranted’37 as defined by the federal government
(Williams, 2013).
At the provincial level, governments adopted various responses to the opportunities presented
in the federal legislation regarding official language status. For example, New Brunswick
adopted its own official language act in 1969 (Doucet, 2000). In Québec, French was
established as the province’s official language in 1977 through the adoption of the Frech
Charter (Bourgeois, 2015)38 . English was adopted in the 1980s in Alberta, Saskatchewan and
Manitoba, although Manitoba has bilingual obligations under its 1870 admission to
confederation. English is the de facto official language in British Columbia, Ontario,
Newfoundland-and-Labrador, Nova Scotia and Prince Edward Island. French, English and
ten Aboriginal languages are the official languages of the Northwest Territories (Cardinal,
2005: 494).
In the critical domain of educational provision, the provinces rather than the federal
government have exclusive legislative authority. It is at this level of governance that
regulations are determined which set out the legislative mechanism for assessing demand
sufficiency, but the provincial governments enshrined minority language rights in education
when they adopted Section 23 of the 1982 Charter of Rights and Freedoms. The principles
which have underpinned the implementation and the rationale for determining such
thresholds have been articulated in a series of important Supreme Court decisions pertaining
to Section 23, notably since 1990 (Dunbar, 2007, cited in Williams, 2013).
The 1969 legislation also provided for the establishment of the Office of the Commissioner
of Official Languages (OCOL) which has responsibility for a regulatory, oversight and
36

Government of Canada (1969) An Act respecting the status of the official languages of Canada, 19 Elizabeth
II. Ch. 0-2, Canada, 1969
37

Specifically, paragraph 23 (3) states that minority language education is subject to a range of limitations
including ‘the number of children of citizens who have such a right is sufficient to warrant the provision to them
out of public funds of minority language instruction’.
38

Charter of the French Language, Québec, Assemblée nationale, SQ 1977, ch 5
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ombudsman function in determining compliance with the provisions of the 1969 Act.
Contemporary official languages policy is provided for in the Canadian Charter of Rights and
Freedoms (1982), the Official Languages Act (1988) and the insertion of Section 41 to the
Official Languages Act (2005). The 1982 Charter followed upon the repatriation of the
constitution from Westminster in 1981 (Schmid, 2001; Bourgeois, 2015). It gave
constitutional status to the official languages with respect to institutionalised bilingualism and
education (Cardinal, 2005). Sections 16-20 of the Charter are the key provisions on which
official language policy has been developed (Finn, 2007: 191).
The revamping and amending of the original 1969 Act took place in 1988 and 2005. The
1988 legislation ‘[…] was redrafted in order to better conform to the spirit of the 1982
Canadian Charter’ (Cardinal, 2005: 483). The first amendment sought respectively to
establish the right of public servants to work in either official language within federal
institutions and to enforce a practice of ‘active offer’. The second provided for government to
fund and implement positive, proactive measures in respect of sustaining and developing the
vitality of both TML-communities (Bourgeois, 2014b). For the first time, ‘[…] the notion of
enhancement and development was given a legislative basis in Canada’ (Cardinal, 2005:
483).
The provisions in the Charter further reaffirmed and embedded language rights within the
constitution and specified more fully the nature and duties contained within language rights
provisions. It established three basic ‘ideological and policy tenets’ which were to inform the
legal and policy interpretations regarding the official status and functioning of both languages
within the state. The tenets were (a) the primacy of formal equality, (b) the principles of
equality and respect for minorities, and (c) the recognition of deep diversity in respect of
minority rights (Williams, 2013). The Charter’s core principles related to the rights of
members of both linguistic minorities as they relate to the federal courts, communication with
and services from federal institutions, the Parliament and Government of Canada and to
primary and second-level educational provision in both languages.
The 1988 Act effectively provided the implementation mechanism and guarantor to enforce
the rights granted in the Charter. It strengthened the framework set out in the first Official
Languages Act and ‘[…] confirmed the Commissioner’s duty to be an agent of change.’
(Williams, 2013: 30) and established the right to work in either official language within
federal institutions (Bourgeois, 2015). Significantly, the additional revamping of the Act in
2005 committed to legislation which provided for measures to protect and promote
institutional provision and citizens’ rights in support of the linguistic duality. It encompassed
a formal commitment to work proactively within a developmental framework to sustain and
develop the socioeconomic and linguistic vitality of the official language minority
communities (the minority Anglophone community in Québec and the minority Francophone
communities across the remainder of the polity (Bourgeois, 2015).
Criticism of the structural incompetence of the 1969 legislation related to the territorial
principle which formed the ‘cornerstone’ recommendation of the Royal Commission’s report.
The Act was supposed to create thirty bilingual districts across Canada (Bourgeois et al.,
2007). The criticism focused on the territorial dimension within which the Act was enshrined
and the resulting limitations which undermined the implementation of the Act: ‘[…] wherein
both official language groups would represent at least 10% of the population and wherein
federal, provincial and municipal services were to be provided in both French and English’
(Bourgeois, 2015b). In effect, however, the philosophy and practice of delivering bilingual
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services was confined to the region of the national capital. Moreover, further criticism
focused on the perceived weakness inherent within the Act because ‘[…] the principles
contained in the OLA [Official Languages Act] were perceived by many reticent citizens as
generous ideals rather than as binding legal requirements’ (Williams, 2013: 238). The 1988
Act replaced statutory bilingual districts (originally established in 1937) with ‘administrative
bilingual regions’ adopted by regulations Bourgeois (2006). Historically, Williams argues that
other than in New Brunswick, ‘[…] there was no provincial level recognition of the need to
protect French linguistic minorities [Gruben], 2008]’ (Williams, 2013: 23). However, in 1986,
Ontario adopted the French Services Act conceived on the ‘territorial’ basis where Frenchlanguage services are provided in specific counties and municipalities wherein Francophones
represent a significant share of the population. PEI followed suite in 1999, although its
consequent 2013 legislation abandoned the territorial principle. Nova Scotia adopted its
French Services Act in 2004 (Bourgeois, 2015b). In addition: ‘The three territories adopted
legislation making French one of their official languages’ (Bourgeois et al., 2007: 16).
The Action Plan for Official Languages (2003-2008)
As a policy statement, The Action Plan for Official Languages (2003-2008) sought to provide
a further renewal of commitment and momentum in support of the linguistic duality. The plan
specifies the obligations and measures and the arrangements for their implementation as set
out in the Official Languages Act. Of particular significance was the official recognition of
the asymmetrical relationship between English and French (Cardinal, 2005: 484).
Accordingly, the core objective was to energise and further develop the community and
linguistic vitality of the linguistic minorities. The plan is built on discreet but integrated
programmatic areas including education, health, justice, community development, economic
regeneration and the provision of dedicated public services (da Silva and Heller, 2009). It
also includes ‘[…] an accountability framework intended to hold the various federal
departments accountable for their assigned actions’ (Landry, 2005: 83).
In 2005, the Enabling Fund for Official Language Minority Communities (OLMC) was
introduced to reinforce support for local and community development and economic
regeneration. The creation of more robust and far-reaching collaborative partnerships with
provincial governments in key strategic competencies and sectors was a central theme of the
plan. Federal funding for OLMC groups and projects has existed since 1969 and especially
since 1973 (Bourgeois, 2014). Funding for official languages rose from $500 million to
$751.3 million (Williams, 2013; Finn, 2007).
‘Canada’s Linguistic Duality: A Framework to Manage the Official Languages Program’
There followed another iteration of the formal, federal framework when in 2005 ‘Canada’s
Linguistic Duality: A Framework to Manage the Official Languages Program’ was
announced. This framework guided the coordination of actions undertaken by the federal
government and the evaluation of their impact on future results in the area of official
languages.
‘Roadmap for Canada’s Linguistic Duality 2008-2013: Acting for the Future’
The strategic planning framework set out within the ‘Roadmap for Canada’s Linguistic
Duality 2008-2013: Acting for the Future’ is the most recent reiteration of the federal
government’s commitment to linguistic duality. The government-wide programme of
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investment stands at $1.1 billion. Its twin objectives carry forward the historical orientation
towards the participation and inclusion of all citizens within the duality and a range of
support interventions to secure and develop the minority linguistic communities. The priority
sectors include health, justice, immigration, economic development and arts and culture.
Provincial Legislation and ‘Administrative Nationalism’39 in New Brunswick
The focus of Acadian nationalism shifted from community and civic concerns to an
engagement with state institutions so as to affect change and consolidate and further develop
their speech community (Bourgeois, 2014). Subsequent to his election in 1960 as the first
Acadian premier, Louis Robichaud introduced his Equal Opportunities Programme. The
Recommendations of the Byrne Royal Commission which he established in 1963 resulted in
the centralisation and amalgamation of key service areas where the provincial government
assumed responsibility for the administration and funding of education, health, justice and
social services (Finn, 2007; Government of Canada, 2014; Doucet, 2000)40 . This
redistributive and amalgamating initiative was considered highly significant in securing
linguistic status and equal rights for Acadians with respect to key social and educational
services which were henceforth to be funded and regulated by the provincial government.
However, while rationalisation, amalgamation and centralisation through provincial
departmental control conferred obvious benefits in terms of safeguarding the equality agenda
pursued by the TML-community, the same process progressively abolished the more
localised governance structures which afforded them some measure of representation and
control. For example, it eliminated the School Board’s authority to raise and invest taxes, and
centralised to the provincial education department the curriculum and other powers of the
Acadian-controlled school boards (Bourgeois, 2014b).
The development of what Bourgeois (2007) has termed ‘administrative nationalism’ as a
form of self-determination and limited autonomy became a key development strategy for the
TML-community in New Brunswick. It found its expression through the mechanisms of ‘[…]
administrative duality within the provincial government [and] control of local sub-state
institutions’ (Bourgeois, 2014: 346). This strategy he describes as a combined form of
political and administrative consociationalism the objective of which was to progressively
secure some form of significant minority ‘sub-state institutional completeness’ (Bourgeois,
2014: 354).
While the Official Language Act of 1969 gave individual rights (to public services in
French), the 1981 Act acknowledges the co-equality and status of French and English and the
collective rights to distinct cultural institutions to protect the privileges of both speech
communities; it ‘[…] acknowledges the existence of two official linguistic communities
within New Brunswick whose values and heritages emanate from and are expressed through
the two official languages of New Brunswick’ (Government of New Brunswick (1981). The
Canadian Charter (1993, Section 16.1[1]) summarised that Acadians have the right to
‘distinct educational institutions and such distinct cultural institutions as are necessary for the
preservation and promotion’ of their communities (Bourgeois, 2014: 360). While there are no
territorial limits set out in official language policy, the application of rights is difficult in
practice in Anglophone-dominated areas.
The concept of ‘Administrative Nationalism’ is taken from Daniel Bourgeois (2007) considered as ‘the
pursuit of collective identity and self-determination through administrative means’.
40 Prior to these reforms, funding was raised through contributions from counties and municipalities .
39
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The TML-community strategy bore results in terms of administrative duality. The securing of
administrative duality dates from 1973 when the Community Planning Act was adopted
under the auspices of which the Acadian community established ten of the thirteen regional
land-use commissions (Bourgeois, 2014). However, the educational domain is considered the
most important and vital area of public function intervention in support of the socialisation of
the TML-community. This is of crucial significance in two important respects. First, there is
significant consensus as to the critical nature of early-childhood/preschool and statutory
educational provision as a fundamental contributor to TML-vitality (Bourgeois, 2002, 2015).
Second, and specifically in the context of the Francophone community across Canada,
educational provision has been a highly contested and sensitised arena for longstanding
sociolinguistic conflict: ‘[…] minority educational self-management became an important
measure to avert the national unity crisis spawned by a century of malevolent provincial
educational policies against the Francophone minority’ (Bourgeois, 2015: 141)
Notable amongst the earlier developments was the restructuring of the Department of
Education so as to establish separate provision and distinct curricula in both official
languages in 1974. In 1979, bilingual school districts were abolished with parallel provision
within unitary, language-based districts. The founding of the Parti Acadien in 1972 gave
voice and structure to secessionist demands from the TML-community. Following the
adoption of the ‘Pinet-MacLeod Committee’s Education Tomorrow’ report in 1973, a
Francophone education services sector was established in the Department of Education.
Following the further recommendations of the Finn-Elliot Committee (1979), educational
duality was formalised with the establishment of two parallel and homogenous school
networks. In response to the secessionist threat, the provincial legislature enacted the ‘Act
Recognizing the Equality of the Two Official Linguistic Communities in New Brunswick’ in
1981. This Act provided for increased duality through the decentralisation of powers from
provincial departments to French-language administrative units under the guise of a
provincial Acadian Advisory Board. It recognised that bilingualism in educational provision
was an effective agent for assimilating the TML-community (Government of Canada, 2014;
Lepage and Corbeil, 2013; Government of New Brunswick, 2014: 28).
Section 23 of the 1982 Charter confirmed the strategic imperative of the educational domain
as a key service function in the maintenance and development of the TML community and
stressed ‘[…] the dual education and identity mandate of Francophone schools in a minority
setting’ (Government of New Brunswick, 2014: 30). It dictated that the TML community had
a right, subject to the satisfaction of a number of interrelated conditions, to have their
children educated in TML publicly-funded schools and to a comparable standard of the
majority-language provision (Bourgeois, 2015: 147). School boards41 representative of these
communities had a concomitant, exclusive right to manage such schools in support of their
differentiated educational needs and values and towards maintaining their linguistic vitality.
Such power extends to ‘[...] power over educational programs, financial resources, human
resources (teachers and administrators), minority needs assessment and minority school
location’ (Bourgeois, 2014: 351).
However, the provisions of the 1966 Education Act invested in the centralised provincial
management key functions and authority in relation to budgetary allocation, curricula
41

In New Brunswick there are three Francophone School Boards and four Anglophone Boards. These locallyelected school boards are local public corporations established ‘to manage provincial educational programmes
while adapting them to local circumstances ’ where provinces have ‘decentralised to such boards critical
authority and resources to ensure and nurture parents’ involvement’ (Bourgeois, 2015: 141).
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development, appointments and standards, and other key regulatory functions. The extent to
which autonomy and control is shared or negotiated between the provincial government and
the school boards42 is an ongoing contentious issue.
Established in 1963, the Université de Moncton was created by the Acadian community as a
private not-for-profit institution which operates under the relevant provincial legislation.
More recent examples of this administrative duality have been evidenced in 2010, when the
New Brunswick Community Colleges Act was adopted which established a network of TMLtrade colleges under Acadian management. In 2011, the ‘Regional Health Authorities Act’
established two distinct regional institutions, one for each official language group, the
majority of the governing board of which is elected through universal suffrage at quadrennial
elections. Similarly, in 2012, early childhood interventions recognised linguistic duality as a
key element in the provision when its reform established ‘[…] “…two provincial networks of
early childhood services, one for each linguistic community”, and by adopting a distinct
curriculum for each community [Government of New Brunswick 2012]’ (Bourgeois, 2014:
348).
The strategy of the TML-community sought to influence and direct the provision of services
and development supports through consolidating administrative duality ‘from above’ through
the provincial legislature and the provincial administration. This was complemented and
reinforced by a systemic approach to ‘bottom-up’ development initiatives through mobilising
in order to control sub-state institutions (Bourgeois, 2015). Such initiatives sought to
maximise the community’s relative political ascendancy in certain districts through ensuring
the dominance of an Acadian management ethos on the management boards of key
community
and
civic
institutions.
These
include
health
boards,
local
government/municipalities43 and other key local institutions. In New Brunswick,
municipalities where official language minority communities form 20% of the local
population are obliged ‘[…] to provide bilingual services and communications’ (Bourgeois,
2015: 154). It is important, however, to state that these state-funded initiatives are controlled
through the provincial governance structure who are responsible for key funding, legislative
and regulatory practices.
This form of long-term strategic mobilisation of community identity, shared resources and
building on a common, linguistically-informed collectivist agenda is a fundamentally
important dimension of local language planning. Securing some significant measure of
institutional control and managing the orientation and content of service provision against an
explicitly determined linguistic and communal set of criteria is a key achievement of the
Acadian community in New Brunswick. Election to and participation in the governance
structures which underpin key institutional development projects in support of the TMLcommunity provide a type of formal legitimacy, recognition and status for the TMLcommunity. It ensures that the community has a key policy-making and deliberative role in
determining priorities and provides access to highly significant provincial and state funding
in support of their development programmes.
In strict terms, this represents a form of limited institutional autonomy given that the broader
structures, funding and legislative underpinnings of such initiatives are controlled by
42

There exist twenty-nine minority Francophone school boards across Canada (outside Québec) and nine minority
Anglophone school boards in Québec.
43 The TML-community form the majority of citizens in almost 200 of the 5,000 municipalities in Canada
(Bourgeois, 2015: 154).
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provincial legislation. However, in terms of the other case-studies reviewed, such
institutional completeness and semi-autonomy is a radical and strategic departure which
seeks to support in an explicit fashion the differentiated needs and values of the TMLcommunity in New Brunswick. Such a strategy of administrative duality and control of substate institutions ensure that there is no over-dependence on the provincial or federal
governance structures to effectively manage the micro-level planning and management
required to give effect to the edicts of legislation and the sometimes rhetorical objectives
which can undermine the effectiveness of of public policy planning.
Asserting their critical role as arbitrators and key mediators of the localised settings which
are crucial to supporting their linguistic culture and identity is a hallmark of the Acadian
approach, what Bourgeois describes as ‘[…] the more an institution is bestowed with
functional and territorial autonomy, the more the minority will seek to control it to reinforce
its identity; the stronger the minority’s identity, the more it will seek to control the
institutions to which is bestowed functional and territorial autonomy’ (Bourgeois, 2007: 637).
In important respects, it gives force and substance to the federal and provincial commitment
to bilingualism and the practice of administrative duality operated by the provincial
government. Collective differentiation supported through federal and provincial legislation is
the key bulwark of support against coercive majoritarianism or benign neglect (Bourgeois,
2014).
7.4.7

Analysis and Conclusions

This brief review confirms that the TML in New Brunswick remains vulnerable if stable.
However, across Canada: ‘French is in a precarious situation everywhere. It is markedly at
risk of being assimilated outside Québec, with the exception of the province of New
Brunswick where its erosion is slow.’ (Thériault, 2005: 126). However, the key communityled strategy in support of administrative nationalism and limited, but highly significant,
institutional autonomy is a critical development in supporting Acadian’s critical mass and
linguistic vitality in the province. A number of highly relevant and important themes emerge
from the case-study which align closely with the core of this research dissertation.
The analysis of the findings from the case-study can be structured in terms of a macro-social
framework built around the ideological, legal and political structures. It can also be analysed
in relation to the structural or institutional provision in support of the TML. The context for
the ethnolinguistic socialisation of the speech community forms the third explanatory
narrative (Landry, 2005).
Ideological, Legal and Political structures
The New Brunswick case-study provides an example of a rigorous approach to a structural
commitment to official bilingualism within the public service. This is integral to the
philosophical, legislative and administrative functioning of the federal Canadian state and the
provincial government. In practical terms, the other case-studies along with the Irish
experience demonstrate clearly that their respective government and public administration
function de facto within a single, hegemonic state language – English. In these latter cases,
the concept of a bilingual official language strategy is to all intents and purposes ‘[…] a
secondary matter of interest primarily in the realm of sub-State politics and administration’
(Williams, 2013: 162). In Ireland, the resignation in 2012 of the Language Commissioner in
protest at the lack of co-operation from and the refusal of a significant number of public
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bodies to act in accordance with their statutory obligations in relation to the Official
Languages Act (2003) is clearly indicative of the massive and widening gulf between policy
rhetoric and official practice.
As against this, the federal and provincial model set out in the review examines the critical
interplay between rights and provisions in support of such rights. Bilingual services are not
limited within a discourse of negative rights or, indeed, of passive rights. For the state to
assume its responsibility in respecting the official status of both languages it needs to develop
proactively its obligations in a positive and developmental manner: ‘[…] “the freedom to
choose is meaningless in the absence of a duty of the State to take positive steps to implement
language guarantees”’ (R. v. Beaulac, 768, para 20 cited in Bourgeois, 2015: 153). Again, the
contrast with the Irish experience could hardly be more pronounced. In Ireland, the actual and
assumed normative hegemony of English, particularly within the state apparatus, is de facto
considered exclusively as the ‘[…] preordained or […] essential and normal features of
national identity (Ricento, 2013: 478). This, in effect, reflects the actual official (if implicit)
language policy of the state.
The federal state can ascribe prestige, status and economic value to the TML through its
legislative, policy and planning mechanisms. These protocols have been interpreted to
differing extents at provincial level and have created a varying geometry of interventions,
development supports and funding formulae based on the particulars of local circumstance.
Securing recognition and status for the TML within public administration, and also as a
central component of the historical process of state building, falls within the objectives and
the legal and legislative competence of the pluralist federal state structure. The extent to
which such initiatives descend through the planning and development hierarchy and deliver
real, systemic and significant material (as opposed to symbolic) dividends to the TMLcommunity is a very different issue. The extent to which such processes can be attributed to
the maintenance and growth of linguistic vitality at the local level is highly contested
(Williams, 2013). To all intents and purposes, the extent of language retention and
transmission is the ultimate index and arbitrator of the future prospects for the TML. The
available evidence stands witness to an increasing fracture of the sociolinguistic base, even
amongst the traditional language networks in the TML heartlands in New Brunswick,
although the 90% retention rate is very significant.
Structural and Institutional provision in support of the TML
The review has examined how the different levels of institutional governance have attempted
to develop language policies and language planning. To the extent that such interventions
have been mobilised and can‘[…] make intelligent changes to the conditions that govern their
[minority language communities] ethnolinguistic vitality (Landry, 2005: 75), the evidence
supports a number of interpretations.
The asymmetrical power relationships between the endogamous (TML) community and the
dominant exogamous (MJL) community which were highlighted in the two European casestudies are further elaborated in the New Brunswick case-study. The state (federal or
provincial or through a combination of both) can mediate the macro-social framework as
referred to above. However, the extent to which it can penetrate the domain of ethnolinguistic
socialisation is less convincing as the case-study reveals. The higher status of the MJL
distorts the diglossic balance and creates a dynamic where policies of bilingualism are
adopted in an uncritical fashion – what Landry (2005: 79) refers to as ‘social naïveté’. This
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eventually leads to a situation with a form of subtractive bilingualism dominating. This
progressively undermines the endogamous group’s linguistic vitality because of its perverse
consequences. Landry’s analysis advocates that very particular measures are required to
counter these deterministic social processes created by the ‘profound’ dominance of the MJL
which encroach on the domain integrity of the TML. His analysis is supported by Bourgeois
who argues that autonomy, self-determination and empowerment are critical to strengthening
linguistic vitality and self- and community-identity while countering ‘[…] state uniformity
and homogeneity’ (Bourgeois, 2015: 151).
Such measures are critically dependent on the territorial integrity of the TML-community and
on the extent of the deconcentration of power and authority to sub-state institutions.
Language contact and the outplaying of its ramifications occur in localised spatial contexts
(Bourgeois, 2007). Furthermore, the principle of privileging individualistic rather that
collective legal rights presents another challenge for the TML-community as it attempts to
build support for its sustainable development into the future. The case-study demonstrates
that the TML-community have maximised their impact and their critical mass in three
important ways. First, they have recognised and integrated the critical domain functions
which underpin and support the future development of the TML, including education, health,
municipal local government and regional planning. Second, through their political
mobilisation, they have reconfigured how ‘[…] the more these institutions’ service areas
coincide with a minority’s ancestral homeland, however defined, the more the overlap of
history, territory, function, and public institutions instigates and legitimizes administrative
decentralization and nationalism’ (Bourgeois, 2007: 639).
Third, their participation in and management of key civic and communal institutions means
that the resources and authority of the centralising and amalgamating state (federal or
provincial) are used against the state in order to protect the TML-community from the
assimilation inherent in incomplete commitments to bilingual service provision. By managing
their own institutions: ‘[…] the legitimacy, monopoly of coercion and taxation authority that
the state bestows its institutions, transform local and regional ABCs [agencies, boards and
commissions] into nationalist tools for a minority group that controls them’ (Bourgeois,
2007: 639). Such initiatives serve to ‘[…] check and balance majority rule exercised over
state-wide legislative and executive institutions’ (Bourgeois, 2007: 649).
The hallmark of the TML-community’s approach has been to manage a complex process
which simultaneously involves an interdependent process of integration and segregation.
Bourgeois argues that ‘Territorial segregation is the preferred option for Acadian nationalists’
(Bourgeois, 2007a: 20). However, in order to ensure such segregation, they have successfully
engaged with the provincial administration by decamping within its institutional framework
where they have assumed control of key, state-funded institutions which deliver critical
resources and development supports in the domains of education, economic development and
health, for example. Territorial considerations dominate in this strategy when and where the
TML-community forms a local majority which allows them to ‘segregate’ through limited
institutional autonomy. Where they form a minority, the counter strategy is to integrate
through minority consociationalism.
The hollowing out of the state apparatus to make space within which to secure their linguistic
vitality is a significant achievement. The TML community’s control of such sub-state
institutions based on linguistic and administrative territories which overlap is considered a
practical alternative for political self-government (Bourgeois, 2007). Legitimacy and
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influence follow from their control of such state-sanctioned institutions. In sum, this TMLcommunity infrastructure in key public service areas act as ‘[…] the State’s primary minority
community interlocutors (and which were in fact created in order to receive the resources the
State wanted to be seen distributing) (da Silva, and Heller, 2009: 96).
Support for the development of the Gaeltacht TML-community has been generally articulated
through models of regional and rural industrialisation (cf. Section 8.4). The evidence from
the different case-studies consistently speak to the critical nature of the publicly-funded
functions in health, early childhood development and education as being of foundational
importance to any strategy to support linguistic vitality and implement RLS measures. The
authority of Údarás na Gaeltachta (the Gaeltacht Development Authority) does not extend
into such fundamentally important domains. Moreover, the lack of a territorial model to
underpin and sensitise the provision of existing services in Ireland is considered a critical
weakness. Currently the manner in which programmes are conceptualised and implemented
are agreed in the almost total absence of any methodology or practice which would ensure
that such state services would explicitly support the strategic and statutorily defined
objectives of the state itself – that is to support the maintenance and development of the TML
in its community setting within the Gaeltacht. At the time of the establishment of Údarás na
Gaeltachta, Spigelman argued that four critical developments were fundamental to TMLcommunity vitality: economic development, high levels of educational provision and
attainment, the ‘democratisation of elites’ and the ‘arrangement of social space’ (1978: 73).
While the first two conditions have been broadly met in the Irish case-study through state
intervention, planning and funding, the role of the state in explicitly supporting the necessary
socialisation networks (democratisation) and the reordering of socioeconomic and
administrative space in support of linguistic objectives have been consistently refused.
Ethnolinguistic Socialisation of the Speech Community
The experience from the Acadian TML-community illustrates the political, strategic and
tactical measures they have undertaken to insist on their language rights, to celebrate and
respect their differentiated ethnicity and their cultural heritage as co-equal members of the
Canadian nation and the community of New Brunswick. Their success in negotiating their
control and management of key civic, community and publicly-funded institutions at local
level is based on their understanding of how to integrate effectively the advantages that
territorialism and critical mass offers in support of linguistic vitality. In large measure, and
notwithstanding the many structural challenges this community faces in terms of their
demolinguistic profile and their political weight, they have succeeded in securing for
themselves the right to services and supports which provide them with ‘[…] the same
opportunities to engage in public life and in the economy that the majority takes for granted’
(Cardinal, 2005: 481). They have never presumed that the state, whether at federal or
provincial level, is either ultimately responsible for or has the inherent capacity or autonomy
to ensure their integrity and viability as a distinctive community. Their political and
community mobilisation over long time horizons is a recurring and important theme which is
foregrounded in the case-study review. There is also an important distinction to be drawn
between the Acadian community in New Brunswick and the other official minority language
communities across Canada in terms of their demography and political representation. New
Brunswick is the only official bilingual province and one-third of its population is included in
the TML. Francophones elsewhere (save for Quebec) represent less than 5% of the
population and usually less than 2% of the provincial legislative assembly (Bourgeois, 2014).
Its provincial legislation provides for collective and individual rights which are found
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nowhere else and which go well beyond the provisions outlined in Section 23 which applies
throughout all of Canada and the French Services Acts which apply in Ontario, Prince
Edward Island and Nova Scotia.
Moreover, the TML-community espouses a particular form of civic and cultural identity.
They have effectively countered the longstanding socioeconomic and linguistic processes
which have forced assimilation into the majority language. Recognising that subtractive,
rather than additive bilingualism is the historical norm for the TML-community, they have
refused to be integrated into a unitary model of citizenship. Such an approach ‘[…] calls into
question the assumption that integration based on multiculturalism is capable of
encompassing all discourses’ (Churchill, 2005: 17).
The evidence from the New Brunswick case-study of community-wide politicisation based
on a differentiated collective identity (cultural and linguistic) stands in stark relief to the
almost complete lack of such a political dynamic in the Irish Gaeltacht. Excepting the
mobilisation of community interests in the late 1960s and early 1970s through Gluaiseacht
Cearta Sibhialta na Gaeltachta (Gaeltacht Civil Rights movement) (Johnson, 1997: 184,
185) (cf. Section 8.4.5), there has been no concerted or co-ordinated attempt by the Gaeltacht
community to assume control of local political or civic institutions. The French nation in
Canada is exactly that, representing the reality of a community with a highly distinct ‘[…]
concept of a linguistically and culturally homogeneous group, united genealogically, with a
shared history’ (da Silva and Heller, 2009: 98). Their language is at once a marker of political
and cultural ethnicity and a recognised medium which fulfils ‘important and multiple
functions’ (Ricento, 2013: 485). The Irish language in the Gaeltacht, by contrast, has no
recourse to such intensive and dynamic socialisation networks (Ó Giollagáin and Charlton,
2015). The case-study demonstrates conclusively the importance of committed and effective
community and political leadership drawn from within the TML-community and articulated
through the establishment of responsive, locally-managed social, economic and cultural
organisations. The absence of such organisations within the Gaeltacht is notable as is the
concomitant serious negative consequences for community solidarity and linguistic vitality.
Mindful of the very different status, function and authority which exists between the separate
and complex models of local governance which apply in Ireland and New Brunswick, it is
reasonable to contend that no discernible and differentiated political culture has been
evidenced in the Gaeltacht. Members of the community have, of course, been elected through
popular suffrage and have represented local interests on the board of Údarás na Gaeltachta,
Local Government, Health Boards and Vocational Educational Committees. However, there
has never been any formally articulated ‘Gaeltacht’ development agenda based on
predominant linguistic or cultural considerations. Allegiance to national political parties or to
independent manifestos have characterised this type of formal public representation. There is
no sense of an ethnic or an ethnolinguistic identity around which a rights-based or
development agenda has been pursued. Rather, it has involved the extension of the
mainstream political agenda into the Gaeltacht where it has essentially been localised.
A recent example illustrates this lack of collective and differentiated development objectives.
In the summer of 2014, preparations were underway between central and local government to
agree the administrative mechanisms through which the new local development and social
inclusion programme and the EU-co-funded LEADER44 programme were to be managed.
44 The EU LEADER Initiative (Liaisons entre actions de developpement de l’économie rurale) was established
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The configuration of the spatial districts at county and sub-county level within which such
state-funded programmes were to be administered was a delegated function to the local
authorities. The Managing Authority for the Programme in Ireland, the Department of
Environment, Community and Local Government, decided not to designate the statutorily
designated Gaeltacht districts within their functional jurisdiction as a separate development
district based on linguistic criteria, criteria which have been on the statute book since the late
1950s. A crucial opportunity was missed by the state at national and local government-level
to recognise and support the differentiated linguistic and developmental needs of the local
TML-communities. Moreover, with very few notable exceptions, these deliberations and
decisions did not form part of the public discourse at local level within the Gaeltacht
communities or through their public representatives. This review would support the
contention that it is barely conceivable that in New Brunswick such an opportunity to
consolidate and develop the local TML-community through mobilising state-funded
development programmes would have been missed or ignored.
Finally, the case-study provides a documented rejection of assimilation by the Acadian
community. Their societal project has been to develop, if not a parallel society, at least a
parallel institutional environment which has the capacity and autonomy to resist integration
on the majority’s terms but to also integrate with the state in certain circumstances so as to
reap the benefits of institutional autonomy and the resources which follow from it. This is an
accomplishment of a very different measure from the ‘[…] demands of ethno-linguistic
minorities who seek a differentiated inclusion in the dominant society’ (Thériault, 2005:
126).

by the European Commission in 1991. It was designed to aid the development of sustainable rural communities
following the reforms of the Common Agricultural Policy ( http://www.environ.ie/community/ruraldevelopment/leader/eu-rural-development#Background)
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Chapter 8 Historical Overview of Language Planning and Regional
Economic Development Policy in Ireland and the Gaeltacht
8.1

Introduction

This chapter sets out to examine four broad themes relevant to the research. First, it provides
an overview of the historical narrative of the decline and current conditions of the Irish
language as a community vernacular in its contemporary setting. This section also examines
the emergence of the Gaeltacht as a specific policy construct. Second, it traces the evolution
of language planning since independence. Third, it provides an analysis of the regional and
economic development policies within which Gaeltacht development is properly situated and
understood. Fourth, it summarises the specific policy development narrative which informed
the practice of Gaeltacht development and concludes with a summary of the contemporary
sociolinguistic and economic conditions on the ground.
8.2

LP Policies and Initiatives relating to the Irish language and the
Gaeltacht

The following section outlines key policy and language planning initiatives undertaken in
Ireland since the foundation of the state. This precedes Section 8.4 which recounts the
implementation of those specific initiatives implemented to support the maintenance and
development of the Irish language in the Gaeltacht.
8.2.1 The Irish experience of National Language Planning
The general sociolinguistic state of Irish in Ireland can be described in terms of a minority
language which remains far from normalised in several high-status domains and whose
geographical and historical speech community is disappearing. ‘The sociopolitical
contextualisation of efforts of Irish language maintenance and revival competing against the
predominance of English has formed the general discourse for language planning in Ireland’
(Ó Laoire, 2005: 252). To address this situation, language policies and planning interventions
in support of the Irish language have been introduced since the establishment of the state. The
evolution of state policy in terms of Gaeltacht development programmes and institutions are
considered separately in Section 8.4 below.
In general terms, the overall approach to language planning included a range of constitutional
and legal protections, the standardisation and modernisation of the language through corpus
planning, publishing and broadcasting initiatives, toponymy measures and the provision of
limited bilingual social and public services across the state. The following section addresses
the principal language planning initiatives which were introduced across various domains and
measures of state support. However, it concentrates on the critical domains of education and
public administration on the basis that such domains of intervention are fundamental to the
overall sociolinguistic and economic development of the country and the Gaeltacht districts
(cf. Sections 4.4 and 4.5) and involve significant levels of funding and other resources. Given
the specific hypotheses pursued in this research, what follows does not detail the initiatives
undertaken in the field of corpus planning or the constitutional and legal provisions set out in
support of the language (see Ó Riain, 1994 and Ó hUallacháin, 2010 for a detailed account).
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Ó Riagáin (1997) provides a useful framework to consider the broad orientation of policy in
temporal and thematic terms and which has been adapted and extended to include Mac Giolla
Chríost’s (2005) analysis to cover the period from the 1920s to the present time:
1922 –1948:

Policy Development and Institutionalisation

1948 –1970:

Middle Period – Stultification, Retreat and de-Institutionalisation

1970 -1990s:

Benign Neglect and re-Institutionalisation

1990s onwards:

Key Language Planning Policies and Interventions since the 1990s

8.2.2
Policy Development and Institutionalisation (1922-48)
From the beginning, discourses of language planning in the Irish context can be situated
within more general policy considerations which have to do with concepts of modernity,
Irishness and socio-cultural development. The restoration of Irish was to be understood as an
instrument in the process of enculturation and integration which was endorsed by the new
political dispensation after independence and dominated by the political ideology of the
nation-state (McCubbin, 2010; Ó Laoire, 2005). McCubbin frames such discourses in terms
of the concept of ethnic essentialism (as opposed to a social-constructionist perspective),
where the minority language community is understood as isomorphous with a traditional and
ethnically differentiated and separated community. In such a construct the concepts of
language, people and state mediate no distinction and become one and the same thing
(McCubbin, 2010).
In this way, the modern concept of Irish identity is bound up within a narrative of Irish
cultural development which asserts its uniqueness and disdain of an imitative and
provincialised derivative of an Anglo-American variety (Commins, 1988). The development
of such an identity needs an ideological as well as an overt, pragmatic base to propose a
philosophy and a consciousness of what it means to be Irish and the continuity of
consciousness of being Irish. Ó Murchú (1985) elaborates on the particular nature and
complexity of patterns of bilingualism in Ireland within which such policy initiatives as have
been deployed. He argues that despite the overwhelming dominance of English in ethnodemographic, socio-cultural and economic dimensions, the diglossic condition is not played
out on a simple majority-minority axis. Nor can it be considered an example of a ‘national’
versus ‘regional’ language dialectic because of the state-wide, universal dimension to
language policy. Nor is the dynamic fundamentally territorial, where language is used in one
and not another region, despite the only concentrations of speakers being located within the
Gaeltacht. Nor is there any real sense of an overriding ethnic, cultural or ‘community’
delineation which dominates the social allegiance and the linguistic cohesion of a particular
language community, such as the Irish-speaking community in the Gaeltacht (Ó Murchú,
1985).
During this first period, Irish language policy took the form of a megapolicy (Ó Buachalla,
1984) and was constructed on two separate but related objectives: the maintenance of the
language in the linguistic heartland of the Gaeltacht as a distinctive speech community; and
the restoration and extension of the language through reversing language shift in those critical
domains and functional areas from which it had been excluded since the 17 th century (Ó
Riagáin, 1988, 1997; Ó Laoire, 2005). Through such measures did state policy seek to locate
the language within these critical status and functional domains so as to increase its societal
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prestige and distribution (Ó Murchú, 1971). Ó Laoire emphasises that through this first
period the macro-objective was not only to reverse language shift but to do so as part of a
staged process in the reintroduction of Irish monolingualism (Ó Laoire, 2005: 258).
To do so state policy targeted a number of related initiatives. First, it sought to normalise the
language within government discourse and through public administration. Second, it sought
to locate the acquisition of the language as the central, defining objective of the public
education system. Third, it sought to secure, develop and normalise the language as the
common vernacular throughout the community (Ó Murchú, 1993). In short, the state sought
to reverse the historical pattern of language shift and to re-establish the autochthonous
minority language as a/the national language (Ó Laoire, 2005). Such policies ultimately
sought to reconstruct the spatial and social distribution of Irish and English within a diglossic
framework
Ó Laoire’s (2005) analysis supports the contention that the policy narrative for this period
can be delineated in terms of the initial macro-level planning objective of restoring the Irish
language as the dominant, majority (even monolingual) language of the community. The
policy pursued set out a formidable objective - that of supplanting English as the national
language by reversing language shift and establishing Irish as the H-function language. That
approach is in marked contrast to the more recent (from the 1970s) policy objective of
maintenance through securing some form of English-Irish ‘stable societal bilingualism’. In
general terms, early policy formulations advocated and accommodated the use of Irish within
such domains as fell within the ambit of the state’s own influence – education, the law, public
administration, social services and in the media (Hindley, 1990: 36). Hindley describes these
measures as the ‘institutionalisation of the language’ (Hindley, 1990: 41). Ó Riagáin
characterises them as ‘[…] a wide-ranging strategy to extend the size of the Irish language
communities’ (Ó Riagáin, 1988b: 29) which remains as the blueprint for language planning
to the present day. This institutionalisation of the language shifted the focus from community
and voluntary agitation which characterised the pre-independence period to more centralised
and bureaucratic measures (Hindley, 1990: 40).
Educational Policy
Throughout this period, the principal public domains of education (corpus and acquisition
planning) and public administration (status planning) became the focus for formal language
planning interventions (Ó Riagáin, 1997; Hindley, 1990: 36; Ó Laoire, 2005). However,
Edwards (1984), Ó Laoire (2005), Ó Tuathaigh (1979) and Hindley (1990) argue
convincingly that the early Free State government deliberately passed the responsibilities for
language planning to the schools and the educational system rather than concentrating on the
intergenerational transmission of the language at family and community level. Ó Cuív (1969)
argues that too much was attempted too rapidly through the schools and its efforts were
limited because of the lack of support services and infrastructure. The quality of the teaching
of the language suffered significantly as a result. In this sphere, Ó Murchú also argues that
not only was this medium the principle focus for restorative and developmental language
policies, but that ‘[…] the bulk of the restoration effort … has occurred at the primary school
level’ (Ó Murchú, 1993: 485).
In terms of the educational system specifically, the dimensions of such a policy challenge
were formidable. This challenge was particularly acute given the exclusive and dominant role
of the English-medium in educational provision for the previous century since the national
school system was established under the Commissioners of National Education in 1831 (Ó
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Buachalla, 1984). At the beginning of the 20 th century, over three-quarters of a million pupils
were in attendance at the 8,600 national schools and 490 secondary schools which had been
established. However, ‘In its curricular regulations, its funding arrangements, its teacher
training programmes and its inspectorial process, the national school system made no
provision for that segment of the population (319,602 in 1851), for whom Irish was a
vernacular and only language, nor for the much larger group totalling 1.5 million in 1851
who were bilingual’ (Ó Buachalla, 1984: 75).
It was not until 1878 through the Intermediate Education Act that Irish was included in the
national curriculum, albeit as an extra subject in the intermediate examination, an initiative
which was established in response to mounting pressure from the Society for the Preservation
of the Irish Language. The policy of ‘reluctant toleration’ as described by Ó Cuív (1969) and
Ó Buachalla (1984) is the dominant motif for this discourse and it was 1900 before
permission was granted to teach Irish within the school timetable and another four years
before Irish was conceded as a medium for instruction in Gaeltacht schools . By 1916, half of
the schools in what were to be later designated as the Fíor-Ghaeltacht areas (cf. Section 2.2.1)
used Irish as the medium of instruction (Hindley, 1990: 24).
Lyons confirms that the articulation of language policy was tabled at the first Dáil (Irish
parliament) in January 1919 and was a central legislative plank in the statutory framework
introduced by the Free State government from 1922 (Lyons 1971: 636-37). Under the new
programme, the status of Irish, as a subject and as a teaching medium at national level, was
recognised and supported. Irish was made a compulsory subject for the Intermediate
Certificate in 1928 and for the Leaving Certificate in 1934 (Mac Giolla Chríost, 2005: 117; Ó
Buachalla, 1984). The Irish language was to be taught as an ordinary subject. Other subjects
were also to be taught in the language, where Irish language-competent personnel were
available. If such personnel were not available, Irish was to be taught for at least an hour per
day (Ó Buachalla, 1984; Hindley, 1990: 37). The programme for infant classes was to be
conducted entirely in Irish through a full-immersion approach (Ó Laoire, 2005: 261).
In terms of educational policy, its strategic direction sought to address the deficiencies in the
primary sector where, in 1900, only 109 schools (1.25%) had taught Irish as a mere extra
‘subject’ (Ó Laoire, 2005: 262) to a situation in 1922 where 25% of schools taught Irish as
part of a bilingual programme (Coimisiúin Um Athbheochan na Gaeilge (Commission on the
Restoration of the Irish Language) (CUANG)45 , 1963; Ó Buachalla, 1984, cited in Ó Riagáin,
1997: 11). Within the Gaeltacht, Irish was not permitted as a medium of instruction until
1906/07 and by 1922, half of Gaeltacht schools taught in Irish (CUANG, 1963). At secondary
level, the Intermediate Act of 1924 created a centralised Department of Education and from
1928 candidates for Intermediate and Leaving Certificates were required to present Irish as a
subject (Ó Buachalla, 1984: 85)
The fundamental complexity of such a policy challenge is attested to by Lyons (1971) and
Hindley (1990) who confirm that at the time of the transfer of power to the Free State
government, less than a quarter of primary schools nationally provided for Irish-language
instruction as did two-thirds of secondary schools. However, until the introduction of free
education in 1967, second-level education was limited to fee-paying schools. Such schools
amounted to only 8% of all first and second-level schools, including vocational schools,
combined in 1954/55. Moreover, a survey in 1922 confirmed that only a twelfth of primary
45

(CUANG) was charged with advising government as to how to restore the Irish language
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school teachers held certificates accrediting their competence to teach bilingually with a
further 3,000 whose ability to teach the language as a subject was confirmed (41%
combined). Close to a third of primary school teachers were entirely unqualified to teach
through Irish (Lyons, 1971: 638; Hindley, 1990: 36). At secondary level, a third of the 2,000
teachers admitted to having no knowledge of Irish (Ó Buachalla, 1984: 85).
The incentivisation of Irish-language acquisition was supported through a number of policy
measures. These included additional capitation grants for pupils receiving Irish-language
instruction (part or whole) in secondary schools; extra marks attaching to the completion of
examinations through Irish; a lower teacher-to-pupil ratio; the decision in 1932-33 to make
Irish a compulsory subject for passing second-level state examinations (Irish had been a
required subject for matriculation in the National University since 1913) (CUANG, 1963; Ó
Riagáin, 1997; Hindley, 1990: 24; Ó Laoire, 2005; Mac Giolla Chríost, 2005); the linking of
qualifications in Irish-teaching to salary scales and efficiency gradings (1931 and 1934).
These interventions which supported language acquisition for existing and intending teachers
and the establishment of the seven preparatory colleges from 1926, along with policy
initiatives which sought to switch from English to Irish as the language of instruction in the
preparatory colleges, witnessed a dramatic rise in the levels of qualifications and competence
amongst the teaching profession (Ó Riagáin, 1997).
By the 1950s, the impact of these measures saw half of the national schools offering a full or
partial immersion programme in the language although this was to contract by a third in the
1960s. However, the policy emphasis on the educational domain as a key regenerator of
popular language failed to produce a significant increase in the number of new, competent
and habitual Irish speakers (Mac Giolla Chríost, 2005: 118). The emphasis on immersion in
Irish-only instruction was eased considerably and over time the language once again was
taught only as a subject (Ó Riagáin, 1988). The deinstitutionalisation of the language is
evident in a number of significant developments. Irish ceased to be a required subject for
state examinations at intermediate and leaving certificate level in 1973 but the language
remains as a compulsory teaching subject in all state-supported schools (Hindley, 1990: 38;
Mac Giolla Chríost, 2005: 126). That year also saw the abolition of the language requirement
for most public sector appointments (ibid). The collapse from eighty to fourteen in the
number of recognised Irish-medium secondary schools between 1960 and 1980 underwrites
the significance of the policy shift and the patterns of practice (Ó Gliasáin, 1988: 90; Mac
Giolla Chríost, 2005: 127). Combined, Ó Tuathaigh argues that such developments ‘[…]
removed the last vestige of state policy on the language’ (Ó Tuathaigh, 1979: 117).
Public Administration and Development Programmes
In terms of public administration, from 1925 Irish was an essential requirement for Civil
Service recruitment competitions for general grades (Ó Riain, 1994, cited in Ó Riagáin, 1997:
16; Ó Laoire, 2005: 256). The commitment to deliver public services and administration in
the first language was no less a challenge from the outset. In 1925, only 10% of public
officials serving in the Gaeltacht could speak Irish (Hindley, 1990: 37). After thirty years of
state policy implementation, a 1959 survey revealed that only 14% of civil servants were
fluent in both languages while 10,000 had ‘little or no Irish’ and that, excepting for those
Departments of state who had a specific Irish-language remit, only 2% of official business
was conducted in Irish (Lyons, 1971: 637; Ó Laoire, 2005: 292; Ó Tuathaigh, 1979). In terms
of the management of state services within the Gaeltacht, 50% of public servants were
incompetent in Irish (Lyons, 1973: 637)
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Despite the recommended practice exhorted in public policy, a third of the service was not
subjected to the qualifying examination in compulsory Irish, nor was there ever consideration
given to Irish-language competence as an eligibility criterion for election to the legislature
(Hindley, 1990: 37). In this context, it is not difficult to accept the basis of their analysis that
between 75-90% of government schemes and services in the Gaeltacht were provided
through the English medium (Comhdháil Náisiúnta na Gaeilge (CNG), 1945, cited in Ó
Giollagáin, 2006: 99). Eighteen separate schemes were administered, many through the
National Development Fund as opposed to the Office for the Gaeltacht and Congested
Districts/Oifig na Gaeltachta agus na gCeantar gCúng (OGCC) (est. 1951) (cf. Section 8.4).
This body administered only those schemes which concentrated primarily on areas which
corresponded to the 1926 Fíor-Ghaeltacht (c. 91 Electoral Divisions) which supported a
population of 73,578 in 1951 (cf. Section 2.2.1). Such an approach again illustrates the
ongoing anomalies in the divergent interpretations by different branches of the state as to the
statutory extent of the Gaeltacht proper (Ó Giollagáin, 2006: 99/100) (cf. Section 8.4.2,
8.4.3).
Four dominant themes emerge from the contemporary discourse which was driven by CNG
and to a lesser extent by some elements within the state executive itself (OGCC, 1953: 1,
cited in Ó Giollagáin, 2006: 104). First, the encroachment and perpetuation of English as the
de facto ‘official’ language was both facilitated and legitimated by the state itself through the
operation of its own programmes and schemes (Ó Giollagáin, 2006: 101; CUANG, 1963;
Mac Giolla Chríost, 2005). Second, whatever objective developmental merits could be
identified as accruing from an economic policy of ‘benign neglect’ (Hindley, 1990: 29), the
impact of those schemes which were supported was ‘[…] negligible compared with the forces
of decay’ (CNG, 1953: § 10, cited in Ó Giollagáin, 2005: 102). Third, the need for an
integrated, co-ordinated and comprehensive strategy which would integrate economic, social
and linguistic development programmes was called for (CNG, 1952, cited in Ó Giollagáin,
2006: 101). Fourth, the apparatus of the state had already begun to question the efficacy of its
own programmes, including some cautious and limited reference to their ‘linguistic’ impact.
However, their defensive analysis emphasises explicitly the lack of a committed response
from the target population of Irish speakers rather than any systematic appraisal of the logic,
impact and effectiveness of the mainstream programmes for intervention for which they were
responsible.
Aside from the programmes administered through the Department of the Gaeltacht and
Gaeltarra Éireann, the Gaeltacht significantly benefitted from a range of support schemes
administered through different government bodies which generally supported rural
containment and development initiatives and small scale public works (Ó Giollagáin, 2006:
101). The Gaeltacht enjoyed a differential and higher rate of grant-aid support across a range
of measures from housing grants, road-building, horticultural development and glasshouses,
fishing boats, water and sewerage schemes. For example, under the Land Project, reclamation
initiatives in the Gaeltacht attracted a 75% rate or reimbursement whereas other rural areas
enjoyed a rate of 66.6%. These national schemes were simply transferred to the Gaeltacht
intact and as an extension of the orthodox policy prescription for the general rural economy.
Their commentary went so far as to speak of ‘spoon-feeding’ and of local communities being
‘psychologically averse to retaining the language’ (CNG, 1952: 3, cited in Ó Giollagáin,
2006: 105, 106).
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8.2.3
Middle Period (1948-1970) – Stultification and Retreat
Institutional Development
During this period , the state provided funding for Comhdháil Náisiúnta na Gaeilge (Irish
Language National Assembly) in 1943 (Ó Tuathaigh, 1979). Funding for publications was
channelled through An Gúm (1926) and Bord na Leabhar Gaeilge (Board for Irish Language
Books) which was established in 1952. Other initiatives included An Taibhdhearc (National
Theatre for Irish Language) (1928), The Irish Folklore Commission (1935) and Gael Linn in
1953. However, there is a strong sense of the dissipation of functional responsibility for the
conceptualisation and implantation of language policy amongst a range of state bodies which
included Gaeltacht affairs, education, and public administration of certain community and
social service provisions. This failure to mainstream and integrate LP policies had a
considerable negative impact on the effectiveness of state policy: ‘[…] each department
pursued its own regard without concern for the effect of those on others, the outcomes for the
language were frequently contradictory’ (Tovey, 1988: 56).
Notwithstanding the initiatives which had been deployed throughout this first period, Ó
Laoire contends that there was little evidence of any definitive success (Ó Laoire, 2005: 264)
or of policy innovation (Mac Giolla Chríost, 2005). Moreover, Ó Laoire characterises this
period as a significant departure from the previous phase of development in its abandonment
of an expansionist, monolingual policy and its legitimisation of a general policy which was
content with the establishment of a form of stable bilingualism (Ó Laoire, 2005: 258). The
new policy direction sought to expand the focus outside of the educational domain and to
include the broader social and community networks.
Ó Laoire (2005) argues that the dominant model of ideological influence from the earlier
period of cultural nationalism was overtaken by a framework of priorities which were
explicitly and increasingly liberal-market in their orientation. This orientation was dynamic
and externally orientated and sought to integrate the nascent economy into the Englishspeaking international market. It is in this context that we see the conflation of language
policy with the structure and dynamic of social class and social mobility as key
considerations during this period. Ó Riagáin (1997) argues that, until the 1950s, language
policy supported the acquisition of greater economic capital amongst certain occupational
cohorts who depended on the state for employment and advancement in the public service
(cf. Section 8.5). From a state-policy point of view, this meant that new forms of enhanced
cultural capital secured through education could increasingly compensate for lower levels of
inherited economic resource. The private sector, on the other hand, had at that time
significantly greater accumulated economic capital and was less likely to attribute value to
the socialisation of language through education.
The transformation of the economic structures from the 1950s expanded the impact and the
relative influence of the private economy and created routes to employment and progression
that were not necessarily determined by state-led development policy, let alone language
policy (Ó Riagáin, 1988). The need for social advancement by means of educational
qualifications which were explicitly instrumental and market-orientated demanded emphases
much different from the traditional configuration of education policy and its implicit support
for the language as part of the ‘ethnic and patriarchal modes of social management’ (Tovey,
1988: 55). Market opportunities and social advancement were to the fore in educational
policy rather than the commitment to recreating traditional societal and communal values
built on ethnic identification and language loyalty (Tovey, 1988). The 1973 decisions to
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rescind the compulsory status of Irish for passing state examinations and as a qualifying
criterion for entry to public-service appointments is a clear indication of the accession to such
socioeconomic pressures.
There is a clear emerging sense of a policy narrative becoming more fully articulate from the
1960s which sought to integrate consultative and research structures and practices into the
dynamic of policy formulation and review. These structures included the establishment of
dedicated institutional developments which broadened the range of statutory structures which
sought to deliver on certain dimensions of the language planning process. The principal
initiatives are reviewed in what follows.
Established in 1958, the Coimisiúin Um Athbheochan na Gaeilge (Commission on the
Restoration of the Irish Language) (CUANG) was charged with advising government as to
how to restore the Irish language most effectively in community and government domains (Ó
Laoire, 2005). Its report was published in September 1963. The Commission’s findings
argued that the principal causes of the continuing failure of the restorative/expansionist and
maintenance objectives of language policy were twofold. First, they confirmed the lack of a
centralised and co-ordinated policy at national level to address the causes and consequences
of ongoing LS and the consolidation of English as the prestige language. Second, ‘[…] the
social and quantitative expansion of an Anglicised media’ was stressed (Ó Laoire, 2005:
264). Third, and despite this, it also recorded the much increased level of Irish-language
usage across the state generally and highlighted again the role of the educational system as
the key motor for maintenance, development and extension. Ó Riagáin (1988b: 34) points to
the 288 ‘principal recommendations’ and the inevitable ambiguity at a political and
administrative level in relation to the establishment at national level of key strategic
objectives which might inform future policy formulation.
In relation to the Gaeltacht specifically, the recommendations were couched in strict
economic terms where the prospects for development were seen to be bound up with the
economic and social capacity of the region to self-regenerate: ‘However, while the
Commission clearly sensed the complex and growing interaction between economic and
social factors and the language, these insights were not developed and the recommendations
again concentrated almost exclusively on economic issues’ (Ó Riagáin, 2009: 93).
The government White Paper in 1965 (‘Athbheochan na Gaeilge: The Restoration of the Irish
Language’) articulated the formal policy response to CUANG and broadly accepted the
thrust of the recommendations (288 in all), while not acting on the most important amongst
them (Ó Riagáin, 1988; Ó Tuathaigh, 1979). In 1969, yet another initiative was launched in
response to the CUANG report which was to contribute to policy formulation. Comhairle na
Gaeilge (the Irish Language Council) was established to review current policy formulation
and implementation and to contribute to policy development which would consolidate and
extend the language as a general medium of communication (Comhairle na Gaeilge, 1970,
cited in Ó Laoire, 2005: 268). It engaged with a longer-term set of strategic proposals in
relation to creating a stable societal diglossia over longer timeframes and recommended three
priorities for action: the commitment to a long-term strategy with specific targets; the
creation of a supportive and integrated institutional framework through which such an
incremental strategic approach could be implemented; and the improvement of information
resources to policy and decision-makers (Ó Riagáin, 1988; Mac Giolla Chríost, 2005).
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Ó Laoire (2005) summarises the important contradictory nature of the impact of such national
policies. While the first period produced an increase in the number of bilingually competent
Irish speakers generally, the number and ratio of native-Irish speakers in the Gaeltacht
continued its precipitous decline. The rate of decline enumerated at 29% between 1911 and
1926 was compounded by a loss of 100,000 native speakers of Irish in the Gaeltacht in the
thirteen years to 1939 (Mac Giolla Chríost, 2005:117)
8.2.4

Benign Neglect and re-Institutionalisation

Arising from the Comhairle na Gaeilge (an advisory body for Irish) (1972, 1974) proposals,
the government agreed to important aspects of institutional development which included the
establishment of Bord na Gaeilge (Irish Language Board) in 1975 (consolidated under statute
in 1978) and Institiúid Teangeolaíoch Éireann (Irish Linguistics Institute) which was
established in 1972 as a new research and planning initiative. Moreover, in 1970, the
establishment of the Committee on Irish Language Attitudes Research (CILAR) represented a
key development. Ó Riagáin considers the latter development as crucial signalling ‘[…] the
end of the ad hoc arrangements for policy assessment and development that had characterised
the period from 1958 to the mid-1970s’ (Ó Riagáin, 1988b: 35).
The CILAR committee was established to ascertain the attitudes of the public to the
language, to its restoration and to Irish language policy (Ó Laoire, 2005). Its report was
published in 1975. It assessed the position of the Irish language in the country generally and
in the Gaeltacht in the early 1970s and included an analysis of the factors associated with
change. Its research attempted to establish and map the patterns of change, and the dynamic
socio-linguistic variables which drove such patterns, in terms of attitudes to the language, the
extent of competence and usage within a diglossic context. The findings can be summarised
as a significant level of public support and recognition of the symbolic role of Irish as an
ethno-political and cultural identity-marker, as a medium for some important sense of
community differentiation. However, such attitudinal disposition did not translate into more
use or increasing levels of competence.
The analysis also sustains a sense of general pessimism as to the future prospects for the
language and its utility and value within modern discourses of development and progression
(Ó Riagáin, 1988; Ó Riagáin and Ó Gliasáin, 1984; Commins, 1988; Ó Baoill, 1988). Public
support is manifest largely amongst secondary bilinguals. This general group do not exhibit
sufficient spatial density or social cohesion as community networks which are necessary to
provide the contexts and conditions for the sustenance of the language or the capacity of such
networks to reproduce themselves as a language community. Attitudes and use are only
superficially correlated (Brunder and White, 1979, cited in Ó Riagáin, 1988b: 41). Some
thirty years after the publication of the CIlAR report, Watson (2008) confirmed the
deepening disjunction between attitudinal support and symbolic valorisation of the language
and contrary assessments of its instrumental capacity and utility in ‘modern’ or ‘economic’
discourses (cited in McCubbin, 2010).
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8.2.5

Key Language Planning Policies and Interventions since the 1990s

The following section sets out the key policy and institutional developments which have been
introduced since the 1990s. The most important of the developments relating to Gaeltacht
development specifically are reviewed in Section 8.4 below.
The period from 1990 to the present is characterised by a growing and mobilising awareness
of linguistic issues and rights, including, to some extent, the ‘new’ languages of migrant
communities. The high and sustained levels of economic growth which occurred during the
fifteen years to 2008 and the labour shortages which it generated, coupled with a large influx
of refugees fleeing from oppressive regimes, engendered a major growth in immigration from
abroad, especially from the EU, Eastern Europe but also from Africa. At local level,
initiatives emerged amongst grass roots movements to secure rights for linguistic
communities.
In this period significant institutional developments were secured which included the
establishment of Teilifís na Gaeilge (or TG4 as it is now branded) the dedicated Irishlanguage channel. Under the terms of the 1998 Good Friday Agreement, Foras na Gaeilge
was established as an all-island language planning body established to promote the language
in both jurisdictions.
In 2000, government established the second Coimisiún na Gaeltachta (The Gaeltacht
Commission). The Commission was asked ‘to make recommendations to the Government in
regard to strengthening the position of the Irish language as the vernacular of the Gaeltacht
community’ (Coimisiúin na Gaeltachta, 2002). It published its report and recommendations
in 2002. A number of core proposals were included amongst its nineteen recommendations.
Table 24 below groups the recommendations by principal domain of intervention and
describes the implementation measures which have been undertaken.
Table 24: Summary of Principal Recommendations and Implementation Measures
Statutory Recognition and Protections

‘The immediate enactment of an Official Implemented in 2003 with the enactment of the
Languages Equality Bill which will define Official Languages Act.
the language rights of citizens and ensure that
all public services are to be available through
Irish as of right to the people of the
Gaeltacht and to the Irish speaking
community.’
‘Achieving the status of an official working Implemented in 2007.
language for Irish within the European
Union.’
‘That the Official Languages Equality Act Implemented in 2003 through the creation of the
affirm the rights of the individual to services Office of the Language Commissioner.
through Irish and to this end that an office of
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Language Commissioner be provided for as a
part of the Act.’

Education

‘The availability of a comprehensive Not implemented.
education system at all levels – nursery,
preschool, primary level, second level, third
level, professional education and lifelong
learning – in which priority will be given to
Irish as the first language within the
Gaeltacht.’
‘The establishment of a dedicated third level
education
unit
for
Irish
language
sociolinguistic studies and language planning
(for Irish), incorporating teaching and
research. This should have the appropriate
resources and be funded by the
Higher Education Authority.’

Partially and only temporarily implemented.
Acadamh na hOllscolaíochta Gaeilge was
established in 2004 by NUI Galway.
Dedicated core funding from the HEA has not
been secured. The institute was allowed to
atrophy as the economic crisis deepened.

Promotion and Marketing

‘The provision of a broad range of publicity Partially implemented but not in terms of the
and information to enhance the importance of national and international promotional measures
Irish within the Gaeltacht, throughout the as envisaged by the authors.
country and abroad.’
Strategic Planning

‘The formulation by Government of a State The policy was enunciated in the 2006
policy to revive Irish as a national language.’ Government ‘Statement on the Irish Language’.

‘The development and implementation of a Outlined in the Twenty-Year Strategy for the Irish
National Plan for Irish containing clearly Language published in 2010.
defined targets and illustrating the role of the
Gaeltacht in the national effort.’
‘The development of a National Language
Planning System based on best international Not implemented.
practice and to ensure:
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• That arrangements are put in place to
ensure that sufficient people with the relevant Not implemented.
expertise are available to manage the system.
• The publication every 5 years of a Policy Not fully implemented. A 5-year evaluation of the
and Action Plan with defined objectives and Strategy was published but involved no
the establishment of an independent independent validation or research.
evaluation and research system.’
Gaeltacht Planning
Partly implemented. The implementations of
‘Every aspect of the development and life of these specific functions were not formally
the Gaeltacht should be supportive of a assigned to an tÚdarás at least not prior to the
still very limited provisions set out in the 2012
language policy/plan, encompassing:
Act relating to the powers and authority of the
agency.

• Physical planning to support language
policy and language planning
• A broad programme to promote
entrepreneurship amongst Gaeltacht people
• All developments being language-friendly
and language-centred as a matter of policy
• The provision of a Gaeltacht infrastructure,
including
a
social and
technological
infrastructure.’

Some of the measures are aligned with elementes
of the An tÚdarás’s strategic plan. This must be
understood and qualified, however, in the context
of an 80% reduction in the capital development
budget made available to the agency from 2008
and the demotion of the status and strategic
functionality of the Department of the Gaeltacht.

The Gaeltacht function is now downgraded
within a diverse range of overall responsibilities
discharged by the Department of Arts, Heritage
and the Gaeltacht.
‘The creation of a model for industrial and Partly implemented through the rolling strategic
social development to take advantage of plans of An tÚdarás.

recent trends in industry, research and
development and the development of a
language industry, information
technology, the social economy, leisure and
recreation activities, the arts, education, and
cultural and linguistic tourism as an
employment base.’
‘The development of an agreed sustainable
development
policy
that
will
target Not implemented.
development funding in the above sectors in
those areas where the use of Irish is
strongest.’
‘The
establishment
of
inter-district
partnerships between the stronger Gaeltacht Not implemented.
areas and areas in which the use of Irish is
weaker.’
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Public Services
Partially implemented. The decision of the
‘The provision of effective State services Language Commissioner to step-down illustrates
through Irish to aid the sustainability of the the structural problems encountered by the office
in attempting to compel public bodies to
language.’
implement state policy in relation to the
language.

‘That every public and private sector
organisation having a function relating to the Partially implemented through the development
Gaeltacht should publish and implement a of the Language Schemes.
language courtesy policy and that they will
not be entitled to any Gaeltacht/Irish
language funding in the absence of such a
policy.’
‘That every office of the State located in the
Gaeltacht function through Irish and that Not implemented.
Irish be the normal working language of such
offices.’
The Commission called for the immediate enactment of an Official Languages Equality Bill;
the formulation by the Government of a state policy to revive Irish as a national language; the
securing of the status of an official working language for Irish within the EU; the
development and implementation of a National Plan for Irish containing clearly defined
targets and illustrating the role of the Gaeltacht within the framework of the national effort.
Statutory and policy development culminated in 2003 with the enactment of the Official
Languages Act through which the rights of Irish-language speakers were established on a
legal basis for the first time within a comprehensive statutory framework (Ó Laoire, 2005;
Department of Community, Rural and Gaeltacht Affairs [DCRGA], 2003, 3). The Act gave
expression to the constitutional status of Irish as the first official language (Oifig and
Choimisinéara Teanga at www.coimisineir.ie). The Act also sought to promote the official
use of Irish within the state apparatus improving the availability and standards of services
through the implementation of formal language plans by public bodies (McCubbin, 2010).
Such plans were to set out how the c.650 public bodies which fall within the jurisdiction of
the Act would provide services and supports in the Irish language (Mac Giolla Chríost,
2005). Such supports and provisions relate to the country generally with (in some limited
cases) specific and (some slightly) more stringent conditions relating to the provision of
public services in the Gaeltacht. This process commenced in 2005. However, the approach
adopted in the preparation and implementation of statutory language schemes was
consistently criticised by the Language Commissioner in every annual report from 2007
onwards. In addition, the Act was amended on two subsequent occasions – to allow for the
unilingual publication of legislation on the internet and to allow for the use of English
language placenames in the Gaeltacht in specific circumstances. The 2011 Programme for
Government included a provision to review the Act and the subsequent Heads of a Bill to
amend the Act when published sought to weaken its provisions. The draft Bill itself was not
published before the end of term of the Government in 2016.

277

These legislative mechanisms were overseen since 2004 by the establishment of a language
ombudsman’s office, largely based on the model put in place by the federal Government of
Canada. The Official Languages Commissioner’s Office was established to oversee, monitor
and evaluate the implementation of the Official Language’s Act (www.coimisineir.ie).
Operating as a fully independent statutory office it provides an ombudsman’s service and acts
as a compliance agency. On the international level, another significant step was taken.
Having been adopted as an official treaty language upon Ireland’s ascension to the EEC in
1973, Irish was finally officially recognised as a working language of the European Union in
2007 (Ó Laoire, 2005; McCubbin, 2010).
In 2004, the Department of Community, Rural and Gaeltacht Affairs introduced a new
community-based language planning initiative, An Tionscnamh Pleanála Teanga (Language
Planning Initiative), which was introduced on a three-year pilot basis with a budgetary
allocation of €1.56M. This represented the first formal commitment to a community-based
language planning initiative (Mac Giolla Chomhaill, 2009). In the same year, the
Comprehensive Linguistic Survey of the use of Irish in the Gaeltacht (SCT) was
commissioned by that same Department. The SCT was published in 2007 (cf. Sections 2.2.1,
2.3).
In 2006, the Government published a thirteen-point Ráiteas i leith na Gaeilge (Statement on
the Irish Language) (Rialtas na hÉireann, 2006). It was a comprehensive statement which
affirmed the Government’s support for the development and preservation of the Irish
language and set out thirteen policy objectives to that end. It was, in significant part, the basis
of a blueprint for a national Irish language plan. In early 2007, the Fiontar School of Business
in Dublin City University (DCU) was commissioned by the Department of Community,
Rural and Gaeltacht Affairs to advise on the preparation of a national Irish language plan
(Fiontar, 2009). This was to become a twenty-year strategic plan to increase societal
bilingualism in Irish and English (Rialtas na hÉireann, 2010). Significantly, the Gaeltacht
aspects of the plan were, it seems, grafted onto this document drawn principally from the
recommendations of the SCT. The specific Gaeltacht recommendations did not form part of
the Fiontar DCU brief nor were they specifically referred to in that document.
On 30th November 2010, the government agreed a plan titled ‘20-Year Strategy for the Irish
Language 2010-2030’ (www.ahg.gov.ie.) The aim of the strategy is to increase the number of
people using Irish on a daily basis outside the education system to 250,000 people over the
20-year timeframe. In June 2011, the new coalition government committed itself to a highly
qualified implementation of the strategy: ‘We will support the 20 Year Strategy for the Irish
Language 2010-2030 and will deliver on the achievable goals and targets proposed’ (Rialtas
na hÉireann/Government of Ireland, 2011: 58). The most current articulation of government
policy in relation to the Gaeltacht is enunciated in the Gaeltacht Act of 2012. These
Gaeltacht-specific initiatives are assessed in Section 8.4 below.
An assessment of the extent to which the second Gaeltacht Commission’s recommendations
have been implemented supports certain conclusions. The response of the state has been to
introduce and prosecute statutory initiatives and development policies which are relatively
more amenable to the state’s direct influence. These are highly important policy innovations
and provide a robust framework within which to organise and coordinate the state’s response.
It is also undeniable that the initiatives and the progress which has been secured since the
1990s represent in many important respects a revisiting of the core concerns which have
consistently been prioritised since the work of the first Gaeltacht Commission in 1926.
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However, the chasm which exists between the enactment of legislative provisions and their
actual implementation through coherent policy measures remains a constant challenge. A
critical assessment of the causes and consequences of language decline within the Gaeltacht
is set out in Chapter 10.
Despite the importance of the policy innovations since the 1990s, the dimensions of the
sociolinguistic crisis within the Gaeltacht have only deepened and become increasingly acute.
All of the available objective and accredited scientific evidence demonstrates conclusively
that the sociolinguistic base of the traditional Gaeltacht community has been systematically
undermined and is currently in a perilous, even near-fatal position. There is no credible
alternative analysis which would support a different reading of the data. While the state has
intervened in certain domains and through status planning measures which are compatible
with contemporary theoretical formulations, the actual capacity of the state to arrest the
accelerating process of sociolinguistic dislocation in the Gaeltacht remains a fundamental
challenge. The experience earned from eighty years of language planning and policy
measures which have been deployed nationally and within the Gaeltacht point to a stark and
unavoidable conclusion. The contemporary analysis argues that to continue on the present
course will accelerate further the gathering momentum towards decline and the final
disintegration of the language community (SCT, 2007; Ó Giollagáin and Charlton, 2015). If
this happens, it would represent a serious policy failure and an indictment of the state’s
capacity to deliver against its own stated development objectives.
8.2.6

Summary and Conclusions

Since the foundation of the state, the different policy formulations which have been reviewed
above and their articulation of varying strategic objectives have moved out over a continuum
of priorities. These can be characterised as an evolution from concerns with revival and
restoration, to a managed bilingualism and selected dimensions of maintenance and onto the
rhetoric of survival (Ó Riagáin, 1988; Mac Giolla Chríost, 2005). There is virtual unanimity
in the critical evaluations as to a number of salient and recurrent developments which have
determined the scope and impact of state-led language planning throughout the period under
review.
First, in the early years Irish language policy was ‘impracticable and chauvinistic’ (Lyons,
1971: 641). Impractical in the sense that the overwhelming concentration on the educational
domain meant that policy-makers were not compelled to conceive and introduce measures
which targeted intergenerational transmission at familial and community level. Chauvinistic
insofar as it ignored the reality of the dominance of English and was, moreover,
fundamentally exclusive of the vast majority of the population who did not have the
opportunity to participate in the educational system beyond the primary level. Mac Giolla
Chríost contends that the project was based on a fundamentally false premise in terms of the
historical, social and geographical context in which the language was located (Mac Giolla
Chríost, 2005: 111).
Second, as early as 1926 and the first Commission’s report, the extent to which the
cumulative impact of measures of socioeconomic development had threatened the linguistic
integrity of the Gaeltacht emerged as a central and very real cause for concern (Lyons, 1971:
642). These misgivings regarding the real or potential damage to the sociolinguistic base of
local communities are reiterated on an ongoing basis by voluntary organisations (CNG, for
example) and by various state-sponsored research and planning initiatives (CUANG,
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Comhairle na Gaeilge, for example) (cf. Section 8.2.3). To date, it is argued in the
contemporary analysis, that there exists little or no evidence of a serious engagement with an
alternative development model which would engage in a comprehensive and meaningful way
with this central challenge. The contours and delineations of the principal policy
interventions have not been structurally overhauled since the 1950s. This despite the
overwhelming evidence of the rural industrialisation model’s inability and lack of capacity to
actually arrest the decline and to introduce remedial and restorative programmes which are
sociolinguistically informed and which can contribute in a material and attributable manner
to RLS-interventions at community and familial level.
Third, language planning measures in the educational sector and those which focused on
physical and infrastructural development (housing stock, piers, road infrastructure, etc.) were
conceived and implemented in virtual isolation of broader socioeconomic planning strategies.
An analysis of the development and policy discourse since the 1920s identifies a recurring
call for a comprehensive and integrated strategy for Gaeltacht development. This has been a
dominant and recurrent motif in the policy and analytical canon which has accumulated since
the 1920s (cf. Chapter 10). Understanding why such calls were not acted on in a systematic
manner is further analysed in that Chapter.
Different views compete for primacy in relation to the cumulative impact of language
planning interventions since the beginnings of political autonomy. To understand the impact
of such measures, it is necessary to identify those factors which had driven linguistic change
at the macro and global level, at the level of the state, and at community and individual level.
State policy measures have doubtless improved the status and the legal recognition for the
language. The status of Irish as part of the sociolinguistic profile of the country has on
aggregate improved and its penetration of key high-order domains has been facilitated by
public policy (Ó Murchú, 1971; SCT, 2007). The language has become ‘legitimised and
institutionalised’ (Ó Laoire, 2005: 308) through the provision of measures of statutory
protection and the endorsement, if not the implementation, of measures in support of the
provision of public services in the TML and the differentiated and preferential support for
selected language-based initiatives. At a national level, highly centralised status-enhancement
policies through the educational system have been continuously and vigorously resisted by
the educational profession, by parents and by students alike. Relative ‘success’ in this domain
has been modest to the extent that the dominant patterns of ‘[…] home bilingual reproduction
and intergenerational transmission’ have remained unchanged (Ó Laoire, 2005: 308). The
reality of the overwhelming ‘hegemony of language practice’ in support of the Englishmedium by the population at large has driven state authorities to rescale and limit the range
and scope of the overall strategic orientation of language planning and the intervention
practices it has generated since the 1960s (Ó Laoire, 2005).
In the context of Gaeltacht development, there is general consensus in the contemporary
analysis regarding five critical issues. First, the lack of employment opportunities and the
inadequacy of economic and infrastructural investment have contributed to the forced
outmigration and socioeconomic stagnation within the Gaeltacht over consecutive decades up
until the 1970s (Ó Tuathaigh, 1979). Socioeconomic development measures have succeeded
in securing population stability and growth since then. However, such benign conditions have
not only failed to provide the context required to reverse language shift, the processes of
modernisation and industrialisation have contributed to the acceleration and intensity of LS to
English. Second, at a community level this has been reinforced through negative attitudes and
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behaviour, by self-deprecation and embarrassment which devalue the functional role and
utility of the historic language amongst its own speech community (Hindley, 1990; Ó Laoire,
2005). Third, LS to English has been accepted and even extolled as the concomitant of social
advancement since the 17th century and has accelerated and deepened since independence (Ó
Murchú 1970: 27). Fourth, the numbers of Irish-language speakers in the homeneighbourhood domains has not increased to any significant extent and in, certain areas, has
witnessed a continual erosion of its demographic base. Fifth, the inadequacy of the state’s
policy response to the accelerating crisis and its neglect of basic interventions which even
attempted to identify the core sociolinguistic processes at work (Ó Tuathaigh, 1979). This has
been summarised as the ‘obvious anaemia in its (policy response) enforcement’ (McKiernan,
1963, cited in Ó Tuathaigh, 1979). Ó hUallacháin (1978, cited in Ó Tuathaigh, 1979: 117)
goes further and argues that the political paralysis in relation to the sociolinguistic crisis was
compounded by ‘bureaucratic obstruction combined to abort any such planning’.
Drawing on the Ethnologue typology and the GIDS framework which are presented in
Sections 4.1, 4.2 and 4.3, the Irish language in the Gaeltacht can be located at Stage 7 of the
former and at the ‘severely endangered’ category in terms of the latter. A significant and
increasing number of parents have decided not to rear their children in their own first
language. This individual decision is located within the broader sociolinguistic context where
traditional domains of use have been abandoned by normative societal and institutional forces
which accelerate LS and perpetuate the structural change through fewer language users
(Lewis and Simons, 2010). The reality of a language community representing some form of
‘a self-identifying’ and differentiated linguistic group has been consistently eroded from
within and without.
In sum, the analysis supports the contention that the TML has survived in usage as a
‘petrified’, passive and ‘relict’ feature of national identity rather than having been restored or
developed on a growth trajectory to any appreciable or significant degree (Mac Giolla
Chríost, 2005: 133, 199). The status-planning undertaken by the state has focused on highstatus domains and prioritised those domains and institutions which fall within the ambit of
its own direct influence and control. These relate to the levels/domains demarcated in the
GIDS framework from 5 through to 1 (cf. Section 4.4). Contrary to the theoretical models
which have supported contemporary LP practice internationally, these efforts have not
sufficiently focused on ‘[…] revitalization efforts [which] should be among individuals and
within the home domain and local community’ (Lewis and Simons, 2010: 106).
This simple fact means that the evolving structure and dynamic of bilingualism (whatever the
historical aspirations to a dominant Irish-language usage) is considered to exist in a very
precarious position (Ó Laoire, 2005) – ‘Irish exists in a state of bilingualism without
diglossia, a state which is acknowledged to be a precarious one for the disadvantaged
language’ (Ó Murchú, 1993: 485). The paradoxes and contradictions which have established
such patterns of despondency and retreat have created a ‘linguistic debilitation’ (Ó Tuathaigh,
1979: 112). The current conditions are categorised by Lewis and Simons where because of
‘[…] the loss of that stable diglossic arrangement […] many parents are transmitting the
language to their children but a significant proportion are not, so that intergenerational
transmission is partial and may be weakening. With each new generation there will be fewer
speakers or fewer domains of use or both’ (Lewis and Simons, 2010: 111). That such
conditions reflect the reality of the sociolinguistic conditions on the ground even within what
remains of the core areas of the Gaeltacht itself reflects the extent of the policy challenge in
contemporary discourse.
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The next section describes the regional and economic development policies which formed the
policy environment within which the ongoing processes of LS were played out.
8.3
8.3.1

National Regional Development and Economic Policies
Introduction

There are competing analyses of the extent to which regional development was a central
policy concern for the Irish legislature since the foundation of the state. For example,
regional development policy articulated through a dedicated set of policy interventions has
been considered to have formed an important feature of the overall discourse of development
in Ireland since the 1950s (Bannon and Lombard, 1995). Other interpretations have
contended that the design, implementation and ongoing evolution of regional policy
initiatives reflects the broader concerns of government in relation to the macro-management
of national economic objectives and imperatives over the same period. However, despite their
stated differences, these competing analyses are at one in concluding that from its earliest
conception, regional development policy (RDP) in Ireland was to a significant extent
unidimensional, focusing on manufacturing industry through a standardised centralised
policy.
The following section provides an overview of the principal developments regarding the
introduction and implementation of regional development policies in Ireland.
8.3.2

Economic context for the emergence of Regional Development Planning in the 1950s

During the period from the establishment of independence in 1922 to the late 1950s, the Irish
economy was dominated by labour operating in extensive and uneconomic land-holdings.
The disinvestment of the indigenous manufacturing and industrial sector which was caused
by the open, free-trade conditions imposed by the political and commercial union with the
UK became a key policy concern for the state (Breathnach, 1986: 77). Protectionist measures
and tariff regimes sought to stimulate production and employment through importsubstitution strategies (Smith, 2005:100-105).
In the 1950s, the prevailing conditions grew out of the sheltered nature of the economy, the
general economic protectionism which formed the foundation stone of the development
orthodoxy for much of the period (Smith, 2005). Economic conditions and industrial
performance stagnated and economic growth and emigration were the key structural
challenges for policy formulation. Ireland’s GDP declined in the 1950s, total employment
dropped below the 1926 figure by 1961and four-fifths of those born in the 1930s were forced
to emigrate. In the period from 1951-61, for example, the national population fell by 146,000,
averaging 41,000 persons annually (Smith, 2005: 145). The retardation of development was
severely compounded by the impact of the protectionist tariff regime introduced by the
Fianna Fáil government post-1932 (Smith, 2005: 101; Control of Manufacturers Act, 1932;
Barry, 2013), by measures in support of agrarian and economic autarky and the policy of
Import Substitution Industrialisation (ISI) dependent as it was primarily on a moribund home
market (Lee, 1989; Pike et al., 2006; Kennedy, 1989). Through this form of economic
nationalism, the Irish economy was to become ‘[…] one of the most protected in the world’
(Smith, 2005: 101, 168). The focus on supporting indigenous industry and keeping industry
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under Irish control through the ISI effectively militated against the development of an exportled industrial policy orientation or the opening up of the economy to international capital and
products.
In Kennedy’s appraisal, ‘More so than the years of total war, the 1950s constituted that dark
hour of nationalist Ireland’ (Kennedy, 1989: 1989: 9; Smith, 2005: 104). Between 1951 and
1959 national income increased at an annual rate of less than 1%; employment contracted
(employment in industry fell by 38,000 or 14% during this period); industrial output
expanded by only 1.3% on average per annum. The net result of this low level of growth and
development saw an exacerbation of emigration become a haemorrhage of labour with
40,000 people leaving annually and with 15% of the national population emigrating over the
decade (Kennedy, 1989).
8.3.3

Policy Interventions in the 1950s

The Undeveloped Areas Act was introduced in 1952 and remained on statute until 1969
(Rialtas na hÉireann, 1952). The Act represented the first policy engagement with uneven
regional development issues. Its enactment was in response to the economic geography of
industrialisation where the limited growth which had occurred in the 1930s and 1940s was
concentrated in the main around the urban settlements in the east. It also sought to stimulate
growth and address the structural and persistent decline in the more rural western areas. The
basic objective was to deal with the consequences of the reduction in agricultural
employment alongside the need to create alternative employment. Its operational jurisdiction
coincided with the districts previously included by the Congested Districts Board (est. 1891).
Significantly, Johnson argues that fundamental to the intervention of the Board was an
explicit understanding of the ‘Western problem’ as a regional economic problem (Johnson,
1993: 158).
The Act sought to create long-term employment in those areas where manufacturing firms
would not normally locate in the absence of financial incentives (Bannon and Lombard,
1995; Walsh, F., 1976). The provisions of the Act introduced a regional dimension to
industrial development policy for the first time. It was spatially selective and it discriminated
positively in favour of the undeveloped areas for the promotion of industrial development
through capital grants. This type of RDP and the development aid it offered was typical of the
macro-economic policies being implemented by many European countries around this time,
e.g., Belgium, Britain and the Scandinavian countries.
In 1956, new policy measures were introduced which stimulated exports through tax
remission on profits from increased export earnings (Kennedy, 1989: 14). These measures
recognised the intractable nature of national underperformance in terms of the weak
indigenous manufacturing base and the concomitant problems of deepening population loss
in the underdeveloped regions (Breathnach, 1986: 77). The Industrial Grants Acts of 1956
and 1959 set out to facilitate the promotion and development of the industrial base and to
drive exports and the servicing of the home market rather than continue the reliance on the
import of foreign exports. In these interventions, the focus was on national economic
performance rather than on the development of the disadvantaged regions per se. The 1956
Act applied to the entire country outside of Dublin that was not designated in the 1952 Act
but there was a higher rate of intervention in those areas designated under the 1952 Act.
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From the 1950s, there was recognition of the need to develop the non-farm economy and the
opportunities inherent in an integrated approach to regional development (O’Hara, 2013:
149). Moreover, in terms of the rural development dimensions of RDP, the diversification of
the rural economy as an explicit policy objective was stated in the Second Programme for
Economic Expansion (SPEE) (1964) and created the momentum for the introduction of a
small industries programme and support for agritourism (Commins and Keane, 1995: 108).
1958 saw the publication of the Programme for Economic Expansion (Government of
Ireland, 1958 ; see also Smith, 2005: 170). This policy document ‘[...] formed the basis of the
first experiment in economic planning undertaken by the Irish state’ (Kennedy, 1989: 12).
The policy sought to boost investment, including Foreign Direct Investment (FDI), and to
secure access to the increasing flows of investment by the Trans National Corporations
(TNC). Aside from the existing grants, the key incentive was the zero rate of tax on profits
derived from exports. The Industrial Development Authority (IDA), which was established in
1949 to promote industrial development in Ireland, was charged with the responsibility for
promoting Ireland abroad as a location for inward investment (Smith, 2005; Barry, 2013).
The strategy sought to increase output and exports so as to develop employment and to raise
living standards. Integral to its core objectives was the move to develop policies and
implement measures which would reduce tariffs and restrictions on foreign ownership of
Irish industry and abandon the policy of industrial protection and economic autarky which
had dominated government policy since the foundation of the state (Smith, 2005). However,
in regional policy terms, the report argued that industries should be located in large centres of
population. It stated: ‘A realistic appraisal of development prospects indicates that, apart
from exceptional cases, industries must be at or near the larger centres of population. Special
subsidisation of remote areas by more extensive grants for industrial development is wasteful
and retards progress in areas better situated’ (Government of Ireland, 1958: cited in Barry,
2011: 164; Smith, 2005; see also Barry, 2013). This White Paper advocated: ‘[…] trade
liberalisation, attracting foreign investment, and state investment in capital-intensive, exportoriented production’ (Smith, 2005: 105). In effect, this represented a fundamental shift in the
tenor and philosophy of RDP insofar as the emphases was now highly interventionist where
the state was to target the concentration of investment in selected hubs rather than risking the
‘opportunity cost’ of adhering to a policy of spatial distribution of industry (Walsh, F., 1976:
24). Such an approach, the report also argued, would also ensure that such attempts at
maximisation of external investment could underscore the objective of balanced regional
growth by supporting existing centres at differentiated regional scales.
8.3.4

Growth Pole Policy Development from the 1960s

In general terms, during the period from the 1960s, international trade and commerce enjoyed
increased vitality and dynamism with stability in exchange rates, the reduction of tariff
barriers, and the emergence of new technologies leading to increased economic growth and
productivity. For example, from 1960-1988, GDP in real terms roughly doubled and the
industrial sector was the main cause of the rise in standards of living (Kennedy, 1989; O’
Leary: 2003, 2015). Throughout the 1960s, national income rose by almost 50% in real
terms, emigration dropped to 14,000 per year and the national population rose by 150,000.
However, the number of unemployed at home increased while the total employed in Ireland
increased by a mere 18,000 over the decade.
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In 1961, the government appointed the Committee on Industrial Organisation (CIO) to direct
Irish industry into a more competitive international environment. In 1962, the CIO
recommended that special aid to the underdeveloped areas be withdrawn. As a result of this
recommendation, the government abolished the differential between ‘underdeveloped areas’
and the rest of the country for grants in excess of £250,000. The recommendations of the CIO
for a spatially selective industrial policy were reiterated in 1965 by the Committee on
Development Centres and Industrial Estates, established by the Minister for Industry and
Commerce in that year. In short, it recommended the creation of development centres as a
suitable strategy for the attraction of new industry (Walsh, 1976; O’Leary, 2003, 2015) and
that investment should be made in a small number of growth centres, including new centres
reflecting the contemporary practice of urban industrialisation in designated growth centres.
Presaging the tensions which were to dominate future policy discourse the government
statement on regional policy (GSRP, 1965) moved away from this recommendation and
designated two additional centres, Waterford and Galway, (Commins and Keane, 1994: 109)
and, in a seemingly contradictory fashion, also looked to rural dispersal as a key policy
imperative (Commins and O’Hara, 1991: 17).
The Local Government (Planning and Development) Act was enacted in 1963. Despite the
lack of provision of a significant regional dimension in the Act, the government indicated an
engagement with some aspects of ‘regionalism’ and, in 1964, defined nine regions for
physical planning administrative purposes. However, decentralisation or regionalisation of
statutory executive powers and functions was not envisaged as an integral dimension to such
new regional configurations. A new regional administrative structure, the Regional
Development Organisation (RDO), was established in 1968 for each of the nine new physical
planning regions (Commins and O’Hara, 1991). These organisations were non-statutory, coordinating and consultative bodies, without an executive function. The RDOs continued in
existence until 1987 when they were abolished, due to budgetary constraints.
The export-led industrialisation strategies which commenced in the early 1960s brought
about a significant level of industrialisation and urbanisation (Smith, 2005: 146). However,
the nature of the enterprise-base was dominated by low-skills and low value-added activities
which left the economy prone to external shocks and vulnerable dependency symptoms and
conditions characterised by peripherality and extraversion (Breathnach, 1998). The FDIsourced employment was predominantly low-skilled within a dependent branch-plant system
(Kitchin et al., 2012).
Throughout this early period, development and modernisation was primarily conflated with
industrialisation and urbanisation (Walsh, J.A., 2013; Bartley, 2007; Walsh, 2013). Earlystage rural industrialisation was also disproportionately dependent on FDI and a general
urban-based model of development (Bartley and Kitchin, 2007). The overall strategic
objective was to create significant employment opportunities through a growth-orientated
strategy which would address the ongoing haemorrhaging of rural population and represented
an explicit reversal of the protectionist and autarchic trade policies of the 1930s and 1940s
(Bartley and Kitchin, 2007; Smith, 2005; O’Leary, 2015: 80). This move from protectionism
to free-trade and the increasing dynamic of planned urban industrialisation saw more than
half of the population enumerated in aggregate town areas by 1971.
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8.3.5

Institutional Development

The period from the end of the Second World War to the early sixties included several
important institutional innovations in a regional development context. 1948 saw the
establishment of An Foras Tionscail which managed the grant-aid regime under the 1952 and
1956 Acts (cf. Section 8.3.3) and which was eventually merged into the IDA in 1969. Bord
Fáilte (Irish Tourism Board) was also established in this year.
The year 1957 saw the establishment of Gaeltarra Éireann under the Gaeltacht Industries Act
of the same year. In 1965, the principal Act was amended to invest Gaeltarra Éireann with
grant-giving authority and to extend its functions regarding the early industrial development
of the Gaeltacht region. Other important institutional initiatives included the establishment of
Shannon Free Airport Industrial Estate established under the Shannon Free Airport
Development Company Act in 1959. Also, in 1969, Regional Health Boards were established
as were the Regional Technical Colleges which were established in the early 1970s.
8.3.6

Planning for Growth Centres

In the late 1960s, a number of regional studies were commissioned on behalf of the
government. They included the Lichfield report for the Limerick-Shannon region; the
Advisory Regional Plan and Final Report for Dublin, which was more explicitly concerned
with physical planning and which adopted the growth centre approach to planning and
development. A third study, which was to encompass the remainder of the country, was
commissioned in 1966 from Colin Buchanan and Partners (Buchanan, 1967). Building on a
hierarchical planning model, the report recommended that over a twenty-year period (19661986), 75% of new industrial employment should be concentrated in nine urban regional
growth centres to be designated as Development Centres (Walsh, 1997).
Bannon and Lombard (1995) refer to the nomenclature of ‘Development Centre’ being used
in an Irish context where policy set out to focus investment and economic infrastructure in
specific locales. Such policy was heavily influenced by Perrouxian theory (cf. Section 5.8.4)
and its cardinal assertion that ‘[…] growth does not appear everywhere and all at once; it
appears in points or development poles, with variable intensities; it spreads along diverse
channels and with varying terminal effects to the whole of the economy [Perroux, 1964 and
Darwent, 1969]’ (cited in Bannon and Lombard, 1995: 67). Walsh, F. (1976) discerns a
marked degree of ambivalence and ambiguity within the policy orientation which attempted
to consolidate a growth-centre approach with a seemingly contradictory practice of a more
dispersed investment pattern.
The Buchanan report represented the clearest exponent of the ideological and policy
orientation drawing on the growth-centre theoretical framework which dominated much of
RDP across Europe in the 1960s (Buchanan and Partners, 1967; Walsh, 2007; McCafferty,
2002). In short, Buchanan argued for the concentration of investment in industrial and
demographic growth to be focused on designated urban growth centres so as to balance the
territorial development of the country while also ‘[…] exploiting scale and external
economies in infrastructure and industrial development’ (Bartley, 2007; see also Meredith
and van Egeraat, 2013; McCafferty, 2002: 47). Within this strategy there resided a
pronounced tension which still persists and bears influence on the current planning discourse.
This involves reconciling the imperative of achieving national economic growth while

286

securing balanced regional development, and the inherent challenge in addressing the
efficiency and equity arguments extolling competitiveness and redistribution while at the
same time pursuing a social cohesion programme which often represent seemingly
contradictory development orientations (Walsh, J.A., 2007; Walsh, J.A., 2013).
Competitiveness as an objective needed to be reconciled with basic, common welfare
standards (Bartley, 2007: 36, 37). These national efficiency arguments versus regional and
rural equity arguments via establishing growth centres was at the heart of the policy dilemma,
characterised as the dialectic between spatial harmonisation and polarisation (Nordstrom,
1996: 53).
As a result of political and popular resistance to the concentration orientation of Buchanan
and its focus on Dublin and other growth centres, a counter-strategy was adopted which
actively discouraged investment in Dublin through restrictions and promoted the dispersal of
inward investment growth outside of urban areas (Meredith and van Egeraat., 2013: 68;
Walsh, 2007: 45).
The strategy achieved ‘[…] a high degree of regional dispersal of manufacturing plants,
especially on the part of foreign firms’ which did, however, exhibit strong patterns towards
spatial concentrations within regions (Breathnach, 1998: 313; Commins and Keane, 1994:
184). Breathnach summarises the ‘extraverted’ industrial profile of the period as dominated
by foreign investments dependent on low-skill, low value-added employment, weakly
developed local endogenous linkages and significant profit repatriation (Breathnach, 1998;
O’Leary, 2015). However, the concern that too much dispersal of investment to targeted
centres would result in a sub-optimal level of economic development is difficult to reconcile
with the industrial dispersion strategy which effectively replaced Buchanan as a planning
framework (Morgenroth, 2000)
8.3.7

Regional Development policy in Ireland in the 1970s

The government statement on regional policy in 1972 (GSRP, 1972) set out the counterstrategy to urban concentration which was expressed through a process of industrial dispersal.
It argued that the policy and practice of industrial dispersion was critical to securing rural
populations. This was to be given effect through the IDA regional plans for industrialisation
built around local settlements and service centres which were to anchor such investment
plans and infrastructure provision (Commins and O’Hara, 1991: 18). In the same year, the
IDA launched its ‘Regional Industrial Plans for 1973-1977’ (1972), the core objective of
which was inter alia to reduce the level of emigration, restrict the growth of the Dublin
region to its natural capacity for growth and to increase the population across the country
(Bannon and Lombard, 1995).
Of significance was the objective to develop ‘town clusters’ through a dispersionist policy
and not the growth centres as advocated in the Buchanan analysis (Breathnach, 2014). The
clustering of towns was based on the functional and geographic proximity of these smaller
settlements so as to increase their carrying capacity for enterprise development and service
delivery. Within this general approach, the IDA proposals identified a more limited number
of centres which would furnish higher order services. Overall, the approach resulted in
‘targeting’ no less than 48 separate clusters and 177 towns with the objective that 50% of
new manufacturing investment was to be directed towards the growth centres (Meredith and
van Egeraat, 2013). In the ten-year period to 1982, 432 advanced industrial units were erected
in no fewer than 156 different locations (Breathnach, 2014: 2279). This general strategy
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Bannon and Lombard characterise as a ‘[…] concern for greater inter-regional equity’
(Bannon and Lombard, 1995: 72).
In the twenty years from the 1970s, RDP objectives were almost exclusively wedded to the
IDA regional industry strategy. It was successful in the ten years from 1973 in increasing
manufacturing employment in regions with no prior exposure to industrialisation and assisted
the general reversal of population decline (although persistent displacement continued apace
in the more peripheral areas) during the decade with an aggregate increase of 10% of the
rural population (Walsh, 2007; Commins and Keane, 1994: 113; Commins and O’Hara,
1991: 22). A significant population increase, which was spread throughout the state, between
1971 and 1981 of c.465,000 or 15.6%, was accounted for by high birth-rate and significant
in-migration and return-migration stimulated by the impact of growth strategies (Commins
and Keane, 1994).
However, there was no policy response to industrial restructuring in the old industrial centres.
There was also evident a lack of support for indigenous firm development, for the emerging
services sector and an over-reliance on FDI-investment (Walsh, J.A., 2007; 2013;
Breathnach, 1986; Smith, 2005). Moreover, this industrial strategy focused almost
exclusively on growth objectives concentrated in urban settlements and took precedence over
equity considerations (Conway, 1986: 28). To further exacerbate these policy limitations, for
most of the 1970s and 1980s the regional and local dimensions of development were largely
neglected while governments tackled macro-economic problems related to fiscal imbalances,
a sectoral orientation in terms of policy development and rising unemployment (Walsh, J.A.,
1996; Commins and Keane, 1994; Commins and O’Hara, 1991)
The ascension to the EEC in 1973 signalled a further shift from regional development
measures and the consolidation of growth centres as envisaged in Buchanan (Smith, 2005).
EEC-membership shifted the focus to agricultural development where priority was given to
maximising contributions from the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) (O’Hara, 2013: 150;
Commins and O’Hara, 1991:10). The political economy of the rural space considered that
agricultural modernisation through productivism would ultimately resolve the structural
problems which undermined the viability of the rural economy. The significant aggregate
improvement in performance and productivity of the agricultural sector effectively cloaked
the widening divergence and disparities in rural development conditions amongst farm
families and communities (ibid).
Direct funding from the EEC for regional development measures began effectively in 1975
with the creation of the European Regional Development Fund (ERDF) as a dedicated
measure to intervene and to mitigate regional imbalances across the EU: ‘Since then, EU
regional policy has evolved from a relatively small scale funding instrument to a system of
major national transfers, operating as a significant EU policy in its own right [Batchler,
Josser and Michie 2003: 5]’ (O’Hara and Commins, 2003: 38). However, at that time the
CAP was much more significant than any support for RDP measures. For example, of the
total EU transfers to Ireland between 1973 and 1986 the Regional Fund accounted for only
7.2% (Commins and O’Hara, 1991: 19). Of fundamental importance in the obscuring of
regional development interventions was the government’s insistence in considering all of the
country as a single region and deemphasised internal disparities in growth and development
(Commins and O’Hara, 1991: 20). In such a way was regional planning as a policy concern
subsumed into budgetary and macro planning (Commins and Keane, 1994)
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8.3.8

Regional Development Policy in the 1980s and 1990s

In the 1980s, the link between industrialisation and regional and local development was to all
intents and purposes severed (Commins and O’Hara, 1991: 22). This period was generally
characterised in Ireland by a stagnating economy, a slowdown and contraction in public
spending, a faltering agricultural sector, a weak indigenous economy, significant employment
losses in the manufacturing sector; a 17% employment rate in 1985, a crisis in public
finances and spiralling debts, inflation and deficits (in 1987, for example, there was a public
debt/GDP ratio of 120%). Ireland was on the brink of bankruptcy (Bartley and Kitchin, 2007:
3; Breathnach, 1998: Commins and Keane, 1994). Taking the longer view, the aggregate
trends for the period from 1960 to 1989 are summarised by Walsh which include a 62% rate
of average EU GDP, a +7% unemployment rate against the EU average and very significant
emigration rates (Walsh, J.A., 2002: 55). The resulting economic, social and political
instability saw a significant increase in unemployment arising from the downturn in the
manufacturing sector and a return to the historical patterns of involuntary out-migration
(Walsh, J.A., 2007). Moreover, the IDA had less discretion in directing inward investment
because of the fall-off in such investment patterns which might support rural and regional
regeneration (Walsh, J.A., 2013: 17).
From 1979-88, manufacturing output grew at a faster rate of 8% per annum (heavily
dependent on FDI enterprises). Despite this trend, industrial employment declined from
243,000 in 1980 to 209,000 in 1988 (approximately that of the level of 1965). Such a serious
decline in employment, coupled with losses in farm employment, an increasing birth-rate and
a worsening balance of payments and public accounts deficit led to massive unemployment,
emigration and population decline (Pike, et al., 2006). The collapse of manufacturing
employment in the Greater Dublin Area (GDA) demanded the retrenchment and realignment
of the policy response against these new ‘national’ priorities and the regional dispersal
agenda increasingly receded (Commins and O’Hara, 1991: 20). The increasing levels of
unemployment focused government attention on national issues and the resulting
downgrading of regional development priorities in terms of planning and funding (Kennedy,
1989; Bannon and Lombard, 1995).
For example, the government policy document Building on Reality (1985-87) made no
reference to spatial differentiation or prioritisation (Commins and Keane, 1994: 136;
McCafferty, 2002). The White Paper on Industrial Policy (1984) moved the focus from job
targets for identified growth centres to a sectoral policy of supporting industry in those
locations which demonstrated growth potential for higher-tech enterprises through
infrastructure, access and related transport, technical support and labour market services
(McCafferty, 2002: 41). This selective strategy reinforced the dominant position of the urban
settlements in the east and southwest because of technology’s urban bias (Commins and
Keane, 1994: 18; Walsh, J.A., 2013: 17). It focused on function and sectoral efficiencies
rather than on spatial and regional deficiencies where RDP was intended to promote national
competitiveness and innovation regardless of the spatial location of such investment. The
NESC report (1985) copperfastened such an approach, advocating potential (efficiency) over
the needs (equity) arguments which were to inform the funding and implementation of RDP.
Such a model was unabashedly urban in its character given the locational patterns of existing
and newly emerging industrial development. The continuing aggravation of territorial
disparities within the economy was further compounded by the overwhelming reliance on the
FDI sectors with their urban-bias which, by 1986, accounted for as much as three-fifths of net
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manufacturing output and three-quarters of manufactured exports (Kennedy, 1989; O’Leary,
2003).
What has been termed the ‘post-productivist’ period of agricultural restructuring created the
space during this period for the re-emergence of regional and local approaches to territorial
area-based approaches to development built on local partnerships or development coalitions
(O’Hara, 1999). The reform of the CAP demanded a restructuring of the price support regime
and increased investment in non-farm rural development interventions. This dovetailed with
the provisions in support of the Single European Market project and the recognition of the
need to introduce measures to bolster the cohesion process in the new competitive
environment which the single market would engender (Davis and Shortall, 1999, 199;
O’Hara and Commins, 1998: 262, 263). The impact on rural development was twofold.
First, the reform of the structural funds in 1988 doubled their value. Second, the new policy
dispensation was committed to a process-led development path. This was to be built on a
model of partnership and subsidiarity dependent on a programme (rather than project-led)
approach to development with shared planning and governance arrangements between the
member states and the Commission and between the national authorities and rural,
community and other stakeholders. Such an ostensibly multi-dimensional, territorial and
inclusive approach to integrated development was central to the new approaches in Ireland.
They included the Integrated Rural Development (IRD) projects (1988-90), the succession of
LEADER programmes and the Local Action Group Initiatives (LAG) (from 1991), Regional
Review Committees, the Programme for Economic and Social Progress (PESP) partnerships,
Regional Authorities (NUTTS 3) (1994), County Enterprise Boards (CEBs) (1994), County
Development Boards (CDB) (1999), the Western Development Commission (1997) and
Regional Assemblies (NUTTS 2) (1999) (see O’Hara, 1999: 126-127). They also included
other-area based initiatives such as the Anti-Poverty programmes, the Area Development
Management (ADM) and the Operational Programme for Local, Urban and Rural
Development (OPLURD) programmes for area development. The Barrington Report on
Local Government Reorganisation and Reform (1991), the Local Government Act (1991), the
Culliton Report ‘A Time for Change – Industrial policy for the 1990s’, (1992), and the
Planning and Development Act 2000 (which provided for Regional Planning Guidelines)
endorsed the outline of an ostensibly new policy departure in the regional and local planning
hierarchy for spatial differentiation in governance arrangements, spatial and land-use
planning and industrial and local development.
Such policy and institutional developments when combined, argued above all else for the
primacy of a co-ordinated and integrated approach to rural and local development within a
regional development framework which would prioritise the most isolated and disadvantaged
communities (O’Hara and Commins, 1998: 281)
8.3.9

National Development Planning and the CSF

The 1994-99 National Development Plan proposed a key strategic emphasis on the central
role of local development as a mechanism to generate and manage development and
regeneration through a ‘[…] new and innovative form of negotiated social and economic
governance’ (Pike, et al, 2006: 231). This area-based approach to development was
considered a vital part of the development and administrative infrastructure for the
disadvantaged areas in particular. It also reinforced the importance of co-ordination among
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local and regional bodies in pursuit of common strategic objectives. In terms of institutional
development at regional and local (sub-regional) level, programmes and development
initiatives were more progressively managed through a range of developmental and
administrative structures which were established under the aegis of the national partnership
structures which formed a central feature of public governance development from the late
1980s.
8.3.10 The EU, Agenda Setting and Regional Policy
The development discourse in the European Union and the nature of regional development in
Ireland are intrinsically linked (O’Hara and Commins, 2003). This is true insofar as
significant features of the policy influence and the funding supports for Irish regional, rural
and local development have originated in European policy development and practice and has
been part-financed through EU funding instruments. This external policy rationale and
influence continues despite the reduction in the value of structural funding (O’Hara and
Commins, 2003: 29; NESC, 1978; Commins and Keane, 1994). O’Hara and Commins (1991,
2003), Commins and Keane (1994) and Laffan (1996) attribute much of the
‘Europeanisation’ of political and policy commitment to such developments to the formative
influence of EU Cohesion policy. They stress he instrumental view adopted by the central
administration to creating whatever planning or management structures which would
maximise the exchequer’s optimum return from the Community’s Structural Funds and
Community Initiatives. The literature sustains different analyses. Such developments have
been represented as a key driver in the major reorientation of state support to the rural and
community sector, particularly the value of locally based integrated rural development
initiatives (O’Hara, 1998). The contrary view argued by Commins and Keane consider policy
development to have been traditionally reactive, haphazard and opportunistic as central
policy-makers merely aped developments at EU level. In effect, they cannot find evidence to
substantiate any commitment to a ‘domestically conceived’ programme or strategic policy for
rural or regional development (Commins and Keane, 1994: 103; Commins and O’Hara,
1991:10; O’Hara, 1999: 123).
The EU’s declared objectives in relation to regional policy are set out in the Single European
Act of 1987 which gave explicit treaty status to the Community’s Regional Policy (Coyle,
1996: 285). Explicit references to the centrality of regional policy is also contained in the
Treaty of Maastricht, (Article 130a) ‘which states that “in particular the Community shall aim
at reducing disparities between the levels of development of the various regions and the
backwardness of the least favoured regions, including rural areas”’ (Commins and O’Hara,
2003: 32). Two processes are relevant here. First, the deepening of EU integration which was
formally commenced in 1987 with the agreement of the Single European Act and its
expansionary commitment to market liberalisation (Smith, 2005: 134). Second, the
outworkings of neoliberal globalisation dynamics (cf. Section 5.8). Combined they set the
contemporary context for RDP policy (McCafferty, 2007: 58) within an integrated,
supranational and predominantly urban system, what has been referred to as ‘international
centralism’ (Bergman, Maier and Todtling, 1991: 1). The assumption within EU integrative
processes claims that trade and capital flows are inherently ‘welfare-improving’ in the
aggregate and that RDP will disburse the benefits and balance the spread and intensity of
concentrative effects of growth over time (Morgenroth, 2003: 23). Such new networks of
trade and capital have been dominated by the impact of external influences such as ‘ […]
actors including capital, consumers and regulatory bodies from processes of economic
globalization’ (Brereton et al., 2011: 204)
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8.3.11

National Development Plans (NDP) and the National Spatial Strategy

Similar to other late developing EU countries, the general thrust of RDP in Ireland shifted in
the 1990s from the traditional concern with interregional transfers and investment and
equalisation mechanisms to an approach which drew on the European Spatial Development
Perspective (ESDP) and which emphasised spatial relations and endogenous development
potential (Walsh, J.A., 2007; Breathnach, 2014; Bannon, 2000). The emphasis was further
galvanised by the macro processes driving the foundation of the SEA Act of 1987 (Commins
and Keane, 1994; Commins and O’Hara, 1991; Smith, 2005). Accepting that increased
integration across the community would exacerbate interregional divergences, the
Commission undertook to reform the Structural Funds and the Cohesion Fund (Morgenroth,
2003).
The National Development Plan (NDP) (published in 1999) made an explicit commitment to
balanced regional development (BRD) and formally proposed the National Spatial Strategy
(NSS) (Morgenroth, 2003; Walsh, J.A., 2013; O’Hara and Commins, 2003: 45; McCafferty,
2002). This has been reiterated in the subsequent programmes covering the intervening
period to 2013. As a response to the abandonment of regional planning for twenty years
(Walsh, J.A., 2013: 24), the NSS constituted the most important articulation of regional
development strategy in Ireland since the publication of the Buchanan report in 1968
(Morgenroth, 2013).
8.3.12

Hyper Growth and the Green Tiger

The second NDP (1994-1999) was prepared in the context of unprecedented economic
growth where the economy created the second highest level of GDP per capita in Europe and
where the fuller integration of the economy into international capital networks was
consolidated (Walsh, 2013: 14; Breathnach, 1998). This ‘Celtic Tiger’ phenomenon is
commonly referred to as the period of Irish economic growth which began in 1993 and which
collapsed catastrophically in 2008 (Kitchin et al., 2012: 1320). There is considerable
consensus in the literature that it was created from a ‘[…] new approach to negotiated
governance, macro-economic stabilisation measures, the social dividends from a late
demographic transition, and also the accumulated benefits of investment in education’
(Walsh, 2007: 46). This coupled with EU funding through the structural and cohesion funds
and the resurgence of new rounds of significant FDI investment into the country set the
foundations for the economic transformation.
Between 1986 and 1996 an average 5% in GDP growth was recorded, employment grew by
0.5 million or 26% and, contrary to the dominant pattern of intensive decline in the sector, a
14% increase in manufacturing was recorded (Breathnach, 1998). Further, in 2000, GDP
performance in Ireland was the second highest in Europe; its per capita GDP had risen from
63% in 1987 to 97% of the EU-average; growth rates for the period 1995-2000 increased
from 7% to 11%; and the Irish economy was confirmed as the second most open economy in
Europe after Luxembourg (Breathnach, 1998; Walsh, 2004: 126, 2002).
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8.3.13

Inter-Regional Divergence

An account of policy formulation at that time needs to be framed within the context of the
continuing exacerbation of unbalanced regional development and the growing divergence in
growth conditions along a North-West – South-East axis. The alignment of spatially
circumscribed patterns of development which were more concentrated in the Eastern region,
and particularly within the emerging greater Dublin metropolitan area (GDA), are confirmed
through an assessment of a range of measures. These include population growth rates, the
distribution and intensity of manufacturing employment and the employment structure
generally, the incidence of unemployment, and personal income per head.
There is significant consensus in the literature that the period from early 1990s to the mid2000s was dominated by a dominant shift to a free market model of deregulation and
hypergrowth. However, this reorientation of industrial policy created and further deepened
the pronounced spatial polarisation in economic development, employment and investment
patterns with a marked East-West divergence (McCafferty, 2002). FDI investment in the
period created exponential growth in the service sector, substantial and sustained
employment creation and population growth driven by natural increase and immigration
(Kitchin et al., 2012). In 1995, for example, half of manufacturing employment, two-thirds of
manufacturing output and three-quarters of non-food exports were generated by FDI. In the
period up to 2004, there was a 50% increase in the numbers employed (0.5 million persons).
By the end of the 1990s, annual average GDP was close to 10% (compound) with related
productivity gains recorded at half this rate in the previous decade. The 2001 figures
demonstrate a massive relative increase of c. 389,000 in the number of people at work
(McCafferty, 2002: 38).
The growth from the 1990s drove Ireland towards EU-convergence norms according to
macroeconomic indicators. FDI grew exponentially in the 1990s. The net flow of investment
increased from US$ 96M in 1986 to US$1,124M by 1997. By 1998, 47% of manufacturing
employment and 75% of output and 84% of all exports were generated by foreign investment.
FDI investment accounted fully for 50-60% of Ireland’s GDP growth and four-fifths of these
enterprises were USA-owned (Kitchin and Bartley, 2007; Breathnach, 1998; O’Sullivan, M.,
2000) leaving Ireland exposed and vulnerable as one of the most open economies worldwide,
based on export-orientated and foreign trade differentials. Moreover, development in this
decade was highly spatially divergent (Morgenroth, 2003: 2; Breathnach, 1998). There was
very disproportionate concentration in the GDA. Growth in absolute terms masked the
continuing disparities between the levels of investment, employment and population in the
GDA compared with other urban centres and between such centres and the outlying rural
areas (Walsh, 2004: 126). In employment, for example, the GDA rate of job growth stood at
62% in state-supported enterprises (87% accounted for by FDI) for the five years to 2000
while the border region gained a mere 1.5% (McCafferty, 2002: 39). The exponential growth
of the GDA and the imbalance and stagnation in rural areas combined to create the related
problems of congestion and decline (Walsh, 2007; Bartley, 2007).
Between 1991 and 2002, 87% of the demographic increase took place in urban or peri-urban
areas. In the twenty years to 2002, 89% (419,000) of the increase occurred in the aggregate
town areas (McCafferty, 2007: 59). The weaker rural areas, consisting of 52% of the total
area accounted for only 0.5% of the total gain (Walsh, 2007: 48).
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In sum, there is considerable agreement in the literature as to the markedly urban-led
dynamic and the significance of foreign-capital-led funding of the industrial and employment
‘boom’. So too stands the unequivocal and substantial evidence of the persistent nature of
divergence amongst regions in Ireland which are differentiated on the bases of particular
variables including per capita productivity, migration, investment, (un)employment,
(de)population, Gross Value Added indicators and the industrial structure (Morgenroth, 2003;
Walsh, J.A., 2013: 14, 18). Such differentials have created an increasingly complex ruralurban spatial structure.
8.3.14

National Development Plan (NDP) 2000-2006

The programming period 2000-2006 saw a substantial fall in structural fund transfers to
Ireland. This has meant an effective renationalisation of Irish regional policy whereby
Structural/Cohesion Funds accounted for less than 10% of the NDP budget. The planning and
funding architecture which underpinned the NDP (2000-2006) included two Regional
Operational Programmes. The regional Operational Programmes were designed to deliver
balanced regional development (BRD), address the bottlenecks in the South East region and
implement social inclusion measures as a priority strategic concern. The NDP included an
express commitment to BRD as well as to national growth and competitiveness and
employment creation. This was the first time it was articulated as a clear policy objective.
The focus in the 2000s was on functional regionalism where the objective was to integrate all
regions within a supra-economic entity that needed to compete in a globalised economy
rather than concentrating resources through transfers on the weaker regions of the Union.
This included support for the core industrial regions. Competitiveness has been formulated as
the key concern rather than deepening economic and social cohesion (O’Hara and Commins,
2003:29).
The NDP also included a commitment to develop a National Spatial Strategy which would
plan for and co-ordinate large-scale public investment measures in support of BRD and the
long-run growth potential of the regions.
8.3.15

National Spatial Strategy (NSS) 2002

Preparation for the NSS was commenced in May 2000 and was launched in December of
2002 (Walsh, J.A., 2013). The policy impetus for the NSS was predominantly influenced by
the European Spatial Development Perspective (ESDP) of 1999. The ESDP set out to
demonstrate an alternative model to the inherited spatial structures across the EU, dominated
by an urban hierarchy, forming around ‘[…] focal metropolitan core regions and attendant
peripheries’ in a polycentric model in contrast to the traditional monocentric growth centre
model (van Egeraat et al., 2013: 93; McCafferty, 2002: 49). It was constructed on the
principles of polycentric development which emphasised the development of networks of
urban connectivity as opposed to stand-alone development centres and prioritised new spatial
relations between urban and rural areas so as to release and manage the territorial
development potential at national and regional level and to systematically reduce internal
inter-regional disparities (Bartley, 2007; DEHLG, 2002).
Drawing on such an accepted conceptual framework, the NSS represented an important
departure in its overall conceptualisation of development and of the spatial flows inherent in
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demographic, industrial and settlement growth patterns (Meredith and van Egeraat, 2013).
The spatial logic was now at the heart of socioeconomic planning which would create a more
balanced urban structure. Of first importance in the Irish context, the overriding concept of
‘balanced competitiveness’ replaced the spatial equity orientation as the dominant motif
(Walsh, J.A., 2013: 24). This was further elaborated through the focus on complementarity
through regional specialisation where scale and localisation economies were to create
distinctive competitive advantage at a sub-national scale (McCafferty et al., 2013). The new
economic geography envisaged that the hierarchical geography of centres as envisaged in
classical central place theory was to be reimagined in horizontal, interdependent networks
forged together by complementarity and mutuality.
Fitzgerald et al., (2003) and Walsh, J.A., (2013: 13) consider the NSS the most significant
regional development policy document since the Buchanan report forty-five years earlier.
The NSS conceptualisation of spatial structure is fundamentally economic (Meredith et al.,
2013). Its framework is built on different territorial components: regions, gateways, hubs and
towns (McCafferty et al., 2013: 119). It represents a settlement and development strategy
constructed within a polycentric networked hierarchy of eighteen towns and cities, a network
of gateways (regional centres) and hubs (other urban centres), acting to integrate and to
function as related foci for functional regions, linked and energised by supporting transport
and communications infrastructure which will guide investment and create innovation
clusters of critical mass (Walsh, 2007; Meredith and van Egeraat, 2013; van Egeraat et al.,
2013; O’Hara, 2002). Polycentricity was to organise spatial and market relations at a national
and regional level (Meredith et al., 2013: 72).
As a policy instrument the NSS was committed to delivering on balanced regional
development and social equity (Walsh, 2002: 68, 69). This spatial framework was to provide
an overall planning context for regional and county/city planning exercises and develop a
strategic context for key public investment in transport and access infrastructure, the
improvement of economic productivity and competitiveness, and the development of a
settlement, distribution and transport nexus based on a variated scaling of gateways, hubs and
intermediate connecting zones. Balanced Regional Development (BRD) would be made real
as a concept by introducing measures intended to act as countervailing forces against the
dominating influence of the GDA and the continued concentration of economic activity and
population (van Egeraat et al., 2013: 92; McDonagh, 2002: 104). For example, in the absence
of the NSS framework, 80% of the projected 900,000 increase in population was forecast to
occur in the GDA (Walsh, J.A., 2004: 135). Its spatial dimension is set out in a fundamentally
functionalist framework (Walsh, J.A., 2013: 29).
In contrast to regional development policy generally which can reinforce agglomeration and
concentration tendencies in growth and development trajectories, BRD as envisaged in the
NSS is an explicit set of planned, co-ordinated and coherent initiatives which seek to
counteract the increasing tendency towards regional divergence for both aggregate efficiency
(competitiveness) and cohesion (equity) objectives (Boyle, 2008; Ward, 2008; Morgenroth,
2013). Spatial planning is constructed in this manner on the basis of related objectives: the
inward-orientation of policy which seeks to address regional divergence with a focus on rural
areas and the middle urban-tier; and the outward-orientation which seeks to address the
relative competitive position of the national economy within globalised networks of trade and
development (DEHLG et al., 2006)
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8.3.16

Interim Assessment of the NSS

The NSS has been characterised as an urban-development led model of development which
essentially assumed spillovers to the rural areas. The regional development policies which
were set out were poorly specified in terms of priorities (O’Hara, 2013). The NSS ultimately
set out to reconcile the related, but often unresolved, contradictions or tensions between
attempts to maintain national competitiveness and to create regional equity through selective
targeting of growth centres and distributive mechanisms in support of the productive sector.
An approach based on the unique competitive potential of definable areas, rather than on
needs and equity became the locus for development planning. This refutation of the spatial
equity approach to development planning was defended as it was considered ‘unrealistic and
unlikely to succeed’ (Walsh, J.A., 2004: 135) because the same level of critical mass through
concentration cannot be achieved at the same time everywhere (Walsh, J.A., 2013:17; 2002:
69). Investment to increase potential and achieve critical mass is critical to bolstering
competitive and dynamic functional service centres and so avoid dissipation through spread:
‘Concentration of resources to achieve stronger centres and thereby the development of
related areas is a crucial dynamic in bringing about more balanced regional development’
(Walsh, J.A., 2007: 52; Walsh, J.A., 2002).
The ESDP, and the NSS, argued for a recalibration of RDP away from redistributive, equity
concerns to balanced regional development based on maximising regional potential and
generating more self-reliant, territorial approaches to competitive development which would
liberate the periphery from structural dependency and also integrate all regions into global
markets (Walsh, J.A., 2013: 15; van Egeraat et al., 2013: 93). This approach is based on the
relative performance, potential and problems of specific regions (Nordstrom, 1996). Ideally,
such city regions would form complementary functional spatial entities characterised by selfsustaining, non-imitative growth models. The planning framework deliberately moved from
the established geometry of administrative boundaries officially recognised under the NUTS
classifications and promulgated an overlapping functional mosaic based on critical mass and
potential as the determinants of future development. Unlike the Buchanan (1967) analysis,
however, this formulation argued for concentration of resources for stronger centres to
accomplish BRD and to bring about sustainable development, not just stimulating short-term
growth measures. It argued for integrated, reinforcing and complementary urban-rural
networks rather than confining such investment prioritisation to Buchananesque growth
centres. Space (represented by functional regions) overtook place (represented by growth
centres) in conceptual terms as the critical discourse (Walsh, J.A., 2013: 26).
However, while the NSS emphasised that future investment decisions should be selected and
prioritised by its own sustaining and coherent planning framework, there was no binding
legislative effect given to the strategy’s recommendations. This weakness fundamentally
undermined its potential as a planning tool (Meredith and van Egeraat, 2013). This fracturing
of attempts to promote regional co-ordination and coherence is resonant of Keating’s account
of such policy efforts which cannot function outside of separate ‘departmental silos’
(Keating, 1998; Ó Riordáin, 2010, 2013; Daly and Kitchin, 2012). As a result, its
implementation was weak, inconsistent and undermined by political vacillation and
managerial neglect and the lack of adherence to the framework in functional and sectoral
planning (Walsh, J.A., 2013; Meredith et al., 2013). The emphasis has been on the structural
dimensions of hubs and gateways, the conditions necessary for releasing potential rather than
on an interventionist strategy which would prioritise and redirect investment (public and
private) to identified spatial areas of need (Meredith et al., 2013: 86).
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The NSS failed in its overriding objectives (Morgenroth, 2013): ‘It is now apparent that, in
conjunction with a range of governance and market failures, this failure has proven to be
enormously costly to the state’ (Meredith and van Egeraat, 2013: 5). Such costs are recounted
in intensifying urban sprawl, dysfunctional settlements patterns, intensifying commuter
distances, inefficient and counter-productive tax and incentivisation measures, lack of
enforcement and myopic regulation (Morgenroth, 2013: 52/53). For example, this is
evidenced in the lack of spatial selectivity in planning for new settlement development and
the underprovision of the necessary supporting infrastructures. Equally, the employment
patterns analysed in the decade from 2002 reveal that the tendency of new employment
creation (especially FDI-sourced) to disproportionately concentrate in the GDA has
continued unabated (van Egeraat et al., 2013: 107) while the substantial absolute decline of
employment in two of the gateways further underscore the failure to realise the stated
objectives of the NSS.
Daly and Kitchin (2013) highlight the reaffirmation to the strategic framework of the NSS set
out in the Planning and Development (Amendment) Act, 2010. It reconcentrates the
commitment to an understanding and practice of development as being inherently spatial and
that public policies must be prescriptive, limiting and integrated within an overall national,
regional and local framework. The focus is unambiguously on the scale and mass potential of
cities as the principal drivers of regional and national competitiveness, acting as attraction
poles for exogenous production factors and investment and as high-order service centres
supporting their rural catchments. However, such a focus says relatively little as to how best
to rehabilitate and develop those rural, peripheral areas which fall outside of and between the
principal economic and settlement networks. Such declining and residual areas contain
significant structural challenges where c.666,000 people reside in areas falling outside of the
functional catchment areas. Future scenarios are portrayed in bleak terms, where
demographic atrophication and decline are juxtaposed with low and negative growth
forecasts and a depleted enterprise and employment potential (Daly and Kitchin, 2013: 161).
The concentration of economic activity (particularly high-value and high-skills services and
products) in urban centres and the increasing suburbanisation of settlement patterns and
commuter-dominant patterns, have reinforced the spatial dynamics of rural demographic
decline. A disproportionate and increasing level of older age cohorts, of high dependency
ratios, of those at greater risk from exclusion and poverty, a shortage of skills and
employment opportunities and the undermining of the viability of public services or future
infrastructure development are forecast for such residual, declining areas.
The need to re-tool policies and practices to engage with such complex problems is a key
challenge for regional and rural policy and will require innovative and interventionist policy
prescriptions which will counter traditional approaches based on ‘[…] normative cultural
biases for future growth trajectories and designed to function under the premises of “growth
allocation”’ (Daly and Kitchin, 2013: 162). Such a conceptualisation is predicated on
territorial imperatives built on spatial differentiation. Pro-growth and short-term policies and
planning interventions form the orthodoxy and the shape of measures deployed to tackle rural
depopulation and economic decline. Measures to secure population growth would invariably
generate economic stimulus through injections of capital, skills, amplified demand markets
and diversification, such interpretations contend. Daly and Kitchin depend on the evidence
base in support of their analysis which supports the opposite outcomes of outmigration and
unemployment (Daly and Kitchin, 2013: 167).
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How public policy will manage and accommodate the permanent alignment of depopulation
is a critical contemporary issue across the industrialised economies with significant
percentages of the rural areas experiencing demographic ageing, low birth rates and outmigration (Daly and Kitchin, 2013: 170). The inevitability of significant demographic decline
underscores their analysis. Such processes can create opportunities, however, through
mobilising local resources and ‘right-sizing’ local economic and social structures and making
room for place-based, non-entrepreneurial dominated planning practices (ibid: 173).
8.3.17

National Development Plan (NDP) 2007-13

The NDP (2007-2013) set out the strategic funding framework for national development
which was agreed with the European Commission through the Community Support
Framework (CSF) (Bartley, 2007). The ex ante evaluation which was prepared prior to the
finalisation of the plan (Morgenroth and Fitzgerald, 2006) recognised the spatial divergence
in economic development patterns and the unsustainable growth dynamics which had been
generated by processes of agglomeration and concentration. It argued that public investment
priorities should align specifically with the regional economic planning model and commit to
explicit regional development criteria on which the NSS had been founded and support the
growth centre approach.
The NDP (2007-13), provided for an investment of €183.7bn in five sectoral investment
programmes and one of its horizontal goals articulated a commitment to BRD within the NSS
framework with a concomitant focus on investment in the growth centres while emphasising
greater linkages and coherence between the sectoral and spatial funding measures.
8.3.18

Rural Development Policy (RDP) and Integrated Rural Development (IRD)

The antecedent of policy concern with rural development and IRD policies are long
established. The Inter-Departmental Committee on the Problem of Small Western Farms
(1962) referred to IRD and community-led development, as did An Foras Talúntais (1963)
and the Second Programme for Economic Expansion (SPEE) of 1964 which contained an
explicit reference to integrated, multi-sectoral rural development and the mobilisation of
community structures as drivers of rural change at a local level. Their recommendations were
partially implemented through the establishment of the County Development Teams in 1963
and presaged the establishment of the CDBs more than thirty year later (Commins and
Keane, 1994; Commins and O’Hara, 1991). The third PEE programme (1969-72) reaffirmed
IRD as a policy objective which would enable the integration of functional and territorial
modes of development (Commins and Keane, 1994: 160; Commins and O’Hara, 1991)
The context for Rural Development Policy and IRD
Arguably, the proper context for situating the evolution of rural development policy is
structured around the correlative impacts of deindustrialisation, unemployment, the loss of
population, impoverishment, and the decrease in public funding in rural areas. The rural
economy has traditionally housed an over-representation of sectors and industries suffering
perpetual decline. Such economic structures are associated with limited opportunities and
low-wage employment. Moreover, since the earlier explicit policy formulations regarding
intensive industrialisation in the late 1950s, the strategy’s orientation has been to disperse
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investment across the state. These spatial patterns of industrial development have been urbandominated and this is particularly acute as it relates to the locational preference of FDI. In
such a way can this form of balanced regional development strategy through industrialisation
be seen to have been either ‘ineffective or futile’ (Morgenroth, 2013: 49).
The resulting urban-led development has characterised much of the economic growth and
development narrative since the 1950s. The propulsive forces of critical mass and scale
economies has established spatial and economic agglomerations as key drivers of
development creating positive externalities and dense networks generated around spatially
concentrated growth poles (Scott and Storper, 1990). As such, city-regions exhibit a high
degree of economic primacy (Friedmann and Weaver, 1979: 176) (cf. Sections 5.3 -5.8).
These complexes sustain and reproduce critical interdependencies based on knowledge,
labour and capital spillovers and synergies. They support infrastructure, institutional
apparatus and innovative clusters of research, technology and skills. The outworking of what
Keating (1998: 73) called the ‘global logic of capital’ demands that globally-trading and
specialist networks characteristic of the knowledge-based economy tend to concentrate in
urban growth centres. Consequently, much of regional spatial planning efforts have attempted
to establish and recreate the enabling conditions for such concentrated growth patterns (Scott
and Storper, 1990: 15; DEHLG, 2006). In short, such centres remained synonymous with the
locus of institutional power and political patronage, with financial power and functional
competence (Keating, 1998: 56). They contain a complex of related and mutually supporting
economic actors who are concentrated spatially and integrated through forward and back
production linkages. This creates sustainable synergies and economies of scale including an
innovative culture and a pool of skilled labour. This complex is driven in large part by the
dynamic of ‘untraded dependencies’ within the localised spatial setting (Keating, 1998).
These include specifically skilled labour, robust public institutions, shared values, stability in
normative rules, commonly accessible public goods, deepening rounds of investment in
social capital, and systems of innovation which combined form part of a recognisable and
differentiated social process. These enterprises and other economic actors are linked and
reinforced by locational interdependencies, which ‘[…] underpin the persistence of efficiency
and innovation enhancing clusters of capital and labour in economic development’ (Scott and
Storper, 2003: 192). By means of such agglomeration dynamics and the resulting processes
and developmental structures, the critical shift is from the neo-classical conditions of static
comparative advantages to competitive, innovative and created determinants.
Development has in many traditional formulations been construed as an urban or, at best, a
‘city-near phenomenon’ (Sjoholt, 2004). Cooke argues that the dominant narrative of regional
development conflates regional growth and development as a primarily urban spatial
construct rather than a social and relational process (Cooke, 1983: 132). Rural heartlands are
assumed in many cases to be obsolete and vulnerable. Certain questions are suggested from
this analysis:




Will a sustainable development path for such places be formed through policies which
shape rather than share (Sjoholt, 2004: 48)?
Will such an economic model look to supply-side factors rather than protectionist,
demand-side and redistributive concerns?
If such transfer mechanisms are accepted, how can capacity as well as capital be
diffused to increase empowerment and local capacity development?
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How can policy engage with non-monetary resources so as to best improve cultural
and symbolic resources, to create close socioeconomic relations based on dense
associative and interdependent networks?

The context for rural policy then is related to the perceived weaknesses of an urban-centric
approach to development, and a set of policy responses that were inadequate to the complex
restructuring of rural areas (Walsh, J.A., 2013: 17). In the Irish context, during the fifteen
years to 2008, spatial planning was predominantly concerned with mitigating and managing
the impact of rapid population growth and urban development (Daly and Kitchin, 2013: 159).
This uneven geography of change and development since the 1980s has continued with a
stubborn persistence in the rate and intensity of regional divergences measured in GVA and
explained by a lower contribution to productivity and output (O’Hara et al., 2008). The
fundamental challenge for rural development policy is then to support, through public
investment and the stimulation of private investment, the amelioration of infrastructure
deficiencies and the creation of self-generated and sustainable growth patterns. It accepts that
while transfers support the redistribution of certain resources, they are not sufficient to tackle
the structural weaknesses in productive capacity in the lagging regions. Rural development
policy must, therefore, become a central integrated component within a balanced regional
development framework. It must address the challenges of establishing the necessary
linkages and interdependencies between growth-centre or gateway-led growth and the rural
functional areas.
Rural Policy Development (RLDP) in Ireland
In Ireland, RLDP has evolved from the work of the Congested District Boards to more
contemporary interventions which included stimulation and support for growth centres,
industrial dispersion and special support packages (McDonagh, 2007: 90). However,
McDonagh argues that the implementation of CAP and Regional Fund support mechanisms
cloaked the absence of a coherent rural development policy and in some important respects
they acted as a surrogate for such a policy. Moreover, such interventions as existed were
structured with a national focus and the state economy was ‘[…] viewed as the primary
terrain for state action, local and regional economies were treated as mere sub-units of
relatively autocentric national economic space’ (Brenner, 2004: 459).
RLDP was considered an ‘appendage’ to agricultural policy from the later 1960s to the mid1980s (Commins and Keane, 1994: 103). With accession to the EU, rural development in the
early 1970s was passed over to the European Commission and there was a significant
overreliance on CAP and productivist-agriculture developmental and funding measures
managed through sectoral policy and governed by the regime of market controls and price
supports (Commins and Keane, 1994: 110; Commins and O’Hara, 1991). This was
summarised in terms of ‘[…] what was good for farming was good for rural areas’ (O’Hara,
1999: 123). More recently, the 1999 White Paper (Ensuring the Future – A Strategy for Rural
Development in Ireland) and the NESC analysis (1994) argued for an encompassing spatial
framework to guide investment and policy measures within the dynamics of urban-rural
networks. This emphasised the conflation of rural and regional development and moved away
from CAP-like measures to integrated rural development measures. Other significant policy
measures included the Council of Europe – Charter for Rural Areas, the Future of Rural
Society (1988) (essentially a manifesto for developing a new paradigm for supporting farm
incomes and a more diversified rural economy), the Commins and Keane 1994 NESC report,
the Cork Declaration 1996, Agenda 2000 and the Third Report on Economic and Social

300

Cohesion (February 2004). Cumulatively, they were in effect a reaction to the general lack of
focus on non-metro areas and non-CAP like interventions which has obfuscated the rural
problem by concentrating on settlements and growth centres (O’Hara, 2013: 150). Such
analyses are also central to the work of the Commission for the Economic Development of
Rural Areas (CEDRA) which was set up by the Ministers for Environment Community and
Local Government and Agriculture, Food and the Marine in September 2012. The
Commission was to inform the policy debate concerning the medium-term economic
development of rural areas for the period to 2025 (www.ruralireland.ie).
The typology of development analysed in such initiatives argued that growth trajectories
must support the mutual, sustainable and coherent development of urban and rural areas in an
optimum way so as to realise the overall development potential of the state in a balanced,
efficient and equitable manner. However, in a conceptualisation of development where
industrial urban-growth becomes a normative objective, and despite the patterns of uneven
and inequitable growth which it engenders, traditional RDP, including its rural development
dimension, primarily concerns itself with influencing the locational preferences of industry
and where the intensification of urban access is the overriding development principle
(Freidmann and Weaver, 1979: 114).
The Construction of Rural Space and Rural Decline
According to McDonagh (2007: 88) rural development policy is at once a priority for the
Irish state and the broader EU community policy commitment. Since the early 1980s, the
conceptualisation of rurality has deepened and become more complex reflecting the
increasingly diminishing role of agricultural production as the mainstay of rural areas and the
increasing multi-sectoral, multi-disciplinary dimensions of rurality anchored to an overt
territorial logic. In policy terms, this is reflected in the evolution from a ‘reductionist and
mechanistic view’ to a more complex understanding of the spatial and economic forces at
work (McDonagh, 2007: 89). Rural space is increasingly differentiated and heterogeneous.
Policy development has moved from vertical and sectoral specialisation in commodity
agriculture to a more integrated, territorial approach to the systematic development of rural
resources (McDonagh, 2007: 95) O’Hara argues another dimensions of the shift where RDP
no longer prioritises rural development policies and rural decline in favour of a new spatial
management (O’Hara, 2013: 150).
The economic recession has been partially caused and compounded by the implosion of the
credit and property markets and the related collapse of the construction and ancillary supply
and support sectors (Daly and Kitchin, 2013). A complex process of economic stagnation,
disinvestment, the withdrawal of public services from rural areas and depopulation, including
forced outmigration, characterise the challenges facing many rural and peripheral areas.
Different analyses include an economy and a community damaged by localism and
clientalism in political culture, the lack of regulation and oversight and poor tax-driven
investments which prioritised short-term gains through speculative property investment
(O’Hara, 2013: 155; McDonagh, 2002: 107; O’Leary, 2015: 170). During the boom, rural
and regional policy, and the important intersections between them, were not sufficiently
coherent nor coordinated in their formulation of the analyses and the required policy
interventions despite the buoyancy in exchequer returns and broadly supportive policy
environment. The contemporary reviews demonstrate that the state could not effectively
manage prosperity. Nor was there sufficient evidence base for investment because of weak
institutional planning and governance regimes (O’Hara, 2013: 155). Such weak institutional
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capacity was exacerbated by an inability to manage the spatial impacts of the rapid growth,
the dysfunctional nature of central departments operating in silos and the lack of a regional
focus or assessment of regional needs (ibid).
8.3.19

Conclusions

The Bases and the Limitations of Regional Development Policy
The review has identified the consistency and pervasiveness of the fundamental, almost
inviolable truth that economic growth dominates as the centrepiece of regional ‘development’
planning. In this formulation, economic development always necessarily precedes
development and will ultimately generate convergence over time (Rodriguez-Pose, 2013). In
this way, contemporary policies and planning interventions yield to the imperatives of this
dominant motif of economic development and the model of urban industrialisation upon
which it depends. Rather than reimaging relationships and territory, such RDP initiatives are
challenged in going beyond the structural conditions which give rise to them and consistently
‘[...] reproduce the functional system of which it was a part’ (Friedmann and Weaver, 1979:
69).
Sectional and sectoral policies which are centrally devised and administered still dominate
the policy narrative (Commins and Keane, 1994: 213). Local development or RDPs are
largely a derivative form of centralised mono-policies (Lloyd and Meegan, 1996: 61). These
policy formulations re-echo the continuing dynamic tension identifiable since the 1960s
between those policies which are explicitly focused on the regions and those policies (both
explicit and implicit) which foster concentration and centralisation and contribute to the
further polarisation of the periphery (Olav Berg: 2004). Twelve years after its launch, the
NSS is an important point of empirical reference. Despite the policy commitments and the
exhortations to integrated, coherent and sustainable regional development as set out in
‘Sustainable Development: A Strategy for Ireland (1997)’; the provisions of the Planning and
Development Act (2000); the combined analytical support and ratification of such an
approach by government advisory councils such as the ESRI , Enterprise Ireland (2000), and
the NESC, the NSS was, if not stillborn, operationalised in a very truncated and marginal
manner (Walsh, J.A., 2004; O’Hara, 2013: 155). The recent evaluation of the implementation
of the NSS points to the self-perpetuating malaise at the heart of such centralised and
disaggregated approaches to planning. This has resulted in ambiguous implementation which
was further exacerbated by a lack of political commitment at national and local level: ‘The
National Spatial Strategy was operationalised in only a very limited way, with most of the
focus on gateways and relatively little exploration or understanding of the relationships
between gateways, hubs, provincial towns and rural areas. Moreover, given the lack of real
political commitment to the strategy at both national and local level and the ambiguities
regarding its implementation, it had little chance of being taken seriously’ (O’Hara, 2013:
156).
While the NSS was presented as the only ‘multi-policy’ governance framework (Ó Riordáin,
2013), the whole-of-government strategic imperative which informed its conceptualisation
was not rendered into reality through its implementation. The spatial implications of sectoral
policy, both in terms of the policy’s ability to respond to sensitised local/regional needs and
to be continually informed through evaluation of its impact at the local/regional level, was
neither mainstreamed nor prioritised. The multi-dimensional challenges of coherent territorial
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development were ignored or undermined by a systematic aversion to integrated service
planning and a retreat behind the long-standing sectoral approach to homogenous, ‘monodirectional’ policies dominated by functional specialisation and ‘silo governance’ (Ó
Riordáin, 2013; Daly and Kitchin, 2013). These contemporary analyses have long-standing
and respected antecedents in policy discourse. The centralisation of Irish governance and
planning systems and the double-bind culture of political localism and clientalism has been a
leitmotif in the narrative since the 1960s (Walsh, J.A., 1996; McDonagh, 2001: Ó Cinnéide,
1992; Coyle, 1996; Laffin, 1996; Smyth, 1986). In sum, ‘[…] if sectoral policies do not
support regional policies, the efficacy of regional development programmes will inevitably
be low’ (Olav Berg, 2004: 179).
The Market and the Community
The review also supports the view that transnational capital increases its hegemonic role in
development and a particular type of development construed exclusively on its own terms. It
increasingly incorporates ‘[…] local capacity into global consumption models where they are
the predominant producers’ (Freidmann and Weaver, 1979: 167). Spatially, it invests in
systems and places that favour its further accumulation and is determined by ‘single-function
variables’ such as market proximity and production efficiencies (ibid: 226). It falls to public
policy, therefore, to ensure that such processes might better respond to and serve local needs
as part of a more egalitarian and ethical ‘public interest planning’ which attempts to deal with
complex, multi-dimensional and long-term development challenges. In this context, there is
also empirical support for the importance of social capital within the policy process
(Morgenroth, 2003).
This review also concludes that, traditionally, RDP was firm-centred, standardised and
incentive-based (Rodriguez-Pose, 2013), taking the form of an ‘isomorphic approach to
development’ (Chien, 2008, cited in Rodriguez-Pose, 2013: 1035). In such analyses,
industrial development and the locational patterns it invests in are considered the primary
determinant of the economic geography of regional development regardless of laissez-faire
political economy or the outworkings of indiscriminate growth (Pouw and McGregor, 1991).
However, the question remains as to whether RDP can achieve a permanent counterrestructuring of spatial economic organisation (Freidmann and Weaver, 1979: 173). Contrary
views are redolent of the contested nature of RDP: ‘[…] economic planning and its regional
component remained a philosophy more discussed by advocates than one practiced by
government in the two decades after the war’ (Pearce, 2008: 8). In such a way we might ask
whether RDP can systematically move from a concern with how regions can contribute to
national economic growth as its overall objective to a more explicit and systematic concern
with internalised or localised growth processes determined against terms specific to the
demands and potential of each specific ‘region’. Can it exhibit the core commitment to a
development process based on equality and the realisation of the fullest development
potential calibrated on social, community and environmental costs as well as economic
benefits, the reassertion of territorial integrity in the face of exogenous, functional capital and
bureaucratic elites and counter the effects of policies which contributed to community
attrition, to resource destruction and to human redundancy?
In Ireland, the conceptualisation of development is essentially materialist, individualist, and
narrowly instrumentalist (Jenkins, 1997: 12). RDP is ultimately driven by market trends, by
ubiquitous political influence and by localism rather than being determined by the needs and
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potential assessment of the region. The evidence points to the lack of sufficient political
determination at the highest level of authority to counter the deepening negative regional
trends of structural change (Olav Berg, 2004: 180). This contemporary analysis asks whether
new or revised RDPs can act as counteracting processes to sectoral policies (Nordstrom,
1996). It asks as to the acceptable minimum standards for infrastructure and service provision
in peripheral regions. It further asks as to ‘[…] the disastrous social and spatial cost and
consequences’ of social exclusion and the malaise of community apathy (Kitchin, et al.,
2012: 1320). This analysis challenges RDP not to commit to short-term crises management
but to long-term sustainable development and to prioritise the improvement of regional
welfare and redistribution in support of living conditions as well as growth. It asks whether
RDP can deal with material and non-material welfare in a systematic and planned fashion?
It is argued that in the contemporary development narrative ‘New discourses give dominance
to the primacy of market forces, to the imperative of restoring entrepreneurialism, to the need
to be flexible and to the need to defer to business interests and remove the state as far as
possible from the sphere of economic life’ (Lloyd and Meegan, 1996: 79). In political
economy terms, in the post ‘Celtic Tiger’ period, it is critical to assess the extent to which
any new RDP and development strategies represent an actual extension and deepening of
those neoliberal forces which provoked the catastrophic collapse of that particular phase of
indiscriminate economic ‘growth’ in the first place (Kitchin et al., 2012). Can RDP more
fully recognise and articulate current conditions and not follow established orthodox rules
that are externally imposed and highly deterministic, and which are in some important
respects necessarily, ‘[…] pre-given, immutable or pre-figurative of a future development
path’ (Amin, 1994: 7)?
There is, accordingly, increasing attention drawn to the moral imperative of RDP. Byron and
Jenkins (2004: 230) argue for equity, inclusion, representation, and for a humanised form of
social development which mediates the type of economic activity best suited to local needs
and circumstances. Such discourses enquire as to the limits to what is achievable, costeffective, fair or sustainable. It questions how much money should be spent on implementing
RDPs and under what conditions? Moreover, there is strong empirical and analytical support
for the inclusion of non-economic factors. Financial and physical capital are extended to
include the social, cultural, and linguistic dimensions of capital as integral aspects of
socioeconomic relations (Sjoholt, 2004: 43; Morgenroth, 2003; Harrison, 2006: 937, 938).
Policy Lessons
In its idealised form, this review suggests that RDP should be at once coincident with an
approach which is ‘[…] productive, developmental, facilitative, regulatory and redistributive’
(Freidmann and Weaver, 1979: 203) producing a coherent approach to economic efficiency
and territorial cohesion and integrity. To do so it should target specific territorial and
locational assets: ‘[…] accelerate the circulation of capital, to reproduce the labour force, to
address place-specific socioeconomic problems and/or maintain territorial cohesion’
(Brenner, 2004: 453). Spatial sustainability is at the heart of the matter as are the processes of
policy subsidiarity, deregulation and partnership in practice. Such a policy formulation for a
new RDP might seek to embrace the protection of the ecological system, provide measures to
respond to environmental degradation and depopulation, provide regional economic
development measures which can generate and also repatriate capital (competitiveness,
innovation, employment) and build on natural resources, energy and local skills. Such a
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policy would ultimately involve a negotiated regional, ‘innovative’ governance built on
networks of institutional, social and political relations (Medeiros, 2013: 1259).
In this context, and based on the review of Irish policies, a number of related questions
emerge:





When do market failures justify public intervention and expenditure?
Can efficiency outcomes result from equity-orientated interventions to counter its
effects or do equity interventions cause interregional inefficiencies in the distribution
of welfare (Dawkins, 2003: 149)?
What capacity has policy to introduce structural, as opposed to temporary, change in
maximising efficiencies and reducing disparities?
How best to ensure that a territorial approach avoids the dangers of local/regional
introspection and a weak understanding of and integration into broader networks and
flows at national and international level (Walsh, J.A., 2013)?

Prospects and Challenges for RDP
The review of regional planning has identified a number of salient and recurrent themes
which have been presented in the foregoing and are synthesised below.
Political Economy and Change
It is argued that the concept or the commitment to change need not be construed as an
ideological conversion nor is development promoted as necessarily path-dependent (Sjoholt,
2004: 47). In this context, development is socially constructed within a particular cultural
context dependent on and driven by specific principles and values (Byron and Jenkins, 2004).
Such a constructivist rather than a structuralist convention is put forward as an explanatory
form based on a methodology that locates the particulars of local regionally-specific
scenarios rather than depending on or extolling universal models (ibid: 47). Such an approach
to development considers the local and regional economic environment but also remains
faithful to the prevailing social order.
This research argues in a preliminary fashion that there is justification in highlighting the
political dimension to regional development planning – a consideration which has been to the
fore in the contemporary analysis of the implementation of the NSS and its current reimagining (Meredith and van Egeraat, 2013). Savoie reminds us that agreement as to the
constitution of a region, its administrative and development delineations, its spatial
circumference and its economic catchment, are fundamentally political matters, not economic
(Savoie, 2006: 323). The failure to address regional needs and opportunities, howsoever
constituted, is a political failure manifested in the deeply centralised administrative
geometries of development. In the case of the NSS and of the rural economic space generally,
political and not regional planning priorities dominate. Such an assertion in relation to the
political discourse which determines what is meant by the ‘region’ and ‘regional
development’ is vulnerable to criticism on the basis of partisanship or rhetoric, of distilling
prejudice out of knowledge (Freidmann and Weaver, 1979). However, there is considerable
accredited evidence to support the line of argument which emphasises the dominance of the
political dimension. For example, the OECD analysis argues that the concentration of
investment and resources in leading regions does not necessarily alleviate regional
divergences. It recognises that market forces alone will not generate BRD and that a zero sum
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approach to development between regions is ineffective and inefficient (OECD, 2009). In
short, public sector planning for sustained and integrated interventions is critical to realise
national competitiveness through the optimisation of endogenous potential and the social,
economic and institutional asset range in each region. The traditional false dichotomy
between regional territorial and national competitiveness, between the spatial and the
functional, has been considered redundant for some time: ‘To see regional policy and
regional problems as simply questions of spatial distribution is completely inadequate’
(Massey, 1979: 59).
Policy Formulation and Governance
This review of regional and rural development policy demonstrates clearly that, especially
since the late 1980s, there has been a policy focus shift from the narrow, exclusive and
limiting concerns of job creation to an acceptance of the need to address entrenched regional
disparities and the emerging regional impact of prosperity and poverty (O’Hara, 2013: 148 ).
Whatever the ideological basis, the contradictions and the biases of political objectives,
substantive dimensions of policy formulation have been dominated by the centralising
tendencies of the political economy. It remains legitimate to ask whether those interventions
have introduced structural change or are merely a rescaling of traditional interventions (cf.
Sections 8.3.15 and 8.3.18).
In Ireland, there is still no internal territorial differentiation in terms of the strategic,
autonomous executive functioning of the ‘multiple administrative tiers that are allocated
specific regulatory tasks’ other than the county councils (Brenner, 2004: 453). There are no
place-specific institutional forms which are encompassed under distinctive administrative
arrangements, no ‘scalar division of state regulation’ (ibid: 453) which has executive
competence rather than a passive consultative, accounting or monitoring role. There is no
clear articulation yet of the role of the regions in decentring the national economic space and
the social community it claims to sustain. A severe impediment to realising endogenous
development potential is the extremely weak, constrained local powers and centralised
regional governance and planning institutional frameworks in Ireland (Bartley, 2007; O’Hara
et al., 2008; Laffan, 1996; O’Hara and Commins, 2003: 45; O’Leary, 2015: 169). RDPs
which are based on ‘territorial equivalence’ must seek ‘to provide “equivalent” economic,
social, cultural, civic and democratic conditions and possibilities to citizens no matter where
they live, rural or urban, remote or within or close to cities’ (O’Hara et al., 2008: 12). These
type of RDP’s must establish the precise calculation of how the different scales of planning
interact. They must confirm and address their identifiable and differentiated impact at a
regional level. This is a prerequisite if such modes of planning are mobilised as explicit
instruments to underwrite efforts at balanced, equitable and egalitarian modes of
development. Such an approach to RDP is recommended by the OECD and should become
the watermark for future planning regimes (Ó Riordáin, 2013: 155).
Development versus Growth
Development and growth in a region is not only dependent on welfare transfers, but becomes
increasingly a publically-guided endogenous development process. The orientation and
inherent nature of the relationship between the core and the periphery, between the developed
and lagging zones, must move from dependency to interdependency, reciprocity and
mutuality of national-regional benefit through support and linkages (O’Hara et al., 2008).
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This shift in strategic orientation focuses attention on a number of subsidiary spatial and
functional relationships.
First, in the current Irish policy context the urban system essentially functions as a mediator
of regional development in Ireland (McCafferty, 2007). Development prospects within the
regions rely heavily on their urban systems because of the concentration of the historical
prioritisation of investment and employment in these centres. This was recognised by
Buchanan, by the NESC and is fundamental to the NSS (McCafferty, 2007). However, the
risks of concentration through agglomeration networks can lead to unsustainable growth
patterns and the ‘privatisation of benefits and socialisation of costs’ (OECD, 2009, cited in
WDC, 2010: 3). The conflation of agglomeration economies and urbanisation structures with
‘regional development’ will always position city-regions as the preeminent sites for
innovation and growth consisting of employment and productivity gains. However, there is a
key need to develop all regions so as to ensure the optimum use of regional assets and to
cumulatively contribute to the national growth objectives in a way that is commensurate and
fully exploits its development capacity.
Second, territorial, rather than functional or sectoral, concerns dominate rural areas where
natural endowments and assets can create an attractive environment to anchor investment,
innovation and population retention, particularly of key highly-skilled cohorts (O’Hara et al.,
2008): ‘A simple accumulation of investment and assets is not enough. The market alone
does not maximise the potential of lagging regions. Public policy has a vital role to play in
developing all regions and helping them to achieve their potential, so bringing the widest
possible national benefit’ (WDC, 2010b: 8). There remains a key policy commitment to
infrastructural and growth-centred fundamentals. Morgenroth argues that regional growth is
critically dependent on infrastructure provision and that such measures represent the only
‘direct’ instrument for government intervention (Morgenroth, 2003: 19). In order to address
the fragmentation of economic geography, he argues that such investment should be spatially
targeted to encourage and sustain agglomeration centres and their functional hinterlands in
such a way that ‘[…] the engines of growth are supplied at the optimal level’ (ibid: 23) and
through direction actions, transfers, subsidies or regulatory/control mechanisms. How the
prospects and development potential for rural and regional communities and sectors are to be
accommodated in this polarised view is less clear.
Shifting Course
There is a need, according to Walsh, J.A., (2002, 2007, 2013), to reimagine the regional
development paradigm. Such a new and alternative approach where the traditional policy
response was articulated in terms of interregional transfers and investments needs to be
recalculated against optimising the endogenous development capacity of the regions and the
rural areas. RDP needs to address ‘[…] a range of factors which are much more complex and
subtle than the existence of concentrations of firms, population or sectors’ (O’Hara et al.,
2008: 7). It needs to be integrated, cross-sectoral and built on the principles of inclusive
governance (WDC, 2010b). It needs to move away from a determination to facilitate
convergence with some external normative condition and build an approach to development
that is endogenous and self-sustaining. The focus is less on transfer investments and more on
the creation of those conditions which initiate and sustain processes of innovation,
productivity and specialisation in all regions. The focus should expand from redressing
disadvantage to promoting opportunity in policy terms (O’Hara et al., 2008).
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The plausibility of a reworked RDP must be framed within a new political and economic
dispensation. First, the current period has seen the ‘renationalising’ of regional development
policy in Ireland. This is now driven by the slackening-off in the intensity of EU-funding
from the Structural and Cohesion funds and the concomitant pressures on the exchequer to
finance future programmes and interventions (O’Hara, et al., 2008; O’Hara and Commins,
2003: 57). Second, the dynamism of regional economies is linked to and stimulated by
globalisation trends, as regions become locations for the coordination and specialisation of
economic activities, in pursuit of competitive advantage (O’Hara et al., 2008: 6). Ongoing
sectoral analysis confirms that the existing manufacturing base will continue to deteriorate in
terms of increased volume but with lower employment, where, similar to the agricultural
sector, it ‘[…] will continue to lessen in importance as producers of wealth and generators of
livelihoods’ (O’Hara et al., 2008: 6). In such an operating environment, RDP must
reconceptualise ‘regional development’, and seek a multidimensional approach so as to foster
national competitiveness and cohesion and achieve economic and growth-led efficiencies. It
must engage progressively with ‘overlapping environments’, the institutional, political,
physical, economic and cultural (Freidmann, 1991: 168). It must move beyond technical
adjustments and be driven by a commitment to deal with differential economic performance
and the social conditions which accrue from it by addressing lower outputs, welfare and
incomes and declining infrastructure and other services (O’Hara, et al., 2008). Moreover,
regional dynamism is now more an outcome of qualitative advantages (e.g., innovative
capacity), than the benefit endowments of natural resources. Autonomy, whether articulated
in economic or political terms, is at once contested and contingent and the extent to which a
region can function autonomously is tightly circumscribed by global and exogenous system
variables (Freidmann, 1991: 177; Garofoli, 1991: 123). In light of this, the key demand is that
regions are enabled to determine the structure and substance of their own response to
restructuring on terms which are isomorphic to the external challenges and consistent with
their endogenous capacity and potential.
The alternative is a continuation of the policy orthodoxy of insufficiently developed and
maladaptive regional, rural and Gaeltacht development strategies despite the contrary,
manifest evidence of sociolinguistic decline and policy failure. The extent to which such
course corrections could be introduced in the deployment of existing policies or in the
creation of a tentative ‘new’ policy (at least in the Irish context), forms part of the empirical
research which is reported on in what follows (Commins and Keane, 1994: 208).

8.4
8.4.1

Regional Development in the Gaeltacht
Introduction

This section sets out to examine the different policies and development practices which have
informed Gaeltacht development in Ireland. It draws on the same analytical framework which
is used to structure the narrative concerning the general approach to language planning policy
and divides the account into a similar periodisation. The first post-independence phase
concludes in 1950. The second concludes in 1970. The third ends in 1990 when the
contemporary period begins.
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8.4.2

Gaeltacht Development Policy: Historical Context

Since the foundation of the Irish state, the restorative programme for the re-establishment of
Irish as the unique national language of the state gradually shifted from a generic revivalist
and restorative model which sought to underwrite the legal, functional and symbolic status of
the language to a model of institutional bilingualism. Ó Riagáin, D. (2009: 104) places the
development of Gaeltacht policy in this context of the general approach to language planning
and to discourses of rural and regional development as prosecuted by the state. He argues
that, as part of the conceptualisation of policy in support of the language generally, policies
were developed which sought to use the state’s authority to enhance the symbolic and
economic value of competence in the language: ‘These policies altered the status and value of
Irish not merely by channelling funds to Gaeltacht areas, but also by changing the structure of
sectors of the national labour market to award real benefits to those with a proficiency in
Irish’ (Ó Riagáin, 1992: 103). Policies were introduced which sought to change the social and
spatial distribution of the language and focused on four key concerns: maintenance of the
language in the Gaeltacht, its traditional heartland; revival across the state; the use of Irish in
the public service; and the standardisation and modernisation of the language itself (Ó
Riagáin, 1997; Akutagawa, 1990).
Ó Riagáin (1992: 104) further argues the overriding objective which underlined Gaeltacht
policy as one which set out to achieve population maintenance and development through
programmes of rural and industrial development. Since the report of the first Gaeltacht
Commission, rural economic regeneration was the key influencer of Gaeltacht policy and not
language maintenance per se (Commins, 1988).
8.4.3

Independence to 1950

From the outset, the overriding orientation of Gaeltacht-policy was fundamentally economic
in character and has remained so to the contemporary period. The Gaeltacht Commission’s
(1926) core recommendations related to the ongoing development of agriculture, land
reorganisation, and fishing and farming as intrinsic elements of the regeneration programme
(Walsh, J., 2012; Ó Riagáin, 1992). This emphasis on economic solutions was borne out in
the design and implementation of remedial and developmental measures which were an
extension of the general contemporary policy approach to development within the economy
as a whole. The development of policies in support of the Gaeltacht, therefore, are properly
understood in this period within the context of the government’s overall range of policies
introduced in support of the Irish language and of the rural economy generally. It was
informed by an understanding of the structural handicaps which undermined the
socioeconomic viability of these regions and as a response to the endemic poverty and
underdevelopment which traditionally undermined the viability of these districts (Ó Riagáin,
1997).
Up to the 1950s, Gaeltacht policy was conceived and implemented as part of the policies and
programmes implemented in the rural areas generally. These policies formed part of and
reflected the context of the post-independence economic nationalism and its prevailing
protectionist ideology (Ó Croidheáin, 2006; Akutagawa, 1990: 132; Commins, 1988). Such
policies targeted the containment and marginal improvement of the rural economy through
land reorganisation, the development of the fishing sector and through projects of rural
industrialisation in traditional sectors. Schemes were also introduced which sought the
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improvement in the housing stock and educational initiatives (Mac Giolla Chríost, 2005:
123).
In terms of planning and institutional development, such measures as were introduced were
administered within the Department of Lands (Gaeltacht Division from 1930) and the
Ministries of Industry and Commerce and of Fisheries (Commins, 1988; Hindley, 1990) and
were entrusted to a range of state agencies (Lyons, 1971: 640). These development schemes
also included the management of small-scale rural enterprises established under the
Congested Districts Board (CUANG, 1963; Ó Riagáin, 1997). Population maintenance
became the central objective of such programmes of rural regeneration and dominated the
development concerns and ideology of government initiatives until the establishment of
dedicated statutory bodies for the Gaeltacht in the late 1950s.
In assessing this period, critical commentaries are in agreement on two important issues.
First, as Ó Tuathaigh (1990) contends, economic forces were the key determinants of
language status and behaviour during this first period. Economic retardation and social status
were intimately bound up with language: ‘[…] the language of work is the language which
achieves economic status.’ (Mackey, 1982, cited in Ó hAoláin, 2009: 62). Second, the period
witnessed no specific institutional or planned strategy for the economic and linguistic
development of the Gaeltacht (Akutagawa, 1986). In terms of policy development, ‘no very
positive steps were taken’ (Lyons, 1971: 640).
8.4.4

1950s to 1970s:

Institutional Development

The momentum for the establishment of a dedicated structure for Gaeltacht administration is
first articulated by Comhdháil Náisiúnta na Gaeilge (CNG) in 1949. Their demands called for
an appropriate response to the ongoing social and linguistic disintegration within the
Gaeltacht (Ó Giollagáin, 2006: 100). They decried both the ineffectiveness and the
destructive impact of the state’s approach to Gaeltacht development, to the extent that a
dedicated territorial policy was in place. The pathos and irony redolent in their call for the
establishment of a model for intervention to be explicitly based on the pre-independence and
Westminster-funded Congested District Board approach cannot have been lost on the
fledgling administration and its lauded claims for political, economic and cultural
sovereignty. The Free State was not overseeing the seemingly inevitable decline and death of
the language, they argued, it was complicit in its premeditated murder through the operations
and attitudes of the agencies of the newly independent administration (CNG: 1945, cited in Ó
Giollagáin, 2006: 99).
Rather than acquiescing to the establishment of an independent Board as advocated by CNG,
the de Valera administration established a new structure, Oifig na Gaeltachta agus na
gCeantar gCúng (The Office for the Gaeltacht and the Congested Districts) in 1951. It was
charged with the coordination of state services and development schemes within the
Gaeltacht. The broader area of operations which included the Gaeltacht had a combined
population of 812,737 in 1951 (Ó hÉigeartaigh, 1953: 22). It liaised with an InterDepartmental Gaeltacht Committee in pursuit of such work (Ó Giollagáin, 2006: 101).
However, the population which resided in the Fíor-Ghaeltacht amounted to no more than 5%
of the overall population. A Gaeltacht-specific budget of £300,000 was recorded for 1945-46
(Ó hÉigeartaigh, 1953: 23; Ó Giollagáin, 2006: 101). The Office for the Gaeltacht and the
Congested Districts did not engage with any systematic consideration of the sociolinguistic
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conditions on the ground or of the variable and differentiated linguistic impacts of its
programme of work (Ó Giollagáin, 2006: 101).
The 1950s also saw the establishment of the Department of the Gaeltacht (July, 1956) and
Gaeltarra Éireann (GE) (1957), a state-sponsored body charged with an industrial
development mandate (Lyons, 1971). Similar to the rural economy across the country, the
Gaeltacht’s productive base was built on subsistence agriculture and fishing. The lack of
alternative employment opportunities drove significant rounds of forced out-migration (Ó
Laoire, 2005). The new Department was to assume control for the administration of Gaeltacht
development programmes, essentially discharging the responsibilities which had been spread
amongst a range of public bodies over the previous decades and which maintained a focus on
small-scale schemes in support of productive capacity locally and in the development of
infrastructure and related public works which included housing improvements (cf. Section
10.4).
The Gaeltacht Industries Act (1957) provided the governance framework which oversaw the
establishment of a new Board known as Gaeltarra Éireann (GE). This Bord would oversee the
coordination and development of those rural industries which were then administered by the
Department of the Gaeltacht. The board was charged also with the initiation of new
enterprises through ‘productive schemes of employment’. Section 4(2) referred to its
linguistic and community responsibilities: ‘It shall be the duty of the Board to encourage the
preservation and extension of the use of Irish as a vernacular language in the Gaeltacht’
(Gaeltacht Industries Act, 1957).
Upon its establishment in 1957, Gaeltarra Éireann took over assets valued at £700,000 and
received funding initially of £100,000 annually in support of its manufacturing operations
across 34 centres which were concentrated on indigenous industries such as textiles and
natural resources (Lyons, 1971: 641; Ó Laoire, 2005: 294). Employing 700 full-time
equivalents, the enterprises which were managed under the auspices of GE turned over
£750,000 in 1963/64. Its manifesto for development sought to invest in ‘[…] the management
of various industries (either wholly owned or associate), the encouragement of new
industries, the preservation and extension of the Irish language and the power to acquire land,
premises and plant’ (Flynn, 1983).
Ó Riagáin characterises such initiatives as central to ‘an extensive revamping of policy’ (Ó
Riagáin, 1997: 21; CUANG, 1963). In tandem with the general economic policy dispensation
which crystallised from the 1960s, the strategic imperative of population maintenance was to
be achieved through a state-sponsored programme of industrial development. The Gaeltacht
Industries (Amendment) Act, 1965, gave increased industrial development functions to
Gaeltarra Éireann46 . Given the economic deprivations experienced throughout the 1940s and
’50s and the ongoing haemorrhaging of expertise, capital and the human resource from these
areas, the adoption of a top-down, linear model of industrial development remained a key
priority for government (Ó hAoláin, 1983). The institutional structures and the funding and
development instruments may have been revised in light of the national effort to increase the
scale and pace of industrialisation through a programme of attracting FDI nationally.
However, the ideological underpinnings of Gaeltacht policy remained constant, privileging as
46 Gaeltarra Éireann did not

function as a development agency proper until 1965. Prior to this it had responsibility for managing a range of
industrial enterprises which were originally established by the Congested Districts Board (established under UK rule in 1891) and which had
been incorporated by the Department of the Gaeltacht upon its establishment in 1956.
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it did private investment initiatives as the ultimate driver of development. With appropriate
state support, it was argued, such enterprises would provide employment and so maintain the
rural population base and sustain the language community.
The Department developed and implemented a range of funding schemes in support of
language maintenance and development. Foremost amongst them was Scéim Labhairt na
Gaeilge (Scheme for Speaking Irish). This scheme provided financial support to families
whose children demonstrated adequate competence in the language based on the
inspectorate’s assessment. Their eligibility for inclusion in this scheme was a precondition for
availing of the more extensive and valuable capital grants for housing improvements and
repairs. The Department also funded Coláistí Samhraidh (Irish-language Summer Colleges)
which provided an important infrastructure for the learning of the language in its natural
environment. The economic impact of such projects on the local economy was, and still is,
highly considerable (CFCD, 2007). The Department also administered grant-aid programmes
in support of community and social infrastructure including recreational, sport and cultural
amenity centres. In many instances such incentivising was over and above the normal level of
state-support for non-Gaeltacht projects.
The strategy for rural industrialisation as pursued by GE, combined with the limited language
maintenance programmes adopted in Gaeltacht schools, the housing improvements scheme
and the support for community development initiatives at local level administered by the
Department, constituted the broad policy approach to Gaeltacht development in this period.
There is general consensus that policies and development initiatives in support of the
language and the Gaeltacht suffered from a lack of co-ordination. These policies were also
undermined through an approach to planning which left them isolated and operating in an
autonomous, sectoral fashion without the necessary integration at a territorial level which
might best serve the needs of the language community (Ó Riagáin, D., 2011; Ó Riagáin,
1997: 25). Ó Laoire (2005) argues that GE’s establishment was a recognition of the need to
integrate language planning initiatives within an overall approach to territorial socioeconomic
planning rather than the historical approach of concentrating resources and policy initiatives
within the educational system (cf. Section 8.2) (Ó Laoire, 2005: 294). However, he
emphasises that this approach to regeneration divorced the direct linguistic impact and
implications of such programmes for investment and development of the social, community
and linguistic networks from the analytical and evaluative processes which guided policy
(ibid). Put simply, GE did not consider itself to be involved in language planning per se (Mac
Giolla Chríost, 2005: 125). Developing and managing rural industries in the Gaeltacht were a
far remove from managing the integrated, territorial development of the region in a
sociolinguistically informed manner.
8.4.5

1970s to 1990s:

Community Mobilisation and Institutional Reform

What Walsh, J., (2011) characterises as a state-market approach to development for the
Gaeltacht came under increasing scrutiny in the 1960s and 1970s. Such a critique was driven
from within Gaeltarra Éireann itself and from civil society institutions who argued for the
development of a Gaeltacht authority which would encompass wide-ranging development
powers (Walsh, J., 2011; Ó Laoire, 2005). The contemporary analysis identified a clear
failure on behalf of the state programmes responsible for Gaeltacht development in their
inability or unwillingness to move beyond a practice of development which merely extended
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mainstream initiatives into the Gaeltacht. It was argued that there was no serious attempt to
address in a comprehensive and integrated manner the inherent uniqueness of the region and
its differentiated socioeconomic and linguistic challenges and development priorities
(Gníomh don Gaeltacht, 1971) (cf. Sections 2.2 - 2.4).
The rural industrialisation programme which such policy orientations depended upon had
gained momentum since the 1960s. It had created significant rounds of investment and a new
diverse range of non-agricultural employment which in turn created real added-value and
wealth creation locally. Notwithstanding the positive impact in economic and employment
terms, the community-based organisations argued for measures which would explicitly
recognise the need to focus on the protection and development of the minority-language
community in the Gaeltacht in a way that was sociolinguistically informed and sensitised to
the particulars of local circumstance (CNG, 1945, cited in Ó Giollagáin, 2006; Commins,
1988). They further argued for a more endogenous model of development building on local
resources and projects of scale and which would facilitate a significant degree of community
participation. Moreover, they emphasised that ‘[…] a comprehensive plan to meet the dual
needs of these areas by interlocking economic development with cultural-linguistic activity
be devised and put into operation without delay’ (CNG, 1952, cited in Ó Giollagáin, 2006).
The limited response of government to the general patterns of language shift as enunciated in
the CUANG (1963) document which Ó Laoire (2005: 295) assesses as a ‘vague and largely
unqualified response’ provided additional impetus for the establishment of a civil rights
group in 1969. Based in the Conamara Gaeltacht, Gluaiseacht ar son Cearta Sibhialta na
Gaeltachta (Movement for Gaeltacht Civil Rights) was influenced by the contemporaneous
civil rights movements gaining prominence in the US, in South Africa and Northern Ireland
(Ó Tuathaigh, 1979: 113; Johnson, 1997: 185). They demonstrated widely in their agitation
for local services and supports and their bitter disappointment was voiced regarding the
failure of successive government policies to systematically and rigorously deal with the
collapse of the language and the community it sustained (Mac Giolla Chríost, 2005). The
grouping was led by a well-educated leadership cadre and their political and community
mobilisation efforts sought to radicalise opinion and to influence the collective will of local
communities. They sought to mobilise, empower and politicise local communities and to
create a local dynamic which would argue for their rights and develop initiatives that would
ultimately ‘[…] challenge and overcome the forces that threaten their cultural distinctiveness’
(Ó hAoláin, 1983).
The momentum behind such local initiatives were ideologically opposed to forms of statism
which sought to introduce urban and non-integrated models of development. Such
development models as were introduced by GE, they argued, prioritised the spatial
concentration of investment, were dependent on incentivisation and subsidies to private
capital, were exogenous in their orientation and character and largely dependent on
technology, capital and entrepreneurial skills drawn from external sources. Such models
reaped contradictory rewards in providing badly needed employment locally which in turn
introduced more intensive rounds of Anglicisation and language shift (Mac Giolla Chríost,
2005). Local groups also sought to address the apathy and dependency culture which had
eroded a self-conscious ethno-cultural collective identity. In a form of ‘defiant development’
and ‘self-reliant development’ (Commins, 1988: 18), they argued for an autonomous
development authority which would undertake a pathfinder role, providing an advocacy and
leadership function. They militated for a form of limited self-government which would set
out a comprehensive and differentiated agenda for development based on its own terms and
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rooted in the socio-cultural and linguistic distinctiveness of the language community (Mac
An Iomaire, 2012).
8.4.6

Establishment of Údarás na Gaeltachta (An tÚdarás)

Government response to such mobilisation at community level within the Gaeltacht was most
clearly articulated in the decision to establish a Gaeltacht Authority in 1979 (Walsh, J.A.,
2002: 26, 27). The establishment of An tÚdarás was not a response to the fundamental
challenges of regional development. Nor was it an explicit attempt to reconcile inequitable
patterns of socioeconomic development. Nor was it an expression of a form of endogenous
potential through institution building per se or an example of policy flexibility or innovation
(Ó Cinnéide, 1987). An tÚdarás was born of a political response to pressure from the
Gaeltacht community for a form of semi-autonomous and dedicated institutional arrangement
for the Gaeltacht. The question of autonomy as it related to the Gaeltacht was ostensibly
based in language and, for present purposes, was territorial and included an element of selfdetermination. Limited and conditional it may have been, but in the Irish context this
particular semi-autonomous arrangement both in terms of the structure (Údarás na
Gaeltachta) and the territory (the Gaeltacht) was a unique policy departure.
In terms of the territorial unit, the Gaeltacht demarcation cuts across the hierarchy and the
spatial configuration of mainstream administrative structures (cf. Sections 2.2 and 2.3). The
Gaeltacht districts form a fragmented territory which is spatially incoherent and noncontiguous and which is distributed across a number of local authority, regional authority and
regional assembly jurisdictions. In terms of the structure of the development organisation
itself, Údarás na Gaeltachta was established as a regional development agency responsible for
the economic, social and cultural development of the Gaeltacht. In terms of governance and
oversight, An tÚdarás was established under its own specific foundational legislation (Údarás
na Gaeltachta Act, 1979) and its board was made up of a unique combination of members
elected directly by the Gaeltacht community and members appointed by the government
Minister responsible for the Gaeltacht.
In terms of the statutory functions and powers of the institution, An tÚdarás was responsible
for a range of powers and functions which are different from those of local government, from
local enterprise and rural development initiatives and the mainstream central government
agencies which implement generic programmes of development and funding support across
the country. To further complicate the picture, the enterprise and employment mandate was,
and still is, delivered independently of enterprise development programmes operated
elsewhere in the country by the Industrial Development Agency and Enterprise Ireland
(responsible, respectively, for the promotion of foreign and indigenous investment). An
tÚdarás functions under the aegis of a separate government department than the other
mainstream enterprise agencies, the Department of Arts, Heritage and the Gaeltacht, and is
responsible for the administration of its own dedicated budget for these purposes.
The founding legislation which established An tÚdarás became law in 1979. The Act stated
that An tÚdarás shall: ‘[…] encourage the preservation and extension of the use of the Irish
language as the principal medium of communication in the Gaeltacht and shall ensure that
Irish is used to the greatest extent possible in the performance by it and on its behalf of its
functions’. It provided for a statutory mandate which focused on industrial development
initiatives and for investment in ‘productive schemes of employment’ (Part II, Section 8, (1),
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(2), (3) of the Act). Significantly, section 9(d) of the Act provided for an extension of the
agency’s powers, including measures which would ‘[…] confer on An tÚdarás such local
authority functions as it may specify’. Such an extension of statutory powers was not to be
sanctioned in the years that followed the agency’s establishment. The focus was primarily on
industrial development as a limited dimension of the state’s broader economic development
role. There was no over-arching, multi-functional development agency to be established.
The enabling act of 1979 created a new structure with an important democratic dimension
whereby seven members of the Board were to be elected through a local Gaeltacht-wide
plebiscite. The Chairperson and five other members were to be appointed by the Minister
with responsibility for Gaeltacht development. The provisions of the Act set out the statutory
arrangements for a Gaeltacht election. Such elections were to be contested every fifth year
through secret ballot and on the principle of proportional representation by means of the
single transferable vote. The three constituencies were based on the spatial distribution of the
Gaeltacht (cf. Sections 2.2 and 2.3) where two members each were to be returned from the
Donegal (North) and Munster (South) regions and three members from the Connacht (West)
region. In terms of eligibility for standing in the election, the only restrictive clause was that
of minimum age (eighteen) and the term of office was not to exceed five years. Those entitled
to vote were those electors who would have been entitled to vote in an election for local
government within these constituencies. The founding legislation has been amended on four
occasions: Údarás na Gaeltachta Act (Amended), 1993; Údarás na Gaeltachta Act
(Amended), 1999; Údarás na Gaeltachta Act (Amended, Number 2), 1999; Údarás na
Gaeltachta Act (Amended), 2010.
Since its establishment, An tÚdarás has operated as a non-commercial semi-state body. It has
no legislative power or autonomy. The range of the agency’s statutory powers and legal
competencies are set out in the founding act. The agency is obliged to work within the
hierarchy of planning and regulatory objectives and priorities which are established by
central government departments. It must also comply within the strictures and control
mechanisms laid down in EU law and through state-aid regulations. In terms of the agency’s
development remit, the Act provides for supporting industrial development initiatives and for
productive schemes of employment. This focus is highly restrictive and has been subject to a
tightly circumscribed and minimalist interpretation in certain cases where legal advice has
been sought from the Attorney General’s Office with respect to certain developments.
Any assessment of the impact and influence of public policy has to be built on an objective
appraisal of the extent to which the founding objectives of the policies have been realised
through the implementation of investment and development measures. The measures and
indicators of success which form the bases of any appraisal are the key issue here as is the
interrelationship and causality between different input, output and impact variables. One
body of evidence can be examined in terms of objective outputs which are principally
economic in nature. The other data set relates to the socio-linguistic profile of the
communities in the Gaeltacht.
Economic Impact
The rural industrialisation programme which has been implemented since the late 1950s has
resulted in a significant level of investment in the economic and industrial infrastructure in
the Gaeltacht and the non-agricultural employment which has been created by the
development of a strong enterprise base. Aspects of the economic output and impact
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indicators relating to the portfolio of client companies supported through funding and other
development supports by An tÚdarás can be summarised as follows:








They contribute over €734.4 million in terms of direct output production with an
economy-wide impact of €1,504,593,741
They support 7,472 full-time jobs and 1,089 part-time seasonal jobs
They contribute over €421 million in direct expenditure in Irish economy
They contribute over €311.7 million to Irish economy value added or GDP
They pay an estimated €42.2 million in tax payments to Irish exchequer
They contribute over €365 million in export sales (almost 50% of total output)
They invested €19.9 million undertaking Research and Development in 2009
(Indecon, 2011 based on 2009 data)

Socio-Linguistic Impact
In terms of socio-linguistic initiatives, significant investment has been made in community
regeneration projects, early learning and pre-school initiatives, youth development
programmes and arts initiatives. The core principles and objectives of these programmes are
the promotion and development of the Irish language.






31 Local Enterprise Companies/Co-operatives involved in economic and social
regeneration which are based on local mobilisation and collective effort
33 Language Resource Centres which support language-centred learning and
development initiatives locally
Programmes in Child Care and Early Learning services focusing on language
maintenance, including 74 pre-school initiatives servicing almost 1,000 children and
employing 130 people (Comhar na Naoinraí Gaeltachta, 2012)
Youth development initiative, Óige na Gaeltachta
Ealaíon na Gaeltachta (Gaeltacht Arts initiative)

Analysis
The democratic dimension was the critical departure from the former institutional model
established under the auspices of its predecessor, Gaeltarra Éireann. Other than the Shannon
catchment area which was serviced historically by a dedicated semi-state agency (Shannon
Free Airport Development Company), the remainder of the rural economic space in the
country had no recourse to such a territorial development structure to plan for and manage
local and regional development initiatives.
An tÚdarás was awarded a very circumscribed range of functions with a focus on
industrialisation schemes rather than a more fully articulated programme for rural economic
development. In terms of its statutory functions, the organisation is responsible for a range of
powers and functions. These are different from those of local government, from local
enterprise and rural development initiatives and the mainstream central government agencies
which implement generic programmes of development across the country. Similar to its
predecessor, GE, An tÚdarás had no statutory functions in terms of planning, education or
other key social and public services. Moreover, it was forced to operate within the general
policy system which was dominated by the centralisation of public services delivered in an
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entirely undifferentiated manner, regardless of their impact on local conditions. In linguistic
terms, the delivery of the vast majority of public services through English further
compounded the problem: ‘Gaeltacht socioeconomic development is not effectively
articulated with avowed linguistic aims. In particular, the state’s role in language protection is
constrained by rigidities and anomalies in its own institutional complex’ (Commins, 1998:
26).
8.4.7

The Co-operative movement in the Gaeltacht

The emergence of the Comharchumann Gaeltachta (Gaeltacht Co-operatives) from the early
1970s provided another important representative and developmental structure at local level
for Gaeltacht communities. The Gaeltacht Co-operative movement emerged as a response to
local efforts to exert some degree of control over the dominant external forces of a
sociopolitical, economic and linguistic character. They were constructed around a
communitarian ethos anchored in language and space and developed in the context of dealing
with an operational environment characterised by crisis (Varley and Curtin, 2002). Such
locally-subscribed and funded development organisations undertook ambitious programmes
of local regeneration and development, albeit with considerable levels of state support. These
locally-driven civic and institutional developments paralleled those facets of development
which had been ‘imported’ into these districts and added to the vitality and resource base of
the local community. Their efforts combined elements of both radical and pragmatic ideas
and practices and embraced calls for transformative and long-term structural change
advocating variously, opposition, participation and empowerment. They also called for the
introduction of a development model which would be more incremental, directive and
integrationist of the dominant external forces, most notably of the state itself (Comhlachas na
gComharchumann, submission to Údarás na Gaeltachta, 1983; Varley and Curtin, 2002).
The Co-operative movement represented a form of local activism based on co-operative
principles. Varley and Curtin (2002) refer to such structures as community-based ‘[…]
pragmatic populist-type collective action’. Their analysis looked to ‘[…] the inability or
unwillingness of the …powers that be (Údarás na Gaeltachta, Roinn [Department] na
Gaeltachta, Department of Education, etc.,) to recognise the continuous and ongoing erosion
of the language base’ (Ó hAoláin, 1983). They argued, crucially, that state neglect,
indifference and the pursuit of inappropriate models of development have been fundamental
to the demise of the Gaeltacht.
8.4.8

1990s – present day: Research, Policies and Planning

The milestone developments which have been introduced since the 1990s are reviewed in the
following section. The most significant of these early developments was the second Gaeltacht
Commission established in 2000. The research and policy agenda which has been pursued
since was largely established within the framework of recommendations proposed by the
Commission. The key developments which relate to Gaeltacht development specifically have
been referred to in Sections 2.3 and 2.4 and include the SCT and the Gaeltacht Act, 2012.
The 2012 Act set out government’s response to the core findings from the SCT.
Second Gaeltacht Commission
The range of recommendations which were proposed in the Commission’s analysis are all
obviously of immediate consequence for the development of the Gaeltacht territory. Certain
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of the interventions recommended relate to the status planning for the language across the
state system generally while others are restricted to the actual practice of development as it
occurs within the Gaeltacht. The analysis presented in Sections 8.2.4 and 8.2.5 conclude that
a significant number of the recommendations have not been implemented to date (sixteen
years later). Significantly, the crucial domains of education and the preparation of
linguistically-informed development interventions within the Gaeltacht are amongst the most
notable examples of inaction and/or delay which have the most serious consequences in terms
of the acceleration of decline (cf. Section 10.4).
Government Response and the Gaeltacht Act 2012
Government response to the findings of the SCT is framed within a decade-long consultation,
research and policy development agenda which has culminated in the introduction of the
Twenty Year Strategy for the Irish language as a national-level initiative and, in terms of the
Gaeltacht, the implementation of the Gaeltacht Act which was adopted in 2012. The Act has
important and far-reaching consequences for Gaeltacht development. It also has important
and potentially far-reaching implications for the conceptualisation of the Gaeltacht as a
development district which has some sense of autonomy insofar as its socioeconomic and
linguistic needs are specifically legislated for in dedicated statutory measures.
The Act confirms the government’s commitment to the Gaeltacht as a differentiated
development district. It also underscores the role of An tÚdarás as a distinctive development
agency (previous proposals regarding rationalisation and consolidation of public bodies had
called for the agency’s dissolution and amalgamation into mainstream service provision). In
terms of governance and community/political representation on the Board, the provisions of
the Act reduces the number of Board members to twelve and the direct elections to the Board
have been discontinued. Significantly, seven members, including the Chairperson, are now
appointed directly by government. The remainder, in a significant departure, are no longer
directly elected by the Gaeltacht community. They are nominated to the Board by means of
nomination from those local authorities who include Gaeltacht districts within their servicecatchment areas.
The Act also provides for a more comprehensive understanding of development which
expands the traditional industrial development focus to become inclusive of a more integrated
understanding of economic development. Crucially, the Act charges An tÚdarás with
responsibility for introducing a new formal language planning initiative at community level
so as to ensure the co-ordination of public services and development efforts in a sociolinguistically informed manner. These initiatives will be discussed further in Chapters 11, 12
and 13.
8.5

Conclusions and Summary

The review which has been set out in this Chapter undertook firstly to provide an historical
account of the social, political and economic context in which the shift from the Irish
vernacular to the English language was initiated and progressively embedded in Ireland. The
dramatic structural change in the status, profile and habitual use of the native language in the
19th century and its restriction to an increasingly marginalised speech community in the more
isolated areas of the island was considered. The securing of a partial ‘independence’ through
the formation of the Irish Free State in 1922 provides the point of departure for an appraisal
of the introduction of formal, state-sponsored language-planning initiatives. The
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interpretation as set out in this account argues that such explicit measures in support of the
maintenance, development, and significantly, the restoration of the language was a critical
element in the establishment of an ethnopolitical programme for national self-identification
within the newly independent administration.
The founding of the Gaeltacht Commission in 1926 declared the administration’s first formal
engagement with the spatial conceptualisation of the Gaeltacht as a statutory development
zone and the identification of those districts which were considered to form its substantive
basis. The methodological, empirical and political dimensions of such demarcations and their
formal review in 1956 are elaborated in the sections that follow. These sections of the chapter
were structured around four principal research enquiries.
The first line of enquiry set out a periodisation of the language planning policies which were
introduced by the state in support of its overall strategic objective of restoring the national
language as the principal community vernacular. This narrative traces the significant policy
developments and the planning and development initiatives they produced in different
sectoral domains. It also described the important fundamental shifts in the overall strategic
orientation of state policy. This is evident in the evolution from a macro-level policy of
restoring the language as the dominant community vernacular to a policy which sought to
change the symbolic status and the utilitarian value of the language. The enquiry also
examined the extent to which such interventions could be conceived and implemented within
the prevailing political economy and cultural environment. The periodisation carries through
to the contemporary period and culminates in the research, planning and statutory innovations
which characterised the period from 2000.
The second research enquiry provided an account of the parallel but, for the most part,
entirely unrelated policy narrative which engaged with the challenges of sub-national
development and which targeted for the first time differentiated spatial districts within the
national economy. The early policy formulations beginning in the 1950s were placed in their
historical context and the major policy developments and the planning and institutional
initiatives which evolved over the last five decades were elaborated upon. These policy
initiatives provide a form of counter-narrative to the formalised language planning
programmes and sets out an important context for considering how the lack of cohesion and
integration in the different planning and implementation mechanisms served to undermine the
viable prospects and the potential for engaging with the accelerated process of LS across the
country and most particularly in the official Gaeltacht. Conceived and implemented in
isolation of each other, these policy initiatives significantly truncated the impact of both LP
initiatives and RED programmes in the Gaeltacht. The historical narrative supports this view
despite the policies having ostensibly set out to reconcile the inherently contradictory and
often conflicting macro-level priorities relating to language maintenance and economic
development. The narrative argues that the consequences of the lack of integration of such
state interventions in support of the community of language reinforced rather than alleviated
the sociolinguistic crisis within the heartland areas of the Gaeltacht.
The third research enquiry examined those planning and development initiatives which
specifically targeted the Gaeltacht. It argued that they were isolated from the mainstream
policy canon and were described in terms of their conceptualisation and their implementation.
Drawing on the periodisation framework which structured the section describing the process
of language planning, this particular enquiry concludes with the enactment of the Gaeltacht
Act, 2012.
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The fourth and final section, provides a summary account of the foregoing, focuses on certain
key conclusions, and identifies those research questions emerging from the analysis which
will be incorporated within the empirical research set out in Chapters 10, 11, 12 and 13.
8.6

Identification of Research Questions

The review of the policy and development initiatives in support of the Gaeltacht demonstrates
an evolving complex of interventions which have accelerated and become more differentiated
particularly since the late 1950s. These policy measures have benefitted from significant
investment and development programmes which have supported the language directly and
from other policy and funding interventions which sought to stabilise the Gaeltacht districts
through mainstream socioeconomic regeneration. Notwithstanding such efforts, the language
community or the ‘community of language’ (Ó Fiaich, 1969) in the Gaeltacht continues to
disintegrate and to retreat to increasingly smaller socio-spatial enclaves. Ó Giollagáin (2006:
113) highlights the inherently contradictory nature of the impact of historical and
contemporary development discourses. The index of the relative improvement in general
socioeconomic and material conditions forms the countersignature to an accelerating decline
in sociolinguistic vitality. In this context, the prospect for community and language
regeneration presents policy-makers with a fundamental challenge in terms of public policy
planning.
In Ireland, the integration of RED and LP measures at a conceptual, policy and
implementation level has been a fundamental challenge. While it has been reiterated as a
priority measure for over eighty years, the analysis argues that it remains to be engaged with
in a robust and systematic fashion. This is primarily because of the deeply conservative,
centralised and sectoral orientation which dominates state-intervention in the rural economy
generally (O’Leary, 2015). The apathy and inertia of the centralised state in its response to
the historical challenge of Gaeltacht development is not particular to the Gaeltacht or the
sociolinguistic complexities which it represents and which have been ossified within
generalised analytical prescriptions and policy formulations. The pathology of a deeply
conservative and centralised state apparatus is recognised in the extant research corpus across
many disciplines and policy analysis (Adshead and Quinn, 1998) (cf. Section 8.3). The
centralised state’s resistance to subregional structures and planning frameworks built on some
significant degree of autonomy, control and discretion in the establishment of planning and
investment priorities at a sub-national level, is widely recognised. The implications of such
generalised and centralised policy prescriptions has had profound consequences for rural
communities across the state and has had the same deleterious impact on the viability and
sustainable development of marginal communities and underdeveloped areas as it has had
within the Gaeltacht. The Gaeltacht experience, however, is an extreme example of the
consequences of such ambivalence and contradiction where the practice of state policy
systematically and progressively undermines the state’s own declared strategic objectives as
it relates to the TML and the community of language. The phenomenon of the state
effectively acting against itself represents a fundamental failure in terms of political authority
and administrative governance
The integration of such discreet measures in a manner which is sociolinguistically informed
and built on a model of comprehensive, multi-sectoral and territorial development particular
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to the fundamental linguistic challenges of the Gaeltacht, has proved to be beyond the reach
of the state’s commitment or capacity to date.
The available evidence speaks to contradictory and anomalous outcomes. However, it is
explicit and inconvertible. In economic terms, Gaeltacht socioeconomic development has
enjoyed ‘[...] an appreciable measure of success’ (Ó Riagáin, 1997: 24). Non-agricultural
employment has grown and considerable investment in infrastructural and enterprise
development has created a highly significant mix of employment opportunities within a
modern and diverse economic structure. Population numbers have stabilised and increased in
absolute terms despite the continuing patterns of out-migration and unemployment,
particularly prevalent amongst younger people. Incomes in the Gaeltacht, similar to many
rural areas, are consistent with contemporary standards (Commins and Keane, 1994)
In linguistic terms, the shift to English continues relentlessly. It is argued that the cumulative
effect of such economic and social regeneration has destabilised the linguistic equilibrium
within these districts. In linguistic terms it has breached and disrupted traditional networks.
Development discourse, from the early attempts targeting relief of congestion to the
increasing impact of industrialisation, modernisation and neo-events (cf. Section 8.4), have
weakened the language and facilitated the dominance of processes and forces of change often
‘indifferent or hostile’ to the language (Ó Danachair, 1969: 120). It has contributed to the
fundamental realignment of the diglossic patterns where Irish has become increasingly
minoritised even in its own traditional linguistic heartlands. English has become the dominant
language of the majority of Gaeltacht communities and controls competition for linguistic
space (McCubbin, 2010). Moreover, increasingly large numbers of the local population in the
Gaeltacht do not speak Irish at all.
In 1988, Bord na Gaeilge asserted that: ‘It would seem that the linguistic distinctions between
the Gaeltacht and the rest of the country are disappearing. In the Gaeltacht the historical
process of language shift is progressing to the point where Irish is ceasing to be a community
language and becoming instead the language of particular social networks’ (Bord na Gaeilge,
1988: xxvi). The SCT published twenty-years later, confirms such suppositions as an
unequivocal fact. In certain estimations, the current reality confirms that the ‘Gaeltacht’ is
now simply meaningless as a concept (Mac Donnacha, 2013). While the statutory designation
still applies to certain districts, the sociolinguistic cornerstone has collapsed under the weight
of transformative LS. The Gaeltacht no longer exists not just because the relative number of
Irish speakers continues to decline, but the community of language is not sufficiently
cohesive to create new generations of native Irish-language speakers. English-dominated
bilingualism describes the current pattern (Mac Donnacha, 2013: 10).
Such processes of LS have been driven by separate but related dynamics of incomers, of
returned migrants, of patterns of immigration and native reproduction. These dynamics,
coupled with the anglicising impact of state policy generally and the impact of the extensive
opening up of rural areas to the integrative and assimilative forces of increasingly globalised
market forces, all represent key challenges for policy-makers and language communities
alike. Similar to other minority-language communities, the Gaeltacht is ‘[…] continuously
vulnerable to final submersion in the mainly English-speaking community’ (Ó Riagáin, 1997:
26). If it is accepted that language shift in any minority setting is not irreversible, it is
imperative to address the reality of this threat.
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Contemporary evidence (Petervary et al., 2014; Ó Giollagáin and Charlton, 2015) provide
conclusive evidence that the period since the 1970s has seen a movement from the situation
where the language was considered to be a ‘measurable distance from extinction’ to the
current situation where the historical community of language are now facing down the
inevitable and final outworkings of massive language shift (Lyons, 1971: 642). In this, the
state is considered to have failed in addressing the causes and the consequences of language
shift in the Gaeltacht (Ó hÉigeartaigh, 1953: 23).
It is reasonable to conclude from this review that the process of Gaeltacht development
policy has been undermined because ‘[…] "although strategic and regional planning has
sometimes achieved less than might have been intended, it has been the incomplete,
constrained and discontinuous way in which it has been attempted which has been at fault,
not its purpose" (RTPI, 1986, page iii). This judgment has been confirmed by other
evaluations and reviews (Wannop, 1995; Roberts and Lloyd, 1999: 521). The linkages
between the structures and processes of RED and LP remain contested and highly vulnerable
to competing and contradictory interpretations. The linkages and the causal relationship
between both disciplines are essentially obscured and it remains a narrative of enquiry about
which little is known conclusively but about which a great deal is speculated.
Notwithstanding the weaknesses in theory and the limitations of practice, the policy narrative
is replete with incidences of the deliberate continuation of the policy orthodoxy of rural and
industrial development strategies. This is true despite the contrary, manifest evidence of the
deepening decline and failure of language transmission in the Gaeltacht. The allegiance to
incomplete or incoherent policies for Gaeltacht development in significant part forms the
basis and substance of the current sociolinguistic crisis and accounts for much of the criticism
levelled at state-sponsored interventions since independence.
A reading of the development narrative since the 1920s supports a view that the institutional
authorities responsible for designing and managing the initiatives have suffered from a form
of policy amnesia. It is remarkable that the bases of the analyses have remained in constant
suspension over such a long period. Remarkable too that despite the accumulated research
and analytical evidence which have been set out in different commissions of enquiry,
statistical and attitudinal surveys, policy reviews and evaluations, the responses have been
formulated in a manner entirely consistent with orthodox and generic approaches to
development and policy prescriptions. A full analysis of such reports is set out in Chapter 10
which undertakes a critique of the specific causes of language dislocation and decline within
the Gaeltacht community. It is timely to call to mind Ó Cuív’s assertion as early as 1951 that
the Gaeltacht construct was fundamentally a fallacy.
At this contemporary juncture, the accredited and objective evidence referred to above
demonstrates clearly that the statutory provisions and the institutional structures which have
invested significant public funds in Gaeltacht development initiatives have delivered a range
of important and valuable outputs. However, these outputs have not in any significant way
arrested, let alone reversed, the accelerating patterns of language shift and the marginalisation
of Irish as the community language within the Gaeltacht. The extent to which important
dimensions of such policies might have contributed to the exacerbation of the causes and
consequences of language shift becomes a key determinant in the research framework which
is pursued in the empirical work examined in Chapters 11, 12 and 13 below.
The introduction of legislation and institutional measures which confirmed and protected the
status of the language in a rights-based discourse is clearly evident. So too is the
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commissioning of research and strategic planning measures. That these initiatives are
formally and explicitly ‘linguistic’ in nature represents at one and the same time their most
important attributable strength and their core fatal flaw. There is doubtless a fundamental and
overriding rationale to their introduction as deliberate linguistic measures. However, the
problem of the social maintenance and development of language belongs to a category of
complexity and sensitivity whose potential impact moves out and beyond status-planning
measures enshrined in law. Their limitation to such a simplistic and narrow view of the
‘problem’ only serves to compound the basic ‘problem’ by creating and mainstreaming many
others. This has meant that the outworking of the problem has been ghettoised within a frame
of response that has either ignored the socioeconomic context entirely or has simply used
orthodox socioeconomic measures to engage with limited and isolated dimensions of the
problem to which they are entirely inappropriate. Stating that the language is the first and
official language of the state, protecting its status and profile within public law and investing
in education and research provision is largely irrelevant if their cumulative impact as policy
interventions has not made any discernible impact in terms of the diagnosis of the problem or
the construction of an adequate range of policy responses. The sociolinguistic evidence of
accelerating language shift on the ground does not admit an alternative interpretation of what
we know of the facts.
The magnitude and distribution of the problems which Gaeltacht policy has attempted to
legislate for, and the origins, persistence and implications of such problems, are highly
complex and interrelated. An appraisal of existing problems and the maladjustments in
development impacts delivered through orthodox policy measures demonstrate clearly how
such measures have not met declared objectives. The impact of different policies in terms of
their cumulative and aggregate effects point to fundamental inconsistencies in the policy
framework and represent an example of what happens ‘[…] when a series of autonomously
formed measures are at cross-purposes’ (NESC, 78: 3). However, this predicament is not
exclusively particular to the Gaeltacht case-study. The review has demonstrated how state
interventionism has historically created sectoral and specialised agencies which are complex
and centralised and concentrate on functional or sectoral areas rather than on territory.
Adshead and Quinn (1998) emphasise the particular form of policy orientation in Ireland
where development policy is articulated exclusively in terms of the national economy. To the
extent that regional development is alluded to at all, it has traditionally been associated with
the regional impact of industrialisation dispersal policies and the benefit ‘spatial spread’ of
such policies. They are also often administered through a conservative, reactive management
ethos (Commins and Keane, 1994: 159-160; Coyle, 1996: 276). Because of this, the overall
centralised and sectoral development policy framework can be considered as a permissive or
weak planning regime in terms of its linguistic impacts on the Gaeltacht. The net
consequence of such policies is to prevent achievement of state policy goals and the
aggravation of the original problems.
Such evidence also confirms the futility of relying on conservativism, whether social or
economic, where the language retreats behind the bulwark of spatial isolation. The key
questions are: how can the community of language mediate these external and secular forces
and manage the contact zones on its own terms? and what role can the state fulfil in
supporting them? The outworking of such forces are ‘[…] entirely circumscribed by
economic and social circumstances beyond any but limited control by the Irish state’
(Hindley, 1990: 212). The corrosive nature of communal shame in relation to minority
languages has been referred to in Section 4.3 above. The retreat into pessimism, cynicism and
defeatism is not particular to the community of language in the Gaeltacht. Apathy and
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indifference is also bound up in the attitude of ‘parental neglect’ for the TML amongst L1 or
bilingual parents’ (Hindley, 1990: 56). Such parents have historically suffered from another
form of shame and compulsion when making the decision to give their children an economic
advantage and improved prospects for survival by ensuring their competence in English,
often at the cost of a much diminished capacity in their native, community language. The
historical dilemma remains. English is overwhelmingly considered as the ticket to
participation in the economy. Employment means undertaking the move to English.
Traditionally, success and advancement meant leaving the Gaeltacht. In more recent times, it
has been significantly easier for many of the Gaeltacht community to become fluent in
English rather than in Irish.
Whether public policy can effectively negotiate the complex, politicised and highly sensitive
sociolinguistic dynamics of community, familial and individual language choice is further
examined in Chapters 11, 12 and 13. Suffice to say for present purposes that the overriding
foundational assumption upon which such initiatives were introduced, whether advocated
explicitly or through indirect association, was that such idiosyncratic and deeply subjective
decision-making processes were amenable to policy intervention. That this cornerstone
assumption might no longer stand scrutiny forms a central part of the research enquiry which
follows.
This review also argues the redundancy of the false dilemma of privileging unidimensional
and closed options in terms of the approach to development. That is to say, of considering the
primacy of a language planning as they key policy intervention rather than adopting a
regional and integrated territorial approach to development. This forms a central line of the
research enquiry which is interrogated in the following chapters.
That it is redundant to persist with the implementation of mainstream policies in a way which
is divorced from their direct linguistic impact and implications has been argued forcefully in
this analysis (Commins, 1988). Ó Giollagáin (2006) points to the ‘linguistic naiveté’ which
erroneously conflates rural development strategies with language planning interventions and
insists that development objectives which are critical to support sociolinguistic as well as
economic priorities need to be conceived within a sociolinguistic framework (ibid: 113).
It is argued that language support initiatives cannot remain the adjunct to the general
programme of rural industrialisation. Equally, the economic regeneration of the Gaeltacht
must assume a central facet in the language revitalisation effort. There is, consequently, a
need for the differentiation and integration of planning measures within the inclusive
framework of a linguistic and socioeconomic spatial model for development. Such a model
should be sufficiently robust so as to integrate the complex and interdependent factors which
drive the key variables of change – social, economic and linguistic. Such policies must have
as their central, overriding objective the maintenance of the threatened speech community
through progressively extending that language’s ability to command crucial functional
domains over time and to reproduce the next generation of competent speakers (McCubbin,
2010; Ó Riagáin, 1997). In this the responsibilities of the state must be supported by the
capacity and the commitment of the language community to bring about change. Such
integrative concerns have formed the basis of a body of research undertaken in Ireland and
abroad which attempts to reconcile the economic and the linguistic challenges for OLMCs.
The key conceptual, policy and development challenges which are considered in this body of
work are now considered. The enactment of the Gaeltacht Bill of 2012 represents
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government’s response to the future development of the Gaeltacht based on the
recommendations of the SCT and the new legislative and strategic measures which it
proposes. The recommendations included in the SCT represent a policy challenge of the first
importance which needs to be addressed in a comprehensive, innovative and integrated
manner. Within this overall challenge it is possible to isolate two different, but interrelated
complex considerations, the resolution of which will be fundamental to the prospects of
securing the status and viability of the TML as the minority community language within the
Gaeltacht.
The first relates to the state’s capacity to introduce a new policy and practice of language
planning at national level and at local level within the Gaeltacht. The second relates to the
development of an integrated model for development, advocating a model which will ensure
that the socioeconomic development strategy to be implemented in the Gaeltacht will be
erected within a conceptual framework and a practice of development which will provide
optimum protection to the language heartland. It will also need to ensure that a generative
and catalytic model for TML development is identified and implemented.
The Gaeltacht Act of 2012 has the potential and the capacity to engage with these
development challenges in a systematic and progressive manner. The prospects for success
will be determined by the capacity within the state sector to plan and manage the available
resources towards this end. Success in this field of endeavour will depend ultimately on the
level of funding and the allocation of such resources in support of the explicit strategic
objectives enshrined in the Act. It will also depend on the commitment and co-operation of
local communities and their willingness to mobilise local social capital in support of their
own linguistic survival as an autonomous language community.
A key new policy departure relates to the formalisation and legitimisation of language
planning at a local community level as a core function and responsibility of An tÚdarás. The
industrial development model of rural regeneration which formed the primary statutory
response to Gaeltacht development has the potential to be transformed into a more
comprehensive and integrated regional development model which considers the totality of
local development in a coherent and systemic manner. Such a model needs to be underpinned
and driven by language planning as a core element of community and local regeneration. The
language horse is now no longer behind the industrial cart.
The challenge of language planning advocates the need for localised and integrated structures
which facilitate partnership between the state and non-state actors. It commits to longterm
planning and the development and the implementation of incremental initiatives which seek
to secure the position of the minority language in the key domains of the family, education,
the labour market and the discharge of other public services.
This policy initiative represents a step-change in the recognition of the critical need to plan
for the future of the TML’s development at a local, intimate community level as well as its
incorporation into statutory, policy and legal provisions within Irish law. It must form a
deliberate attempt to plan and manage sociolinguistic change in a manner and at a scale never
before contemplated in the Irish context. It assumes and will be dependent on the
commitment and resolute support of local communities. It countenances a formal engagement
with the state apparatus as it delivers policies, programmes and services to the TMLcommunity. It explicitly recognises a significant degree of autonomy for these communities
as ‘official language minority communities’ (OLMCs). These communities will be centrally
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involved in, and responsible for, the planning of their own future and through this process
they will be legitimised by the official recognition and authority of the state. A further central
feature of the language planning effort should include the development of a model of
economic regeneration and development which will be sociolinguistically informed.
The reach of the state’s influence or ameliorative capacity to undertake the complexity of
managing sociolinguistic change as a dedicated instrument within an integrated regional
development approach has had little traction as a policy concern to date. Even to the extent
that such a policy option was considered desirable or worthwhile, there has been little sense
to date that the necessary technical aptitudes and skills were available to government to
initiate a new order of development planning which would judge the efficacy of its outputs in
linguistic as well as economic terms.
The contemporary debate (see Walsh, J., 2006; McLeod, 2002; Bourgeois, 2011; Lang, 2006,
McEwan-Fujita, 2006) have argued the importance of this institutional parallelism of
supporting economic and linguistic objectives. It advocates an approach that discounts
development policies which do not explicitly engage with their linguistic impacts. Some of
the findings from the research are ambivalent, contradictory and anomalous. What these
findings have in common, however, is that they consider orthodox development policies as
marginal to the search for optimal solutions to OLMC or TML development. At worst, such
policies are seen as directly contributing to the ongoing erosion of language communities and
the intergenerational transmission of the minority language. The accumulated evidence both
from the analysis of academic theory and policy praxis argue strenuously that the rate of such
intergenerational transmission represents ultimately the final arbitrator and index of language
vitality (Fishman, 1990).
It is hoped that the implementation of the Gaeltacht Act (2012) will assist in some
worthwhile manner in the development of appropriate concepts and tools to assist in the
analysis and development of Gaeltacht policy specifically, and to development policy more
generally which will have relevance and applicability in other OLMCs.

END OF VOLUME ONE
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APPENDIX I
English Language Version of Letter of Invitation
X, a chara,
Beatha agus sláinte. Thank you for agreeing to participate in the research I am currently
undertaking for my PhD with the School of Political Science and Sociology at the National
University of Ireland, Galway where I work under the supervision of Dr Tony Varley. I am
supported in this research by Údarás na Gaeltachta where I am currently employed as
Regional Manager.
The overall objective of the research is to critically assess the development and
implementation of state policy in relation to Gaeltacht development. Central to the study is
the compilation of a review which examines the international literature concerning the theory
and policy of Regional Development and of Language Planning and also the literature which
examines the Gaeltacht experience specifically. The research methodology is built on
undertaking up to 20 “elite” interviews with participants who have specific expertise and
responsibilities with regard to Gaeltacht policy development and the practice of its
implementation. These participants are recruited from political and public life, from public
administration, from academic and policy analyst domains and from development agencies.
The interviews will focus on the following questions:
(a) Assessment of the conceptualisation and evolution of state-led policy in relation to
Gaeltacht development from the 1950’s
(b) Assessment of the policy formulation and implementation processes (including
the efficacy of the agencies involved) as they have functioned in the past
(c) An evaluation of the outputs and results achieved to date
(d) Recommendations as to how future Gaeltacht policy, its formulation and its
implementation, might be improved as the basis of a more, comprehensive
integrated approach to Gaeltacht development in the future
I attach a copy of the interview guide, around which the semi-structured interviews will be
broadly based. It is my intention to audio-record each interview and to transcribe for analysis
only those sections which are of relevance to my research. I also attach accompanying
information regarding the use of the data and a consent form. The recordings will be retained
for the duration of the research project in case anything contained in the data samples needs
checking or verification by me. In accordance with social research ethical guidelines,
respondents are assured of absolute confidentiality and statements will not be attributed to
individuals, without their express written consent.
I wold be very grateful to you if you would consider agreeing to be interviewed and sharing
your ideas and expertise with me in relation to the research topic. I will contact you in due
course in relation to the matter. If you wish to contact me or to arrange to discuss any aspect
of the research, you can contact me at any stage at …………………….
I look forwarding to hearing from you.
Le meas agus beannacht
Éamonn Ó Neachtain

328

Irish Language version of the Letter of invitation
X, a chara,
Beatha agus sláinte. Táim i mbun taighde páirtaimseartha le Scoil na hEolaíochta Polaitiúla
agus na Socheolaíochta, de chuid Ollscoil na hÉireann, Gaillimh faoi stiúir an Dr Tony
Varley. Tá maoiniú agus tacaíocht curtha ar fáil dom agus mé é i mbun an taighde seo ag
Údarás na Gaeltachta, eagraíocht lena bhfuilim ag obair mar Bhainisteoir Réigiúnach.
Is é bun-aidhm an taighde seo ná iniúchadh a dhéanamh ar chomhdhéanamh agus ar
fheidhmiú polasaithe de chuid an stáit i leith forbairt na Gaeltachta. Mar chuid dílis den
staidéar seo tá scagadh á dhéanamh ar an litríocht a bhaineann leis na teoiricí agus na
polasaithe forbartha réigiúnaigh agus pleanála teanga go hidirnáisiúnta agus na cinn a
bhaineann go sonrach leis an nGaeltacht. Mar chuid fíor-lárnach sa modheolaíocht taighde, tá
sé i gceist agam suas le scór duine a chuir faoi agallaimh, daoine a bhfuil saineolas agus
sainchúram orthu maidir leis an bpolasaí agus leis an gcleachtas forbartha Ghaeltachta. Ag
saothrú i ngort na bpolaitíochta, na forais riaracháin poiblí, na hinstitiúid léinn agus na
heagrais forbartha atá na daoine seo.
Beidh na hagallaimh seo dírithe ar na ceisteanna seo a leanas:
a) Iniúchadh ar chomhdhéanamh agus ar éabhlóid polasaithe an stáit i leith forbairt na
Gaeltachta ó na 1950idí i leith
b) Iniúchadh ar fhorbairt agus ar fheidhmiú na bpolasaithe stairiúla sin
c) Measúnú ar na torthaí bainte amach go dáta
d) Moltaí i ngeall ar na polasaithe gur gá a fheidhmiú le freastal ar shain-riachtanais na
Gaeltacht mar limistéar áirithe forbartha sa todhchaí
Beidh na hagallaimh le reáchtáil as seo go ceann ceithre mhí ach na socruithe a bheith
aontaithe leis na rannpháirtithe cuí. Leis seo tá cóip de struchtúr ghinearálta an agallaimh
agus na cineál ceisteanna a bhéas faoi chaibidil. Beidh sé i gceist agam na hagallaimh a
thaifeadadh agus na torthaí a bhreacadh síos mar mhionnscríbhinn ar mhaithe le fíorú na
dtorthaí. Ag teacht le cód cleachtais na heitice a bhaineann le taighde san eolaíocht shóisialta,
deimhním gur faoi rún agus discréid a bhéas torthaí na hagallaimh agus nach mbeidh éinne
luaite le haon ráiteas nó tuairim gan a gcead i scríbhinn roimhré.
Bheinn go mór faoi chomaoin agat, ach tú a bheith sásta do thuairimí agus do shaineolas a
roinnt liom ag agallaimh. Déanfaidh mé teagmháil go fíor-luath leat faoin ábhar seo. Más
mian leat scéal a chuir chugam ag am ar bith chun an taighde a phlé, beidh fáil orm
ag……………
Le meas agus beannacht
Éamonn Ó Neachtain
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APPENDIX II
Treoir d’Agallamh
Ceist 1: Bonn Anailíseach le Dúshlán Polasaí
Cén tuiscint atá agatsa ar an mbonn atá le ‘fadhb’ na Gaeltachta agus ar an gcaoi a bhfuil
dúshlán fhorbairt na Gaeltachta tuairiscithe agus sainithe i dtéarmaí polasaí?
Ceist 2:

Réasúnú le hIdirghabháil Polasaí Stáit

Cén réasúnú nó míniú a thabharfá ar an mbonn atá le hidirghabhálacha stáit leanúnacha mar
thacaíocht do phobal teanga na Gaeltachta agus cén cás atá ann do na tacaíochtaí airgeadais
agus forbairtí a thagann as an gcánachas ginearálta?
Cad í an príomhthosaíocht d’idirghabháil Stáit sa sféar seo?
Cad a mholfá ó thaobh tosaíocht a thabhairt don dúshlán?
Ceist 3: Cumas Stáit
An bhfuil polasaí stáit in ann tionchar a imirt ar dhearcadh agus ar iompar
sochtheangeolaíoch nó in ann an dearcadh agus an t-iompar sin a chinneadh?
Cén measúnú a dhéanfá ar chumas an Stáit, anois agus roimhe seo, ó thaobh tionchar a imirt
ar na hiompair shochtheangeolaíocha sin nó iad a chinneadh i measc saoránach a labhraíonn
Gaeilge?
Ceist 4:
Éifeachtacht Polasaí Stáit
I do thuairimse, cad iad na polasaithe stáit ba thábhachtaí ó thaobh fhorbairt Ghaeltachta agus
faoin tslí ar fhorbair siad le himeacht ama agus cé chomh héifeachtach is atá siad tar éis a
bheith?
Cé chomh maith is atá ag éirí linn ó thaobh tabhairt faoi sin?
Cad iad na constaicí nó na bacanna ba mhó in aghaidh polasaí forbartha níos éifeachtaí don
Ghaeltacht go dtí seo?
Ag féachaint don bhéim ar ról pobail áitiúil in athghiniúint na Gaeltachta mar atá leagtha
amach in Acht na Gaeltachta, 2012, cé chomh maith is atá éirithe leis an stát ó thaobh
tacaíocht an phobail a mhealladh do thorthaí a dtacaíonn an Stát leo?
Ceist 5:
Éifeachtacht Polasaí Forbartha Eacnamaíochta Réigiúnach Stát-Treoraithe
(RED)
Cad é do mheasúnú ar an múnla forbartha eacnamaíochta réigiúnach atá curtha i bhfeidhm trí
pholasaí Gaeltachta agus conas a dhéanfá measúnú ar na príomhthorthaí agus ar éifeachtacht
an mhúnla?
Ceist 6:
Éifeachtacht RED agus Pleanáil Teanga (LP)
Cén léargas atá agat ar na naisc idir bearta forbartha eacnamaíochta réigiúnacha agus
tionscnaimh phleanála teanga i gcomhthéacs Gaeltachta?
Ceist 7:
Measúnú ar pholasaí forbartha Gaeltachta
Tríd is tríd, i do thuairimse, cé chomh héifeachtach is atá éirithe le polasaí forbartha
Gaeltachta?
Cé chomh héifeachtach is a lánpháirtíodh aidhmeanna teanga sa pholasaí forbartha?
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Ceist 8:
Moltaí maidir le polasaí Gaeltachta amach anseo
Conas a dhéanfaí polasaí forbartha stáit i leith na Gaeltachta níos éifeachtaí?
Cad iad na tosaíochtaí láithreacha, i do thuairimse?
Ceist 9:
Moltaí maidir le polasaí RED amach anseo
Conas a d’fhéadfadh bearta forbartha eacnamaíochta réigiúnacha a dtionchar ar fholláine
teanga a chinneadh ar bhealach dearfach agus cé mhéid is féidir leo tacú le hinmharthanacht
na teanga mionlaigh agus cén chaoi a bhféadfaí cur an oiread agus is féidir leis an tacaíocht
sin?
Cad iad na deachleachtais ó dhlínsí eile is dóigh leat tábhacht a bheith leo ó thaobh na
dtorthaí, na mbeart nó na dtionchar is fearr nó is fabhraí a bhaint amach?
Ceist 10:
Moltaí maidir le critéir do pholasaí RED amach anseo
Cad iad na príomhphrionsabail agus na príomhchritéir ba chóir a bheith mar bhonn do
mhúnla nua d’fhorbairt Ghaeltachta?
Ceist 11:
Moltaí maidir le hidirghabhálacha Chéim 6 (GIDS)
Cad iad na bearta lánpháirtithe tacaíochta a d’fhéadfaí a thabhairt isteach le tacú le pobail
teanga, pobail nach mbíonn go minic aonghnéitheach ná seasta i dtéarmaí úsáide, inniúlachta
nó dearcaidh ó thaobh na teanga?
Cad iad na sásraí eile tacaíochta nó idirghabhála atá riachtanach leis na haidhmeanna
dúshlánacha seo a bhaint amach?
Ceist 12:
Moltaí maidir le tionchar fachtóirí seachtracha ar an múnla
Conas is féidir le múnla spásúil déileáil le coinníollacha oscailte, athraitheacha agus
dinimiciúla a bhíonn faoi réir agus faoi thiomáint taomanna forbartha stát-urraithe agus astorthaí an tsaormhargaidh?
Ceist 13:

Measúnú ar na tacaíochtaí rialachais, riaracháin agus forbartha atá
riachtanach
Cad iad na struchtúir riaracháin agus forbartha atá riachtanach le polasaí a leagan amach agus
a fheidhmiú le tacú le forbairt lánpháirtiúil na TMLanna, cé mhéid a d’fhéadfaí féachaint ar
dhéablóid agus ar fhéinriail? mar rogha?
Ceist 14: Measúnú ar nascacht RED agus LP
An bhfuil tábhacht le nascacht RED agus LP?
Cad é an dearadh polasaí is éifeachtaí le bearta RED agus LP a lánpháirtiú laistigh de fhráma
oibre forbartha foriomlán?
Conas mar a dhéanfá institiúidiú ar dhearadh polasaí den sórt sin?
Cad iad na hinstitiúidí stáit agus áitiúla a dhéanfadh sin/ba chóir sin a dhéanamh?
Ceist 15:
Measúnú ar chritéir fheidhmíochta, mhonatóireachta agus luachála
Cad iad na bearta feidhmíochta ba chóir a fheidhmiú ó thaobh polasaí forbartha Gaeltachta?
Cad iad na critéir ar chóir glacadh leo agus luacháil á déanamh ar fheidhmiú polasaí den sórt
sin?
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Interview Guide
Question 1: Analytical Basis to Policy Challenge
What is your understanding of the basis of the Gaeltacht ‘problem’ and how the challenge of
Gaeltacht development has been described and defined in policy terms?
Question 2: Rationale for State Policy Intervention
How do you rationalise or explain the basis for ongoing state intervention in support of the
Gaeltacht language community and what is the case for financial and developments supports
drawn from general taxation?
What is the main priority for State intervention in this sphere?
How would you suggest we prioritise the challenge?
Question 3: State Capacity
Can state policy influence or determine sociolinguistic attitude and behaviour?
How do you assess the Irish State’s past and current capacity to influence or determine these
sociolinguistic behaviours amongst Irish-speaking citizens?
Question 4: Effectiveness of State Policy
What do you consider to have been the most important state policies in terms of Gaeltacht
development and how have they evolved over time and how effective have they been?
How successfully are we setting about this?
What have been the main impediments or obstacles to a more effective development policy
for the Gaeltacht to date?
Given the emphasis on the role of local community in Gaeltacht regeneration as set out in the
Gaeltacht Act, 2012, how successful has the state been in harnessing community support for
State-backed outcomes?
Question 5: Effectiveness of State-led Regional Economic Development Policy (RED)
What is your assessment of the regional economic development model which has been
implemented through Gaeltacht policy and how would you assess the principal outcomes and
the models effectiveness?
Question 6: Assessment of the RED and Language Planning (LP)
How do you understand the linkages between regional economic development measures and
language planning initiatives in a Gaeltacht context?
Question 7: Assessment of Gaeltacht development policy
Overall, how effective has Gaeltacht development policy been in your view?
How effectively has language aims been integrated into the development policy?
Question 8: Proposals regarding future Gaeltacht policy
How can state development policy for the Gaeltacht be made more effective?
What in your view are the immediate priorities?
Question 9: Proposals regarding future RED policy
How can regional economic development measures determine their impact on linguistic
vitality in a positive way and to what extent can they bolster the sustainability of the minority
language and how could such support be optimised?
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What examples of good practice from other jurisdictions do you could consider relevant in
terms of favourable or optimal outcomes, measures or impacts?
Question 10: Proposals regarding criteria for future RED policy
What key principles and criteria should underpin a new model for Gaeltacht development?
Question 11: Proposals regarding the Stage 6 (GIDS) interventions
What integrated measures of support can be introduced to support language communities,
communities which are often neither homogenous nor stable in terms of language use,
competence and attitude?
What other support or intervention mechanisms do we require to achieve these challenging
aims?
Question 12: Proposals regarding the impact of external factors on the model
How can a spatial model deal with open, fluid and dynamic, conditions which are subject to
and driven by the vagaries of state-sponsored development and the outworkings of the free
market?
Question 13: Assessment of the governance, administrative and development supports
required
What development and administrative structures are required to design and implement policy
in support of the integrated development of TMLs, to what extent can devolution or
autonomy be considered as an option?
Question 14: Assessment of the RED and LP linkage
Is the RED and LP linkage important?
What is the most effective policy design to integrate RED and LP measures within an overall
development framework?
How would you institutionalise such a policy design?
What state and local institutions should/would do what?
Question 15: Assessment of performance, monitoring and evaluation criteria
What performance measures should be applied to Gaeltacht development policies?
What criteria should be adopted in evaluating the implementation of such a policy?
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Abstract
The primary aim of this thesis was to critically assess the capacity of the state to
conceptualise and implement policies in support of the sustainable development of the
Gaeltacht, and to do so through an integrated spatial model of development which is capable
of stabilising and reinforcing processes of minority language reproduction.
The central empirical focus examined the extent to which Irish state policy relating to
Gaeltacht development has been successful when critiqued against stated policy objectives.
Semi-structured interviews were used to elicit the views of a cross-section of elite
participants drawn from the Public/Political, the Administrative/Executive, and the Policy
Analysis/Academic domains.
Findings from the data argue that the statutory Gaeltacht demarcation has a very limited and
poorly articulated functionality in administrative and planning terms. The conceptualisation
of the Gaeltacht as a development district has not been ‘embedded’, legitimised, let alone
mainstreamed, within the public governance, development or institutional structures across
the state system.
The data identify the state’s failure (in the sense of a coherent, systems-wide response) to
engage with the structural conditions underpinning the process of language shift and
community dislocation within the Gaeltacht. There is a need for an overhaul of the Gaeltacht
development model. A new and differentiated integrated spatial model must incorporate,
along
with
economic measures,
broader development priorities incorporating
structural/sectoral, demographic and sociolinguistic dimensions. The twin concepts of Prior
Ideological Clarification and Linguistic Return on Investment need to become foundational
constructs underpinning a new approach to Gaeltacht Development Policy (GDP).
Future GDP must establish, both spatially and structurally, an integrated state-wide strategy
which will ensure mutually reinforcing measures for development across the planning and
governance continuum. It must be subordinated to a compelling and implacable
sociolinguistic imperative which will set out the specific and differentiated terms of the
policy challenge for the Gaeltacht.

525

526

Chapter 9 Methodology and Research Design
9.1

Introduction

The central focus of the research is to critically assess the capacity of the state to intervene in
support of the sustainable development and the linguistic vitality of the minority language
community in the Gaeltacht. In order to realise this objective, the research sets out to
examine the extent to which state-led Gaeltacht development policy has demonstrated
coherence and effectiveness in terms of the realisation of long-stated government objectives.
The clearest and most comprehensive articulation of state policy in relation to the territorial
and sectoral development of the Gaeltacht districts is set out in those policies which were
implemented with respect to Regional Economic Development (RED) and Language
Planning (LP). In effect, in terms of the overall spatial development of the Gaeltacht, the state
has invested the bulk of its dedicated resources and executive competence in and through
these measures.
Because of the dominance of the RED and LP discourses, the research was concerned with
the integration of models of RED and LP in a TML (Threatened Minority Language) context.
While there is a very extensive research literature in both these areas, and while processes of
economic development and language maintenance are profoundly intertwined, it is argued
that little research attention has been paid to this area of overlap and the consequences it has
for TML development. This is reflected in the policy arena where, in the Irish case, economic
development measures have been implemented in the Gaeltacht in the absence of a proper
understanding of their linguistic impacts while language planning, maintenance and
promotion measures similarly have shown little appreciation of how these economic impacts
operate. While there is a rich and complex tradition of ‘discipline-specific’ concepts and
constructions associated with linguistic and economic development discourses, (Grin, 2003),
the implications of being ‘concept-poor’ (Smith, N., 1984) in terms of the integration of these
discourses have very real consequences for the effectiveness of policy formulation in support
of the TML-community.
As a necessary part of this critique, the research undertook an analysis of the principal factors
which undermine the vitality and development prospects for TML communities. This was
examined in the context of state-led regional economic and institutional structures within
which such processes of minoritisation are played out. Because economic and linguistic
realities converge and overlap on a constant basis, the economic processes which marginalise
remote communities are, to a significant extent, the same forces which have historically
initiated processes of LS and dislocation in a TML context. There is, therefore, a legitimate
argument that both public bodies and Gaeltacht communities should develop a
comprehensive understanding of the dynamics and impact of such interrelated processes.
It is further argued that such an evaluation of policy would in turn better position the
collaborative efforts of the state and the community of language (Ó Fiaich, 1969) to
conceptualise, design and implement remedial local development regeneration efforts which
have a credible chance of mitigating the impact of the non-threatened, dominant language
(MJL) on the subordinate local TML. In order to do so, the research findings contribute to the
development of a spatial model which would improve the conceptualisation of measures and
align the configuration of their implementation against an integrated range of mutually
supportive economic and linguistic objectives which can accommodate a dynamic and
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complex development context. In such a way, it is hoped that it will have implications for
policy, for practice and for the generation of new knowledge (Bryman, 2012).
It is argued that this thesis is innovatory in analysing how policies and initiatives relating
specifically to language maintenance and development in the Gaeltacht operate in
conjunction with broader state policies relating to RED. In this way, the research was built on
explanatory, evaluative and normative perspectives. It set out to identify gaps, inconsistencies
and unresolved issues and to build our understanding of the processes which are central to the
integration of RED processes and those of LP (Bryman, 2012; Di Cicco-Bloom and Crabtree,
2006). In Bryman’s terms, it represents a form of social investigation.
9.1.1

Structure of the Chapter

This chapter describes the study methodology. The research design established the logical
sequence of events which were undertaken in the research process. It presents the basis of the
research hypothesis and the assumptions which underpin it. It clarifies the ontological and
epistemological bias which informed the key choices made in relation to the construction of
the research strategy. It includes a description of the design of research instruments, the data
which is to be collected, the method of selection of questions and interviewees, with
reference to the specific research objectives. Finally, the framework and procedures for data
assimilation, interpretation and analysis, along with the measures to ensure the quality of the
research, are explained.
9.2

Research Rationale and Philosophy

It is a cardinal assumption within social science research that such endeavours need to be
critically located within the particular constraints and prejudices which govern the
researcher’s ontological and epistemological rationale, her/his view of the essential form and
function of knowledge (Bryman, 2008, 2012; Saunders, M., et al., 2009).
The prior assumptions regarding our understanding of the nature of reality and of the nature,
function and reliability of knowledge have an explicit, formative influence on where and how
contributions to research are situated, the methodological instruments constructed to generate
new data and the analytical processes enlisted to elucidate the explanatory potential of the
new knowledge. Such assumptions determine what is considered as legitimate and valid
knowledge (Brannick and Coghlan, 2007; Di Cicco-Bloom and Crabtree, 2006). Fundamental
decisions as to the ontological and epistemological orientations which underpin research
projects ultimately determine the extent to which a given project assumes certain
philosophical and practical dimensions in terms of the selection and prioritisation more or
less associated with different, acknowledged research traditions and the disciplines and
conventions which they ascribe to and support (Wertz et al., 2011: 84). Figure 10 below
summarises these inter-relationships.
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Ontology

Epistemology

Objective
Perspective

Positivism

Subjective
Perspective

Interpretivism

(Deductive
Approach)

(Inductive
Approach)

Figure 10: Conceptual Framework of Relationships
The rationale for the particular research design outlined herein was based on a number of
such considerations and biases. The overall approach to qualitative study based on an insider
role is highly contested: ‘The dual roles of investigator and employee are incompatible, and
they may place the researcher in an untenable position.’ (Morse, 1998, 61, cited in Brannick
and Coghlan, 2007: 59). The literature argues that such research is often disqualified or
suspect to methodological or ethical criticism because ‘[…] insider researchers have a
personal stake and substantive emotional investment in the setting’ (Brannick and Coghlan,
2007: 60). In terms of reflexivity, however, the researcher contends that the research strategy
adopted here was valid and justifiable and was explicit in engaging with the challenges of
addressing the relationship between the researcher and the object of the research. The
positivist tradition argues for objectivity, detachment, and neutrality. It assumes that ‘contextfree knowledge’ is legitimate and attainable and that such data is valid and can be measured
(ibid). Given the core research concern of this thesis, the value of ‘[…] actors immersed in
local situations generating contextually embedded knowledge that emerges from experience’
(ibid) is considered necessary and valid.
The core considerations and biases included the nature of the problem which was being
investigated (the capacity of the state to intervene in support of the TML through integrating
RED and LP discourses), the theoretical framework of the study (the deepening of a more
coherent and integrative framework to undertake such analysis and planned interventions)
and the overall contribution of the study (the development of an outline spatial model for
TML development which will be informed and ultimately determined by an explicitly
sociolinguistic orientation).
The overall approach was driven by an assessment of research demands, therefore, rather
than an absolutist view of upholding and implementing any particular doctrine or intellectual
tradition (Bryman, 2012; Wertz et al., 2011: 81). Clarke (1998) contends that: ‘[competing]
paradigms are not as diverse or mutually incompatible as often conveyed. Staunch
identification of methods with particular paradigms may not be as accurate, or even as useful,
an endeavour as past trends would indicate’ (cited in Crossan, 2003: 49). However, the
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research design admitted a specific ontological bias. It argued that it was plausible to
privilege such a social-constructivist ontological standpoint as relevant and necessary where:
‘Knowledge is viewed as indeterminate, a position redolent of postmodernism’ (Bryman,
2012: 33). This was argued on the basis that this research concern was fundamentally
concerned with social outputs driven and constructed by human interaction and
interdependency within their social and political contexts. Herein, motivation and subjective
meaning were crucial factors within these multiple realities (Creswell, 2007; Saunders, M., et
al., 2009).
For example, the processes of minoritisation which undermine minority language
communities are created and sustained by the socioeconomic and linguistic contexts within
socially created, differentiated constructions as to normative meanings, values and
orientations (Grin, 2003). ‘Threatened Minority Language community’, in ontological terms,
is born of a constructionist rather than an essentialist view of reality arguing that such
languages are neither inherently or intrinsically inferior or less valuable than majority
languages and that their relative positioning is the produce of social (political, economic,
cultural) interventions (ibid: 37). In other words, this subjective perspective does not accede
to a deterministic, linear and historical understanding of causation or reciprocity between
identifiable factors which influence the narrative of development (Seidman, 2013).
Such a competing ‘objective’ epistemological perspective considers reality as inert nature,
amenable to external access through ‘theory-neutral language’ (Brannick and Coghlan, 2007:
62). Reality is a phenomenon existing external to social actors forming part of an absolute
truth or reality, where knowledge which cannot be observable from an objective reality
amounts to no more than transcendental impressions (Bryman, 2012; Saunders, M., et al.,
2009; Crossan, 2003). It maintains that historical processes are driven primarily by the
inevitable outworkings of hegemonic forces preordaining certain related contexts of action as
the bases of our understanding or knowledge of social phenomenon. It advocates an ontology
where there is ‘[...] an absolute abstraction both from the social contexts of the events and
objects under scrutiny and from the social context of the scientific activity itself’ (Smith, N.,
1984: 14), where ‘[…] social and natural reality have an independent existence before human
cognition’ (Brannick and Coghlan, 2007: 62).
The contrary subjectivist ontological perspective adopted in this research assumes that social
reality is neither objective nor singular, but an integral human construction where ‘[…] what
is taken as reality is an output of human cognitive process (Johnson and Duberley, 2000, cited
in Brannick and Coghlan, 2007: 62). Social phenomena are ultimately contingent on actors’
perceptions of reality and subject to their agency (Bhattacherjee, A., 2012): ‘[…] social
phenomena are created from the perceptions and consequent actions of social actors’
(Saunders, M., et al., 2009: 111) in bounded historical and cultural contexts. Moreover, ‘[…]
Reality does not exist within a vacuum, its composition is influenced by its context, and
many constructions of reality are therefore possible [Hughes, 1994]’ (Crossan, 2003: 52).
This reinforced the basic orientation of this research project towards a regional and social
discourse which emphasises a ‘sociology of language’ framework, which sets out the
political, economic and social coordinates within which the TML community was considered,
rather than a strictly sociolinguistic one which looked exclusively to emerging social patterns
in language use and reproduction (Grin, 2003).
In epistemological terms, this view of the world generally demands a subjectivist and
interpretivist approach to research because of the inherent diversity and complexity of the

530

phenomenon under scrutiny. In this case, the alternative positivist approach was not
considered sufficiently expansive or nuanced to address the core research concern. The
creation of public policy, for example, implicates a wide range of different actors whose
relationships and interdependencies are governed by political and power structures which
articulate and enforce diverse views as to the role of the state, of government, of the citizen
and civic society and the influence of different and often conflicting allegiances to different
forms of the political economy of development.
It was considered a highly subjective and variegated domain of enquiry which demanded a
subjective explanation and analysis ‘[…] rejecting the exclusivity and pretensions to
objectivity of positivist science’ (Smith, N., 1984: 105). This research demanded an overall
methodology which a positivist approach might not adequately sustain (Bryman and Bell,
2007: 19). This approach emphasised humans and their institutions rather than external forces
which have limited meaning for social actors and an ‘[…] emphatic understanding of human
action rather than with the forces that are deemed to act upon it’ (Bryman, 2012: 29/30). In
this was recognised an environment of complexity generated through social action with
competing interpretations, beliefs and meanings as to the ‘realities’ of causal linkages which
might exist between variables and factors where knowledge becomes ‘[…] a social
experience imbued with interwoven layers of social meaning’ (Smith, N., 1984: 105)
However, such an approach did not argue that significant dimensions of the process could not
be measured in a plausible, valid and verifiable way. This approach to the research led more
to an assessment of outcomes and impacts. For example, measuring the extent to which new
employment has been created within the Gaeltacht and the costs and benefits associated with
such a development strategy provided important data. Likewise, the estimation of the
quantum of language shift at community-level can be measured in terms of outcomes and
impacts which demonstrate the disintegration of the community-base of the language (cf.
Sections 4.3 and 10.4). The measurable, accredited and objective data generated from such
positivist measures was more descriptive, static and unidimensional. It provided little
coherent analysis, however, of the decisions influencing the selection of the policy measures
which contributed to bringing about such socioeconomic and linguistic conditions in the first
place. Nor did it begin to address in a plausible, externally validated way, the causal and
interdependent relationships which work across and between such factors as part of the policy
development narrative.
Such a view and the preference for an inductive, subjectivist approach also argued that this
type of analysis can generate new understandings and prescriptions for ‘theory building’ and
for forming negotiated interventions and managed social change (Bryman, 2012: 380). It
recognised that the theoretical exposition of the state’s role in support of the TMLs and the
linkages between RED and LP are partial, inconclusive and incomplete and require further
extensive development through different empirical studies. The inductive approach was
dependent on ‘[…] drawing generalizable inferences out of observations’ (Bryman, 2012:
27). This inductive approach, through which empirical and ‘generalisable’ efforts can feed
into and direct the more fuller theoretical articulation of causal relationships, recognised the
directionality of this relationship (Wertz et al., 2011: 92). It also confirmed that a primarily
deductive approach was not appropriate given the limitations of theory-testing possibilities
because of the paucity of robust conceptual models developed to date in relation to the RED
and LP linkage (Saunders, M., et al., 2009: 127; Grin, 2007).
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9.3

Researcher’s Motivation and Values

This explanation of the methodological approach undertaken also requires that the agency of
the researcher, his functional role, the influencing value-systems and the general perspective
he subscribes to are acknowledged and made explicit (Bryman, 2012; Saunders, M., et al.,
2009; Lewis and Thornhill, 2009). This is critical given that the methodology for this
research positioned the researcher himself as the actual ‘research instrument’ (Kvale, 1996:
147). In such a way, qualitative research is considered radically ‘relational’, where the
research ‘[…] inevitably includes and expresses the orientation, methods, values, traditions,
and personal qualities of the researcher’ (Wertz, et al., 2011: 84). Such declarations position
the bias of the researcher and support the validity and credibility of the findings (Crossan,
2003: 47; Miles and Huberman, 1994: 51).
At an individual, personal level, the researcher’s opening position was not ‘theory-based’ as
such. The research concern relates to a critical social issue, the maintenance of the indigenous
speech community within the Gaeltacht. The impetus and the motivation for undertaking the
research was formed from the researcher’s personal experience and beliefs and his normative
choice in favour of protecting threatened and marginalised communities. It was also
influenced heavily by the professional challenges in attempting to conceive of more effective
planning interventions in support of the work of the agency where the researcher is employed
(Údarás na Gaeltachta); the researcher’s limited skills and understanding of the core
processes integral to explaining the current circumstances; and his attempts to contribute to
providing credible proposals for more effective policy initiatives to be implemented in the
future.
The researcher works for the Gaeltacht development agency, Údarás na Gaeltachta (An
tÚdarás). He has been facilitated by the agency in undertaking the research through financial
support against the cost of tuition fees and study-leave provision as well as providing access
to internal documentation and grey material. The agency is responsible for the
implementation of aspects of government policy in relation to Gaeltacht development. Other
significant development and administrative dimensions of state policy which have a
fundamental impact on Gaeltacht development are administered through separate central
agencies and government departments. Such policy interventions and programmes include,
crucially, education, land-use and development planning, skills development, health, social
and other welfare services, and the general gambit of public and local administration. Before
commencing his work with the agency, the researcher had experience of working within and
without the Gaeltacht and, through his work with different development initiatives in the
public sector and community domains, and had co-operated with the agency in different
socioeconomic development initiatives over the last twenty-six years.
Two further related issues were critical in his determining to undertake the research.
First, since its establishment in 1980, An tÚdarás has been heavily criticised for avowing a
particular development philosophy and undertaking a practice of development which
ostensibly, or so it is argued by its detractors, prioritised economic returns over linguistic
considerations. According to such critics, the agency has simultaneously remained ignorant
of the sociolinguistic implications of its investment decisions and has, as a result, contributed
to the erosion of the language community within the Gaeltacht. These are fundamentally
challenging interpretations of the historical narrative for the agency as a corporate entity and
for the professional executive charged with policy formulation and implementation. The
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extent to which programmes for economic regeneration for the Gaeltacht community
demonstrate a clear, causal relationship to linguistic fragmentation and atrophy remains a
vital concern for the agency and for the researcher alike.
Second, the provisions of the Gaeltacht Act (2012) (the Act) have potentially radical
implications for the structure and functioning of the agency and its governing central
department and their formulation and implementation of strategy. The Act allows for, and
even implicitly assumes, a reimagining of the development model to be undertaken within the
Gaeltacht. The move from prescriptive models of industrial development to a more
comprehensive and inclusive model of economic development represents a fundamentally
important potential departure. Moreover, the Act calls for the preparation and implementation
of a new process of community-led language planning in the Gaeltacht. This process will be
co-ordinated and managed by An tÚdarás. Such developments represent key challenges and
opportunities for the agency and for the researcher. They also point to the relevance and
timeliness of this research insofar as it elaborates upon a new spatial development model
which will accommodate the strategic orientation articulated within the provisions of the Act
and contribute to new understandings, new constructs and new practices of development
which might more effectively integrate and reconcile state-led economic and linguistic
planning objectives in a dynamic and complex community environment.
The critique of the four separate literature reviews and the analysis of the evolving policy
narrative delineated in Chapters 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8 and 10, clearly pointed to the overwhelming
need, and the potential utility, of such research endeavours to support a sociolinguistically
informed conceptualisation of development in a TML-context. However, the opportunities
provided by the professional occupation of the researcher needed to be balanced against
inherent prejudices, implicit understandings and attitudinal risks. In this way, his executive
role provides a combination of the advantages and insights afforded to the ‘privileged,
intimate insider’ by means of his management role in developing strategic responses to the
Act and to conditions on the ground, his access to data sources and to key personnel through
professional networks and allegiances (Taylor, 2011: 5). On the final point, Seidman (2013:
44) warns of the perils inherent in relative ‘ease of access’: ‘[…] the easier the access, the
more complicated the interview’. The privileged/intimate insider has many advantages,
amongst them:
‘[…] closer and more regular contact with the field; more detailed consideration of
the social actors at the centre of the cultural phenomenon making access to, and
selection of, research participants easier and better informed; quicker establishment of
rapport and trust between researcher and participants; and more open and readily
accessible lines of communication between researchers and informants due to the
researcher’s continuing contact with the field’ (Taylor, 2011: 3).
The insider role argues for the benefits of ‘complete membership’ of the environment where
the research activity will further add to the researcher’s: ‘[…] opportunity to acquire
understanding in use rather than reconstituted understanding’ while travelling a research path
characterised ‘[…] as a journey from nearness to distance – and back’ (Brannick and
Coghlan, 2007: 66-67). This is further evidenced through his involvement with community
and co-operative structures who are, and who will increasingly become more, involved in
language planning initiatives locally. On the other hand, his executive role obviously deeply
implicates him in the current analysis of the root causes of the current ‘problem’ and the
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capacity (or lack thereof ) to develop more considered and effective ameliorative measures by
means of more effective policy-making.
Critical assessment of the historical policy narrative necessarily involved a critique of the role
of the agency and of the researcher’s own role as a member of the management team. This
created certain tensions and potential conflicts including bias, ‘insider blindness’ and a
potential lack of objectivity (Taylor, 2011: 10). A deep understanding of the contested
perspectives and relationships within the complex, interdependent dynamic of departments,
agencies and communities who have always been centrally involved in Gaeltacht
development, was offset in terms of its instrumental value to the research project by contrary
factors.
Such contrary factors included the limitations inherent in implicit loyalty to colleagues and to
the Board of the Agency (past and present) and by the prejudice born of a commitment to and
association with the underlying philosophical and cultural ideologies which inform the
choices of people working for and with minority communities in peripheral areas. The urgent
and long-term sociolinguistic implications of a continuation of present policies provided the
immediate context for undertaking this research and for challenging the researcher to make
some contribution to policy formulation and more effective implementation. A more fuller
understanding of the causes and explanations of the current ‘crisis’ in the Gaeltacht might
lead to a more effective restructuring of the response, its likely coherence and contingencies,
rather than simply rearranging the consequences of the decline (Smith, N., 1984).
9.4
9.4.1

Research Methods and Design
Research Strategy

The implications of the philosophical and personal stances were important in terms of the
design of the research strategy. As has been referred to above, an exclusively quantitative
approach would not have been sufficient to meet the overall aims of the study. Brookfield
(1986) and McCracken (1988: 16) describe such approaches as attempts to isolate and define
variables and variable categories. In such an approach, the relationship between these
categories of individual variables are continually tested and hypothesised through the
collection and analysis of empirical data. As a research approach it is particularly suited for
those scenarios where there is a need for an objective or unambiguous response. The
quantitative approach assumes reliability and replicability where the frequency and incidence
of a common response, under fixed conditions, underwrites the verification of the data
collected and the extrapolation of valid results.
On the other hand, qualitative approaches similar to the one adopted in this study, are
structured within an interpretative orientation which generates a number of options in terms
of research methods and instruments. The strength of ‘[…] qualitative research lies in its
ability to examine the dynamic, context-dependent and interactive phenomena…’ which are
currently being played out in the Gaeltacht context (Welch et al., 2002: 612). This approach
focused more on delineating the categories and the variables in their own right, rather than on
their frequency and reliability to continually replicate identical responses under controlled
conditions. McCracken (1988: 17) argues that ‘[…] qualitative work does not survey the
terrain, it mines it’, producing relative results and insights which are more usually associated
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with observation techniques such as the interviews and case-studies which form the principal
research instruments in this study (see also Seidman, 2013: 18; Clarke, 1994: 68; Kvale,
1996: 3). ‘Qualitative research is multimethod in focus, involving an interpretive, naturalistic
approach to its subject matter. This means that qualitative researchers study things in their
natural settings, attempting to make sense of, or interpret, phenomena in terms of the
meanings people bring to them’ (Denzin and Lincoln, 1994: 2). The research strategy
combined elements of a predominantly qualitative approach appropriate to addressing the
‘complex’ hypothesis which formed the core concern of the dissertation. Such an approach
provided the empirical data to answer the questions that have been generated.
In epistemological terms, quantitative research seeks its legitimisation and its methodological
orientation in terms of ‘measurement’, which is central to the positivist tradition. This stands
in contrast to the ‘descriptive’, explanatory orientation which informs qualitative approaches
which are considered ‘post-positivist’ in epistemology (Crossan, 2003: 46). Enhancing and
complementing their utility is often achieved through their posting in conjunction with each
other within an overall, integrated mixed-modes approach which reinforces the robustness
and validity of the research conclusions by producing an ‘in-depth, rich account’ of the
phenomena under study (Bryman, 2008; Saunders, M., et al., 2009: 123; Creswell, 2003; Di
Cicco-Bloom and Crabtree, 2006: 320). The evaluative dimension to the research is
underlined by Bryman: ‘While there are differences of opinion about how qualitative
evaluation should be carried out, the different views typically coalesce around a recognition
of the importance of an in-depth understanding of the context in which an intervention occurs
and the diverse viewpoints of the stakeholders’ (Bryman, 2012: 42).
In this context, the selection of a predominantly qualitative, interpretivist, relativist research
method was justified on a number of grounds (Brannick and Coghlan, 2007: 62/63).
First, the research sought to provide a necessarily subjective assessment of the effectiveness
of state development policy in relation to the Gaeltacht and contribute to the development of
a spatial model for a comprehensive, integrated model for development which will more
coherently link the economic development and the language planning imperatives. This
approach accepted that there is no unitary, single or objective ‘knowable external reality’ and
that the informants and the researcher were integral rather than external to the research
process, where: ‘The researcher is an engaged participant whose critical and analytic
observation of the culture is integral to the research activity’ (Brannick and Coghlan, 2007:
64).
Second, the realisation of these objectives could be best realised through an articulation of
‘how and why’-type questions. These demanded a qualitative analytical framework to
determine the basis of the context-specific evaluative explanations of the historical
interventions from the key participants’ multiple perspectives. This would cumulatively build
the necessary constructs which informed the conceptual shape underpinning the
recommendations for a new, more differentiated approach to development.
Third, the evaluative focus was necessarily retrospective and longitudinal in perspective
while the developmental of proposals was necessarily future-orientated. The data required to
complete these research objectives was dependent on the complex of views, values and
judgements of key participants who have been, and are currently, responsible for policy
development.
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Fourth, the existing relevant data (in terms of both the evaluative and planning discourses) is
highly limited and, to the extent that such evaluations of past policy exist, are based on
generalised descriptive reviews rather than structured, systematic evaluations of the
ontological, epistemological and ideological orientation of existing policy. Recommendations
for future policy, again to the extent that they are articulated in the literature reviewed, are
not structured within an overall coherent planning framework.
Fifth, the research questions were contingent on the subjective and interpretative
epistemology which rationalises and privileges the participants’ personal, highly
differentiated understanding of the relatedness and integration of the factors which shape and
inform the function of different policies. It also clarified their understanding of the putative
causal relationships which determine the influence and impact of certain variables on each
other. Such epistemological considerations justified the philosophical commitment inherent
in the qualitative approach and the use of the specific research instruments and methods
which are further elaborated in the next section.
9.4.2 Research Methods
The central focus of the research is to critically assess the capacity of the state to intervene in
support of the sustainable development and the linguistic vitality of the minority language
community in the Gaeltacht. In terms of structuring the research, the literature reviews have
served to improve and clarify the researcher’s perspective and understanding of the role, the
capacity and the autonomy of the state as it relates to Gaeltacht development and the
importance and centrality of the causal linkages between regional economic development and
linguistic decline. The reviews have helped generate an analytical framework which
supported a range of valid questions which contributed to the evaluation of past policies and
constructing proposals regarding future programmes for intervention. In this way, it set out
the context and the specifics for the research methods which generated the primary and
secondary data. The second stages of the research structure are as follows:


to undertake a critique of past and current state policy initiatives in the RED and
LP domains, to assess the extent of their internal coherence and rationality as
systematic planned interventions in order to realise explicit public policy
objectives in relation to Gaeltacht development (this critique is presented in
Chapter 10)



to prepare a set of recommendations, based on this analysis, which would support
the conceptualisation and implementation of a new, differentiated integrated
spatial model for development which would encompass and continually reinforce
the interrelated dimensions of economic and linguistic development in a
cumulative and self-sustaining manner (these proposals are set out in Chapters 12
and 13).

The research methods chosen for this study comprised the following discreet tasks which
support and reinforce the coherence, the validity and the value of the findings in a
complementary manner. They were structured to support the separate but highly related
aspects of the research project as outlined above in providing a critique of past policies which
will act to set out the context and the strategic orientation of a future planning intervention.
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9.4.3

Semi-Structured Interviews with Key Elite Informants

General
The semi-structured interviews were undertaken with elite, key personnel in national and
regional organisations who have a responsibility for developing and implementing Gaeltacht
policy. The range of participants included policy analysts from academic institutions as well
as public and political representatives who have had, or currently discharge, responsibility for
Gaeltacht policy development. Informants who occupy senior management positions (at
political and executive level) with functional responsibilities and accountability for policy
development and implementation are considered to be ‘elite’ participants. These participants
enjoy high and influential corporate status, have significant experience and are central to
policy networks (Welch et al., 2002: 613). While not strictly homogenous, they ‘[…] share
critical similarities related to the research question’ (Di Cicco-Bloom and Crabtree, 2006) and
they were selected primarily because of ‘positional criteria’ (Werning Rivera et al., 2002).
It is accepted that a methodology dependent on key informants has inherent weaknesses.
Informant bias, random error and idiosyncratic retrospective justification can undermine the
value of the data (Kumar et al., 1993). Such challenges are summarised variously as ‘[…]
memory distortion’ (Nutt, 1986 cited in Kumar et al., 1993: 1634). The latter can result from
hindsight bias, attributional bias, subconscious attempts to maintain self-esteem, or
impression management (Huber and Power, 1985; Salancik and Meindl, 1984, cited in
Kumar et al., 1993). Dependence on such an approach is always vulnerable to poor quality
data generated by fragmented, superficial or specious answers (Kvale, 1996).
Notwithstanding these manifold concerns, Leech argues that such elite, semi-structured
interviews provide detail and depth and are valid and reliable as a means for hypotheses
testing within the framework of quantitative analysis (Leech, 2002: 665; Di Cicco-Bloom and
Crabtree, 2006). Complementing this, Seidman (2013) argues that the overall purpose of such
interviewing is not to test or ‘evaluate’ in the normal sense but to uncover the ‘lived’
experience of participants and the ‘meaning they make of that experience’ which leads us to
an understanding through reconstruction of the participants’ experience from their point of
view (ibid: 9-17; Di Cicco-Bloom and Crabtree, 2006: 314). Moreover, it is argued that such
a research instrument provided the best opportunity to engage in a substantive way with these
key informants/participants whose understanding of the complexity of the policy-making
process was key to the research process.
The ‘elite’ interviews focused on questions which are fundamental to the two central research
enquiries which are outlined above (cf. Section 9.1):
(e) Assessment of past Gaeltacht policy in terms of the merits of the policies
themselves;
(f) Assessment of the policy formulation and implementation processes (including
the efficacy of the agencies involved) as they have functioned in the past;
(g) Suggestions as to how future Gaeltacht policy, its formulation and its
implementation, might be improved as the basis of a more comprehensive
integrated approach to Gaeltacht development.
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The data generated included the participants’ assessment and evaluation of past and current
processes involved in policy-making and implementation, the coherence and consistency
involved in these processes, the effectiveness of the processes in question and their proposals
regarding a new spatial model for Gaeltacht development. The value of the data generated
depended on the extent that the elite participants were either able, or prepared, to identify
structural/procedural weaknesses in the policies and agencies in question. Given the
acknowledged complexity of the causes and consequences of language shift (cf. Sections 4.3
and 10.4), it was critical that this instrument could investigate the range and differentiation of
key participants’ views as to how such meanings are systematically explained and placed in
their proper epistemological context, locating the nature of such knowledge within a
transparent frame of reference.
Rationale for Semi-Structured Interviews
Kumar (1993: 1634) considers that utilising interviews is appropriate ‘[…] when the content
of inquiry is such that complete or in-depth information cannot be expected from
representative survey respondents’. Interviews can take several formats and depend
ultimately on how the questions are asked. Approaches range from formal, highly structured,
face-to-face interviews to very personalised, almost seemingly casual conversations, in an
informal setting (Bryman and Bell, 2007). The former methodological approach tends
towards more closed-format questions with pre-determined questions and categories of
answers yielding a high degree of quantitative information. The latter facilitates the
development of subjective and more analytically-valuable, qualitative data. McCracken goes
so far as to argue that ‘[…] qualitative methods give them [researchers] privileged access to
proprietary truth’ (1988: 13). Open-ended approaches are ‘[...] the riskiest but potentially
most valuable type of elite interviewing…’ (Berry, 2002: 679). They are not without risks and
Berry cautions against the potential limitations regarding viability and reliability concerns
(Berry, 2002; Di Cicco-Bloom and Crabtree, 2006). Given the focus on the link between
RED and LP which is central to the research, such an approach allowed the researcher to
‘[…] infer causal relationships between variables…to understand the reasons for
decisions…attitudes and opinions’ (Saunders, M., et al., 2009: 324).
The semi-structured approach allowed flexibility in pursuing certain issues and also
facilitated the further development of comments and elaborative responses. It contributed to
the systematic clarification of key concepts and phrases. Such an approach is advocated by
Kvale when there is considerable ‘mutuality of interests’ (Kvale, 1996: 114) between the
researcher and the research participants. Also, the semi-structured nature of the approach
might have encouraged, through trust, advocacy and a commitment to professional, ethical
criteria, an engagement on the key issues which moved away from focusing only on ‘[…]
some interests vested in upholding specific conceptions of the institutional reality’ (ibid:114).
Furthermore, it was hoped that issues not currently anticipated would emerge and evolve
through these discussions. Recourse to a more prescriptive, rigorous ‘structured’ interview
would have prescribed a closed-question format and would have overly narrowed the focus
and err on the side of provoking ready responses. These responses might have confirmed or
corroborated with supporting data the presumptions and fixed views which formed part of the
inevitable ‘baggage’ of the researcher. They might also have allowed the participants sidestep
to a more defensive position and attempt to ‘control’ the process through limited, preordained
responses to questions broadly signposted in advance (Berry, 2002).
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Questions and Proposed Interview Structure
The semi-structured approach which was undertaken was based on a simple structure which
was prearranged (the interview schedule is presented in Appendix II). This allowed for a
degree of clarity, focus and standardisation in constructing the questions and the questioning
style so as to facilitate comparison and aggregation when the data was being analysed. The
design outlined below indicates a clear interview strategy with a schedule of questions or
algorithm to ensure the maximum consistency in the data gathered. It is accepted that ‘[…]
the constructs of interest need not be known in advance, but may emerge from the data as the
research progresses. Second, the research questions can be modified during the research
process if the original questions are found to be less relevant or salient’ (Bhattacherjee, 2012:
93).
The thematic contexts from which the questions were developed were drawn from the
findings of the literature review and the subsequent analysis as presented in Chapters 3-6, 7, 8
and 10. The questions collectively questioned assumptions, explored learning outcomes and
sought clarity of understanding on the central themes (Seidman, 2013: 46; Miles and
Huberman, 1994: 51). Chapters 3-6 and 7 reviewed respectively the international and
national (including Gaeltacht-specific) theory and practice of RED and LP. Chapter 10
presents an analysis of the principal factors driving linguistic change within the Gaeltacht.
This analysis informed the range of questions which related to the overall evaluation of the
effectiveness of Gaeltacht policy. Chapter 6 further undertook to integrate and further expand
the significant points of intersection between the traditionally disparate lines of enquiry
within the established disciplines of RED and LP (cf. Section 6.1 – 6.12). This analysis
informed the range of questions which relate to the proposed spatial model for Gaeltacht
development.
The questions rest on a differentiation between ‘[…] observed (actual) or expected
(prescribed) … relations’ (Seidler, 1974: 817, cited in Kumar, 1993). The schedule included
15 questions, 7 of which related to the evaluation of past and current policies and 8 were
future-orientated, considering the optimum spatial development model required for more
effective and sustainable development practices within the Gaeltacht which are
sociolinguistically informed and literate. The interviews were conducted for the most part in
the Irish language given the profile of the participants involved (although each participant
was offered a choice to undertake the interview in either Irish or English). It was also agreed
to selectively transcribe the most significant and relevant sections of the interviews in a
manner which is ‘loyal and objective’ (Kvale, 1996: 173)
In formulating these broad thematic questions, they were left open enough so as to
accommodate alternative lines of enquiry which might have emerged through the process
(Bryman, 2012: 476/477). Such an open-ended approach was considered suitable in dealing
with complex and abstract issues which are integral to the policy formulation and
implementation process: ‘The advantage of open questions is that the information gathered
by way of the responses is more likely to reflect the full richness and complexity of the views
held by the respondent’ (Denscombe, 2003: 156). This emphasised the ‘value patterns and
perceptions’ and value of the responses elicited from within the individual interview
participant’s own framework (Aberbach and Rockman, 2002: 674). In this context,
McCracken speaks of the ‘complexity-capturing ability’ of qualitative research (1988: 16)
which is highly relevant to this research. Particular attention was paid to the structure and
sequencing of the questions so as to elicit as comprehensive and detailed a response as
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possible (Di Cicco-Bloom and Crabtree, 2006). It is commonplace in this approach to build
the line of enquiry around such ‘what’, ‘why’ and ‘how’ questions (Saunders, M., et al.,
2009: 321; Seidman, 2013: 15; Di Cicco-Bloom and Crabtree, 2006; Wertz et al., 2011).
Table 25 below elaborates and summarises the structure and the rationale for the research
themes and the supporting questions.
Table 25: Structure and Rationale of the Thematic Concerns and the Supporting

Evaluation of Gaeltacht Policy

Thematic Concern: State Capacity

Rationale for Inclusion

Can public policy influence or determine This question establishes the interviewees’
sociolinguistic attitude and behaviour?
assessment of the utility of state policy in
sociolinguistic development.

Thematic Concern: Analytical Basis to
Policy Challenge

What is your understanding of the basis of
the Gaeltacht ‘problem’ and how has the
challenge of Gaeltacht development been
described and defined in policy terms?

To clarify the interviewees’ assessment of the
sociolinguistic ‘problem’ in the Gaeltacht
and how it has formed the basis of policy
development. It also enquires as to their
understanding of the processes of historical
change and how the state has been
implicated in such processes47 .

Thematic Concern: Rationale for State
Policy Intervention

How do you rationalise the basis for ongoing To establish the interviewees’ understanding
state intervention in support of the Gaeltacht and articulation of the rationale for
language community and what is the case for supporting TMLs.
financial and development supports drawn
from general taxation?

‘A central government, that supports its minorities, needs to understand the process it imple ments, if it is not
to have unlooked for results ’ (Wright, 2004: 231).
47
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Thematic Concern: Effectiveness of State
Policy

What do you consider to have been the most
important state policies in terms of Gaeltacht
development and how have they evolved
over time?

To clarify the interviewees’ understanding of
the overall objective of state-led Gaeltacht
development policy in historical terms and to
ascertain their definition of the problem.

What have been the main impediments or To identify the principal structural forces
obstacles to a more effective development (legislative, governance, funding, political)
policy for the Gaeltacht to date?
which have undermined the effectiveness of
policy development to date.

Thematic Concern: Effectiveness of Stateled RED policy

What is your assessment of the regional
economic development model which has
been implemented through Gaeltacht policy
and how would you evaluate the principal
outcomes?

To ascertain the interviewees’ understanding
and evaluation of the appropriateness and
effectiveness
of
this
approach
to
development.

Thematic Concern: Assessment of the RED
and LP linkage

How do you understand the linkages between To determine the interviewees’ understanding
regional economic development measures of the causal linkages between these two
and language planning initiatives in a discourses.
Gaeltacht context?

Thematic Concern: Assessment of Gaeltacht
development policy

Overall, how effective has Gaeltacht This question establishes the interviewees’
development policy been in your view?
assessment of the effectiveness of policy.

541

Proposals for New Spatial Model

Thematic Concern: Proposals regarding
future Gaeltacht policy
How can state development policy for the To elicit specific proposals regarding the
Gaeltacht be made more effective?
more effective development of state policy
which can build on the particular sociolinguistic and economic challenges inherent
to Gaeltacht development.

Thematic Concern: Proposals regarding
future RED policy

How can regional economic development
measures determine their impact on linguistic
vitality in a positive way and to what extent
can they bolster the sustainability of the
minority language and how could such
support be optimised?

To establish what type of measures can be
implemented which explicitly support the
sociolinguistic dimensions of Gaeltacht
development within the general framework of
regional and rural development programmes
of support.

Thematic Concern: Proposals regarding
criteria for future RED policy
What key principles and criteria should To ascertain the interviewees’ understanding
underpin a new model for Gaeltacht of the potential for developing a new spatial
development?
model for development.

Thematic Concern: Proposals regarding the
Stage 6 (GIDS) interventions

What integrated measures of support can be
introduced to support language communities,
communities which are often neither
homogenous nor stable in terms of language
use, competence and attitude?

Given the heterogeneous socio-linguistic
profile of the Gaeltacht, this question seeks to
determine the interviewees’ views regarding
differentiated responses based on the
different categories of Gaeltacht ‘community’
which is set out in the SCT (2007) and
updated in the ‘Nuashonrú’ NIRSA/NUIG
analysis (2015).
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Thematic Concern: Proposals regarding the
impact of external factors on the model

How can
fluid and
subject to
sponsored
of the free

a spatial model deal with open,
dynamic conditions which are
and driven by the vagaries of statedevelopment and the outworkings
market?

This line of enquiry provides an opportunity
for interviewees to situate discussions
regarding a new model for development
within the evolving governance and planning
hierarchy in Ireland and in terms of the
impact of market-led and global forces of
change.

Thematic Concern: Assessment of the
governance,
administrative
and
development supports required
What
development
and
administrative These questions focus on the administrative
structures are required to design and and governance arrangements which will be
implement policy in support of the integrated required to implement such a spatial model.
development of TMLs, and to what extent
can devolution or autonomy be considered as
an option?
Thematic Concern: Assessment of the RED
and LP linkage

What is the most effective policy design to This returns the focus to the specific question
integrate RED and LP measures within an of the RED/LP linkages which are central to
overall development framework?
the research concern.

Thematic
Concern:
Assessment
of
performance, monitoring and evaluation
criteria
What performance measures should be These last two questions will provide a
applied to Gaeltacht development policies?
further opportunity for interviewees to
elaborate on the nature of performance and
What criteria should be adopted in evaluating evaluation measures which are relevant to a
new model for development.
the implementation of such a policy?
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Rationale and Challenges in the Selection of Elite Research Participants
This thesis set out to examine and understand those state elites who influence and execute
important decisions, as well as considering the impacts of such policies on those affected by
them. The participants were selected ultimately because they are possessed of authority. They
appropriate power, influence and privilege by virtue of their professional positions as
arbitrators of authority (Smith, K.E., 2006: 645). Allen argues that power is contingent and
mobile ‘[…] only ever mediated as a relational effect of social interaction’ (Allen, 2003: 8,
cited in Smith, K.E., 2006: 646). This research argues that elites are the power holders who
exercise their power ‘[…] without significant challenge to the legitimacy of their authority’
(Woods, 1998: 2106, cited in Smith, K.E., 2006: 646). In short, the criteria for their inclusion
prioritised their knowledge about the topic at hand, where they were considered ‘[…] an
expert by virtue of involvement in specific life events…. Able to reflect and provide detailed
experiential information about the area under investigation….[and where they are] willing to
talk’ (Whiting, 2008: 22, 23, 35-40).
The selection of elite state informants as research participants contributed, therefore, to a
complex, comprehensive analysis, drawing on multiple perspectives representative of the key
stakeholders who have a critical, acknowledged role to play in the process of policy
formulation and implementation (Di Cicco-Bloom and Crabtree, 2006). True to the tenets of
this research methodology, the participants were not selected as representative of the
potential list of all possible witnesses in any statistical sense. These key participants were, in
Leech’s terms, ‘highly placed’ (Leech, 2002: 65), and were drawn from political and public
life; the professional administrative and development executive; from academic and policy
analysts from public institutions who have provided advice and who have published on the
subject of Gaeltacht development. They were selected on the basis of their respective
authoritative and influential role, the nature and the seniority of their responsibilities, and
their accumulated experience in the specific context of Gaeltacht development. In short, they
were prominent, well-informed and influential, possessed of expertise, responsibility and
accountability in the field of study (Dexter, cited in Leech, 2002: 663; Kumar, 1993: 1634).
They represented the multiple stakeholders involved in policy formulation, implementation
and evaluation.
Access to such elite personnel was considered critical to the overall research endeavour as
they have a central and fundamentally important role in the policy development,
implementation and evaluation process. However, accessing elite informants presents
formidable challenges for researchers as: ‘Compared to non-elites, access to elites is regarded
as particularly difficult because they, by their nature, “establish barriers that set their
members apart from the rest of society”’ (Hertz and Imber, 1993: 3, cited in Welch et al.,
2002: 612; see also Smith, K.E., 2006). The nature of elite interviewing is considered
differentiated from other research practice and ‘[…] poses major difficulties which stem from
the challenges of researching up, which are quite different to those encountered in studying
down.’(Desmond, 2004: 262, cited in Smith, K.E., 2006: 643; Seidman, 2013: 106).
However, through his work with the agency, the researcher has established a professional,
working relationship with a majority of the proposed informants and this assisted in
successfully recruiting these key witnesses to the research project.
Against this is set the potential risk that familiarity with these informants and the nature of
the ‘status relationship’ between the researcher and the interviewees (some of the participants
are ‘senior’ to the researcher in terms of authority, status and influence). This type of
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relationship can influence and potentially distort the quality of the data. Welch et al., (2002)
caution as to the impact of such asymmetries of power between a researcher and elite
participants given their typical mastery of professional communication and critiquing and
their potential to dominate the interviewer (see also Smith, K.E., 2006: Di Cicco-Bloom and
Crabtree, 2006; Seidman, 2013; Mishler, 1986).
The advantages, therefore, of proximity and access needed to be considered in terms also of
the researcher’s independence and the multiple and potentially conflicting roles or personae
that may be ascribed to the researcher and which he has had to balance. This might
conceivably range from that of ‘[…] exploiter, reformer, advocate and friend’ (Kvale, 1996:
118). These issues of the relationship between researcher and participant were further related
to the researching-up challenge and the real risk of ‘co-option’ from above because of the
close professional interpersonal interactions with both peers and superiors and the danger of
what Kvale (1996: 118) warns of ‘[…] unrecognised “countertransference”…’, in other
words, where they might ‘go native’. Because of his professional role, the researcher has to
guard against the related problem of ‘over-identification’ with the elite and the resulting loss
of critical perspective (Kvale, 1996: 121).
Furthermore, the literature argues that considerations of power in qualitative research is
crucial (Smith, K.E., 2006: 644; Wertz et al., 2011: 84; Seidman, 2013: 141). Implicit in the
researcher-participant relationship are fundamental questions of ‘[…] asymmetry,
subservience and power-imbalance’ (Wertz et al., 2011: 360). Power is understood here in the
structuralist sense as an ‘inscribed capacity’ appropriated and exercised by particular
organisations and individuals and their pursuit of certain exclusive societal objectives through
‘[…] seduction, coercion, manipulation, dominance and authority’ (Smith, K.E., 2006: 645).
Status and power differentials are compounded by what Welch et al. refer to as ‘cultural
distance’ between the participant and the researcher articulated through differences and
divergences in professional values and commitments, organisational context, seniority and
gender (Welch et al., 2002: 617; Wertz et al., 2011: 360). Moreover, certain elites not only
speak officially in many cases on behalf of their organisation, they often speak as if they
actually are the organisation. Because of their power, contributions to the methodological
theory warn that interviewing state elites can result in generating bland data that can be no
richer, useful or significant than that which could be reasonably extrapolated from press
releases or from annual reports (Welch et al., 2002: 615; Smith, K.E., 2006).
On balance, it was considered plausible to argue that the advantages of proximity and access
to senior, key informants/participants who have been, and are deeply involved in the policy
formulation process, outweighed the potential risks alluded to here. Participants who met this
profile had the potential, subject to the interview skills of the researcher, to generate
important and richly contextualised data which was fundamental to the core objectives of this
study.
Agreed Approach to the Organisation of the Interviews and Ethical Sensitivity
The informants were contacted initially by telephone so as to ascertain their willingness to
participate in the study and to agree a date for the interview. These details were confirmed in
a subsequent letter which also advised as to the overall objective of the study, the sponsoring
academic institution, details of the researcher, and the structure of the interview and
requested permission to record the interview (Di Cicco-Bloom and Crabtree, 2006). This
letter, a draft of which is included in Appendix I, also referred to the commitments to be
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undertaken in relation to research ethics, anonymity and confidentiality. The researcher
actively encouraged comments and queries from the informants in advance of the interview.
The interviews were conducted during the period from May to September, 2015. The
interviews were transcribed as soon as possible after their completion. This process facilitated
the identification and analysis of emerging themes which were incorporated into the next
round of interviews, deepening and extending the range of questions and the style/structure of
their deployment (Bryman, 2012: 484). Given the potential sensitivities of the subject-matter
and mindful of the incontrovertible nature of recorded data, specific measures were taken to
protect the recorded data and to destroy the recordings after transcription and the research
project has been completed (Di Cicco-Bloom and Crabtree, 2006: 318).
9.4.4. Critique of Past and Current Policies
Chapter 10 undertakes a critical evaluation of Gaeltacht Policy through a qualitative content
analysis of Gaeltacht development policies, past and present, and through an analysis of
selected investment plans was undertaken through examining primary documentary evidence.
This analysis drew from selected critiques and evaluations of past and current policy. The
inclusion of such historical analyses was considered relevant and important in more fully
articulating the extent to which policies have been evaluated, the analytical criteria to which
they have been subjected and the extent to which recommendations have been fed into the
evolving policy narrative.
The intention here was to analyse the overall objectives of these policy reviews, the material
surveyed and the methodologies undertaken. The primary concern was not to recount their
recommendations or findings. The main concern was to focus on the bases of their analysis,
the framework which was utilised and the methodology employed. These considerations
helped inform the decisions about which policies were to be reviewed as part of this
particular research. They also helped identify the most effective methodology for inclusion in
the analytical framework which supported the recommendations for a new planning initiative.
9.4.5

Key Policy Domains

An approach based on a two-level analysis was adopted so as provide a rich, detailed and
contextualised understanding of the range of influences and outcomes which characterise
Gaeltacht policy analysis (Bhattacherjee, 2012).
The first analysis concerned itself with the general assessment of the multiple public policies
which have been implemented in the Gaeltacht. This was based on the 2002 publication
‘Polasaithe agus Cleachtais Eagraíochtaí Éagsúla le Feidhm sa Ghaeltacht’ (Ó Cinnéide et
al., 2001). This analysis set out to examine the range and the impact of the various statefunded development initiatives which have been deployed in the Gaeltacht.
The second analysis was devoted to a critical appraisal of the rural industrialisation
programme undertaken by Gaeltarra Éireann (1959-1980) and An tÚdarás (1980 – present
day). The rural economic development model has dominated Gaeltacht development
discourse since the 1950s. It has done so at a conceptual, political and ideological level. This
development programme has also attracted to itself the vast bulk of public and private sector
development and investment initiatives within the Gaeltacht. The output and impact of this
rural industrialisation programme in terms of value-for-money rationalisation, and also in
terms of its impact on language networks locally, has formed a recurring and challenging
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policy discourse since the establishment of Gaeltarra Éireann in the late 1950s (predecessor
agency to An tÚdarás).
Published government policies in relation to Gaeltacht development, investment and spatial
plans represent an important primary source of official policy. These policies were reviewed
and evaluated at three levels:




the degree to which policies demonstrate internal coherence and consistency;
their relationship with the external strategic framework of government policy in terms
of the overall approach to regional and spatial development;
their relationship with discreet sectoral strategies (enterprise development, rural
development, social cohesion, language planning, for example).

This analysis was based on principles, method and criteria (Grin, 2003: 12) and its structure
is further elaborated upon in Table 26 below:
Table 26: Primary Document Analysis, Access and Rationale for Inclusion
Information/Policy Source
Department
Gaeltacht

of Arts,

Access and Rationale for Inclusion

Heritage

Policies for Gaeltacht Development

Údarás na Gaeltachta Policies

and

the This Government Department has overall
policy, planning and oversight role for
Gaeltacht
development.
The
policy
documentation was accessed through liaison
with officials at the Gaeltacht division of the
Department which is headquartered in Na
Forbacha, Galway. It is within the context of
this Department’s planning and policy
regime that the operational plans are
implemented at the local level.
An tÚdarás is the executive state agency
responsible for the overall social, cultural
and economic development of the Gaeltacht.
It is responsible for a range of investment
and development measures which are
exchequer-funded and provided for in the
Department of Arts, Heritage and the
Gaeltacht’s annual exchequer funding.

EU and National Policies for Spatial and The Department of Environment, Community
Economic Development
and Local Government:
Putting People First – Action Plan for
Effective Local Government (2010)
Ireland’s National Spatial Strategy (2002)
National
Policies
development

for

Irish-language The Twenty-Year Strategy for the Irish
Language represents the government’s
overall development strategy for the Irish
language and provides the overall context for
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the implementation of the Gaeltacht Act,
2012.
Selected Local Authority Development Plans Local Government is responsible for physical
adopted under the 2000 Act
and land-use strategies, for infrastructure
development and for housing and limited
aspects of rural and local development. Their
county-wide, statutory plans provide a
critically important planning context for the
Gaeltacht regions which fall within their
jurisdiction.

9.4.6 Definitions and Assumptions regarding ‘Policy Documents’ and their Inclusion
An inclusive approach was argued for in relation to an understanding of what constitutes a
policy instrument in its broadest sense. It was possible to foreground a number of key
determinants in establishing the bases of policies which relate to normative and technical
aspects. To borrow from Grin (2003: 7), it is reasonable to assert that such policies represent
a ‘codification of normative discourse’ which set out societal goals which attract general (and
invariably political) support and legitimisation. In terms of normative perspective, a policy is
built on certain ideological objectives or intentions; in technical terms, it demonstrates a
specific formulation (whether in rights-based, welfare or diversity terms) where the
interventions are evidence or knowledge-based and include deliberate measures for action
(Grin, 2003).
Given the very specific nature of the research environment, it was considered plausible,
therefore, to include within the frame of reference of ‘policies’, statutory instruments,
strategic plans, public records, development policies and funding schemes. What they have in
common is their commitment to and graded elaboration of ‘language policy objectives’ (Grin
and Vaillancourt, 1998: 34).
Furthermore, it was reasonable to contend that the directionality of this hierarchy, from
general statutory instruments (the Gaeltacht Act(s), for example), to the particulars of specific
development and funding schemes should be explicit, coherent and mutually supportive at all
operational levels in support of the realisation of the overall strategic objectives.
The final decision as to the policy documents to be included for analysis was informed by the
data and the responses generated through the semi-structured interviews. Without prejudice
to the above, those policies/measures which have had the greatest impact on the Gaeltacht
community as a distinct language community were prioritised. These necessarily included
policies in relation to physical and land-use /spatial planning, social and public services,
education, employment and enterprise. At the same time, current/recent policies/measures
required high priority because of their immediate relevance. The analysis also traced whether
the sequence of policies over the years demonstrated any evidence of learning processes
leading to an evolutionary path in policy formulation or whether policies have been driven by
short-term considerations or current exigencies.
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9.4.7

Analytical Framework for Policy Evaluation

Chapters 3-6, 7 and 8 concluded with an outline of key analytical questions which were
generated from the literature review and which formed the basis of an analytical framework
within which the coherence and structure of policies were properly examined. There are a
number of explicit assumptions which informed the structure and the methodological
approach informing the framework.
First, the phenomenon of languages in contact creates and sustains processes of language
shift. These are dynamic and complex processes and they ‘[…] generally reflects asymmetry
between languages’, the ‘stronger’ language progressively displacing the ‘weaker’48 (Grin
and Vaillancourt, 1998: 9).
Second, that it is possible to counter language shift through RLS measures. By RLS is meant
‘[…] an evolution that results in bringing a language back to a safer situation where there is
natural reproduction over time of the language community’ (ibid: 10). These interventions in
support of the TML, it is argued, can be achieved through a proper appraisal of language
conditions which inform the design and the implementation of specific remedial and
developmental policies.
Third, that such policies are constructed, implemented and evaluated in a manner
commensurate with and amenable to general public policy norms which include effectiveness
measures (including cost-effectiveness), and measures which identify and explain the impact
on welfare (implying that costs and benefits have to be identified, evaluated and compared),
and the relationship (causality) between different linguistic variables (including economic
factors) and their ‘feed-back’ loops which determine the relative success or otherwise of such
policies (Grin and Vaillancourt, 1998).
These considerations are further expanded on in Table 27 below and formed the key metrics
against which firstly, the efficacy, logical consistency and internal rational of the policies
were undertaken, that is the ‘system-internal factors’; secondly, the wider environmental
factors within which the policies are implemented, including parallel, non-linguistic
development policies are considered (Mulhausler, 2000: 306).





The analytical framework was informed by the different conceptual approaches to
evaluation drawn from the literature, the instrumentalist (goal-focused) perspective as
opposed to the enlightenment perspective (generalisability), for example.
It looked to selected mainstream models used for public policy evaluation and
analysis.
It considered also the methodologies employed in various sectors, some of which are
more amenable to direct measurement than others.
It sought to assess the internal coherency of the policies by examining their structure
and the forward and backward linkages between the stated strategic objectives,
operational programmes, implementation procedures, outcome and impact targets,
performance indicators, monitoring and evaluation arrangements. This analysis was
based on examining the policies on their own terms and from an instrumentalist

Grin and Vaillancourt (1998: 9) caution that ‘language shift’ does not exist per se. It is individuals and
communities who change behavior and explicitly move from one language -use to another.
48
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perspective. In other words, what evidence was there to assess whether or not they
have achieved what they set out to achieve?
It also examined the policies in terms of their relationship to the principles and
evaluation models drawn from Chapters 3-6, 7 and 8. In other words, to what extent
have these policies been sociolinguistically constructed? How might they be assessed
against the model? How are they related to such principles? How are they aligned
against its priorities? Given what the literature review has revealed, have the policies
been based on the proper analysis? Have they attempted to provide answers to the
right questions given the particular challenges inherent in the development of TMLs?
This analysis is based on the ‘enlightenment’ perspective and looks at the policies
from a standpoint external to the policies themselves per se and in the context of the
structural socioeconomic and linguistic change which has taken place in the
Gaeltacht.

Analytical Framework for Policy Analysis
This framework (Table 27) was built on an articulation of a set of general principles which
should underpin an integrated approach to the preservation and development of TML
territories, whereby interaction between economic, linguistic and sociopolitical processes and
structures is fashioned in such a way as to minimise detrimental, and maximise beneficial,
impacts on the TML communities concerned. These principles were derived from a review of
the international literature on the theory and practice of both language
maintenance/development and regional development and of literature dealing with these two
themes relating specifically to Ireland. The data generated from the semi-structured
interviews contributed to the further elaboration of the structure and capacity of the
Analytical Framework to critique past and current policy. It is accepted that such a
framework is truncated and simplified for the purposes of analysis given the virtually
limitless range of variables and their mutual interaction which could be chosen. Grin and
Vaillancourt (1998: 10) support such an approach arguing that ‘Reasoned simplification is of
the essence in all modelling exercises…’.
Table 27: Analytical Framework for Policy Analysis
Strategic
Context,
Concepts of
Development
and Integrative
Processes

What
conceptualisation
of development is
central to the
policy’s
formulation?

To what extent
does the policy
recognise and
legislate for the
interdependency
of different
functions and
sectoral domains
within the overall
development
framework?

Assessment and
Role of
Endogenous

To what extent
does the policy
consider the

In what way and
to what extent are
the development
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How does policy
assess or account
for the causal and
reciprocal
variables which
form the basis of
the relationship
between the
linguistic
objectives of
language planning
and processes of
regional economic
development?

What does policy
say in relation to
the development
and administrative
structures
required to design
and implement
policy in support
of the integrated
development of
TMLs?

Resources

generative bases
of endogenous
resources, natural,
capital,
infrastructural,
human, cultural
and linguistic?

measures
dependent on
external stimuli,
investment
resources and
leadership?

Economic
Dimensions

What type of
employment is
envisaged in the
policy, how
should it relate to
the language, who
should be
employed?

What constitutes a
minority language
economy and
labour market?

How does
regional economic
development
impact on
linguistic vitality
What is the
and to what extent
optimum use of
bolster the
the language as an sustainability of
economic
the minority
resource?
language and how
could such
support be
optimised?

What are the
economic sectors
which can best
contribute to the
economic
development of
TMLs – the
language sector,
cultural,
educational or
creative tourism,
the knowledge
economy, natural
resource
development?

Social and
Community
Dimensions

How does the
policy
conceptualise or
delimit the TMLcommunity?

What
interventions are
proposed in the
policy for the
domain of the
family and
familial
networks?
What type of
social
infrastructure and
forms of social
capital are
advocated by the
policy to be
developed in the
encouragement
and maintenance
of these
transmission
networks?

What conditions
for social
development, for
community
solidarity and
interdependence
are proposed
within the
parameters of the
policy?

551

What assumptions
are central to the
policy in terms of
the form and the
meaning of
collective
endeavour and
aggregate goals in
a socio-linguistic
as well as an
economic
context?

Dimensions of
Local
Programmes and
Planning
Interventions

How does the
policy support the
establishment of
local programmes
for intervention,
programmes
which and
consistent with an
appraisal of
resources,
opportunities?

Partnership,
Subsidiarity and
Governance

To what extent is
the language
community
involved in the
design and
implementation of
the policies?

Do the policies
support
development
structures locally
which are
inclusive and
cohesive?

Does the policy
produce
local
enhancement,
asset creation and
significant addedvalue which can
anticipate
continuous rounds
of
cumulative
development?

Internal and
External
Coherence

How are the
specific
interventions or
policy measures
designed,
implemented and
monitored?

Operational
Measures

How is the policy
related to parallel
state
policy
initiatives
impacting within
the Gaeltacht?

What is the
evidence base to
the policy?

Monitoring and
Evaluation

What are the
arrangements for
monitoring and
evaluation?

Time Horizons

Are the temporal
frameworks
which are
considered in the
setting of strategic
development
objectives and
implementation
plans sufficiently
long-term?

What are the key
performance and
output measures
and indicators?
What type of
Impact
Assessment is
required?
How/when/where
are the results
measured and by
who?
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What
indices,
criteria
and
performance
measures should
be
used
to
determine value
for money and
return
on
investment
in
regional economic
development and
language planning
initiatives
in
TMLs?

This framework provided the context for determining the structure and the interrogative
emphases of the semi-structured interviews and the analysis of selected published
evaluations, critiques and statistical reports which are described below. This analysis of Irish
legislation and policy reports/statements culminated in a detailed statement of government
objectives and policy measures relating to both RED and LP and the maintenance and
development of the Gaeltacht as a cultural institution, and an analysis of these objectives and
policy measures in terms of their internal consistency and how they relate to international
theory and practice (cf. Chapters 11, 12 and 13).
9.5
9.5.1

The International Policy Case Studies
General

Three policy case studies have been conducted examining the context and the operation of
policies and development programmes in both language and regional development activities
in other TML jurisdictions. It is argued that the perspectives offered through such case studies
are appropriate in this context. Using case studies was crucial for this research insofar as‘[…]
exploratory studies for discovering relevant constructs in areas where theory building at the
formative stages [are required], for studies where the experiences of participants and context
of actions are critical, and for studies aimed at understanding complex, temporal processes
(why and how of a phenomenon) rather than factors or causes (what). This method is wellsuited for studying complex organizational processes that involve multiple participants and
interacting sequences of events…’ (Bhattacherjee, 2012: 95; see also Seidman, 2013).
The value of the case-study instrument rests in its rich explanatory potential through an
appraisal of the context and the processes which it generates (Saunders, M., et al., 2009; Di
Cicco-Bloom and Crabtree, 2006). However, criticism of this form of study rests on the
limitations it offers, by dint of its inherent orientation, the specific circumstances and the
‘idiosyncratic’ particulars of the ‘case’ (Grin, 2003: 33). Criticism of this approach is also
couched in terms of its limited potential for external validity, reliability or generalisability to
other populations or their distribution (Seidman, 2013: 27/55; McCracken, 1988: 17).
However, it was considered relevant for the purposes of this study because it could
potentially generate new relevant concepts and ‘[…] give meaning to abstract propositions’
and elucidate further the challenges and constraints of linking economic and linguistic
discourses and practices (Bryman and Bell, 2007: 63).
The policy review undertaken in the case studies assessed the effectiveness of development
and funding policies and the relevant implementation agencies as measured against their
stated objectives and identified, as far as possible, a model of best practice in these fields to
support a richer, more nuanced and contextualised interpretation of the unfolding narrative of
development in these jurisdictions. In this way, the case studies have inferential value insofar
as they provided an account of the effectiveness of such policies and considered the
establishment of the ‘sine qua non conditions of success’ as well as the limiting constraints
which affect the realisation of policy goals in these jurisdictions (Grin, 2003: 33; Grin and
Vaillancourt, 1999: 27).
9.5.2

Rationale

The case studies included a review of the experiences in New Brunswick (Canada), Wales
and Scotland. The rationale for including these specific case-studies was built on an appraisal
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of their direct relevance to the research objective. In each case the minority language
negotiates its survival within the context of a TML-environment. To this extent, the casestudies self-selected. Moreover, throughout the preliminary phases of the research, the
researcher had developed valuable contacts with academics, policy analysts and agency
personnel in these countries which facilitated the accurate compilation of data as part of the
comparative framework.
9.5.3

The Comparative Framework

The comparative approach was considered relevant to this work insofar as such an
examination could compare the phenomenon of LS locally and support a deeper
understanding of the articulation of public policy which seeks to manage the consequences of
such dislocation. It could compare ‘[…] their manifestations in different socio-cultural
settings (institutions, customs, traditions, value systems, lifestyles, language and thought
patterns)’ (Bryman and Bell, 2001: 66).
The model expounded by Giles et al., 1977 ( cf. Section 4.5) and the analytical work which is
included in Chapters 3-6, 7 and 8, suggests an architecture around which such a framework
could be constructed. This generated a description of the policies and measures adopted and a
consideration of their impact on language maintenance and revitalisation efforts (Grin and
Vaillancourt, 1998: 4; Grin and Vaillancourt, 1999, 13/14).
The following data was compiled and analysed:

Policy Development

Context (the
description)

context

of the policy –

a) history, demographics and geography
b) previous initiatives (and why the new/most
recent initiative is necessary)
c) public opinion past and present regarding
the minority language and speech community

Policy Development
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how policy is formed and weighted
the clarity of exposition in terms of
specific targets for specific measures
the general stated objectives of minority
language policy and how they have been
implemented, including reorientations
Is the policy clear? Does it have a precise
goal? Or is it mostly symbolic?

Internal Rationality









Policy Implementation






Is there theoretical and conceptual
coherence? For example: is the link
between economic and linguistic factors
elucidated or ‘proven’?
What is the evidence base to the
formulation of policy?
If it is not evidence-based, what are the
assumptions?
What is the research base to its ongoing
review?
What are the sectors and domains which
it targets? (including the economic,
public administration, social services,
education, etc.)

How is the policy implemented? Does it
follow rational implementation or is there
non-implementation or deviation?
What is the implementation architecture,
its role and mandate?
Do the implementation structures
logically permit the realisation of policy
objectives?
To what extent is it integrated and whole
or to what extent is it deployed within the
general measure of public policy
provision?

External
policies)
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Rationality (the link

between

To what extent is this policy overarching
and all-inclusive or is it just another
policy among many?
Are there other related policies?

Was

it drafted and adopted in
consideration of other policies or in
isolation?

To

what extent does it have a
territorial-dimension ?
What are the outcomes of each policy?
What indicators are used? (material,
attitudinal, monetary, infrastructural etc.)



Monitoring and Evaluation





Partnership

What are the arrangements for
monitoring and evaluation?
Does the policy include measurable
results? How/when/where are the results
measured and by who?

What is the extent of community and
civic participation in policy formulation
through consultation, and what is the
extent of partnership processes in terms
of policy implementation?

The case studies were undertaken through an assessment of primary and secondary
documentation, questionnaires and ‘telephone interviews’ with key informants. The
qualitative data was collected systematically against the framework. This account of the
policies formulated and the effectiveness of these agencies as measured against their stated
objectives further assisted in identifying a model of best practice in the field.

9.5.4

Summary of Research Strategy

On the basis of the analysis of state policies relating to RED and LP and Gaeltacht
maintenance/development, the key witness interviews and the case studies, the set of
principles to underpin an integrated spatial model for Gaeltacht development was further
modified and developed in order to arrive at a detailed statement of ‘best practice’ relating to
this issue. The review of the international experience of the practice of language planning in
other TMLs is included in Chapter 7. This review was used to contribute to the overall
evaluation of the actual practice of Gaeltacht development as it has applied in Ireland, in
terms of its level of success, its strengths and weaknesses. The overall assessment is set out in
Chapters 11, 12 and 13. The thesis concludes with the articulation of a development model
setting out objectives, policy measures and policy implementation procedures to facilitate an
integrated spatial approach to both language and socioeconomic development for the
Gaeltacht territory. This is presented in Chapter 13.
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9.6

Data Validity, Quality and Analysis

One of the threats to data validity lays in the inherent risks associated with this proposed
methodological approach, heavily reliant as it is on the semi-structured interview format.
There was the risk that informants might not consent to participate. However, the researcher’s
professional work in Gaeltacht development, his long-standing engagement with key
agencies and personnel, and the trust and relationships he has built with these stakeholders
over many years, were important factors in recruiting the critical informants (Di CiccoBloom and Crabtree, 2006).
When the recruitment process was successfully concluded, the risk then became one of
ensuring the fullest possible engagement of the participants with the interview process and
their contributing in an open, considered and forthright manner. Given the declared public
objectives of Gaeltacht and Irish-language development policy, and the significant public
criticism to which it has been subjected in a systematic and often vociferous manner, it was
reasonable to assume that the custodians of such policies, elected public representatives and
nominees, along with the professional administrative executive, could in all likelihood be
cautious, defensive and selectively evasive in dealing with the core issues. It is a fair
summary to conclude that state policy has been excoriated in many of the historical and
contemporaneous external reviews and has also been expounded within state sponsored
policy and planning analysis (cf. Section 10.4). Such analyses have consistently argued that
the current ‘crisis’ bears all the marks of decisions taken or avoided over many years. A
common position from which these informants are forced to operate is one of being
implicated as being culpable in the failure or unwillingness to deal with the causes and the
consequences of linguistic decline. It was reasonable to argue that dealing with the reality of
such criticisms might have had an impact on their decision to participate and the extent to
which they were willing and able to rationalise the historical context, the current reality or the
prospects for future interventions. In such circumstances, the literature argues that some
informants may be anxious to avoid being involved in engaging with such sensitive issues
and the potential attribution of ‘blame’ or ‘failure’, notwithstanding the assurances regarding
confidentiality (Di Cicco-Bloom and Crabtree, 2006). Defensive ‘corporate positions’ set
over and against ‘personal values and beliefs’ were among the key challenges which were
navigated throughout the interview process (Wertz et al., 2011).
To ameliorate these potential risks, the profile of proposed informants contacted included
individuals who have retired from their employment, or who no longer hold key positions in
terms of development policy at political and at executive level. It also included incumbents in
key influential positions. This mix of perspectives, it was hoped, would ensure a crosssectional, representative view of developments and encourage a robust critique, recognising
and acknowledging that participants may uphold views which are variously biased,
prejudicial or incongruous with the established narrative of Gaeltacht development policy.
Data analysis was carried out through thematic analysis by means of accurate and consistent
coding (Bell, 1999: 173; Miles and Huberman, 1994: 51). Then, the data were disaggregated,
labelled, compiled and edited (Bryman, 2012: 542) to identify significant recurrence among
themes, patterns and explanations. Such an approach established connections amongst the
various data and the emerging patterns they contained so as to construct ‘higher-order’
conceptual structures in the analysis and to guard against the dangers of analysing data
isolated or abstracted from their ‘[…] lived social situation’ (Kvale, 1996: 174).
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9.7

Ethical Issues

From the outset, the researcher was committed to a scrupulous adherence to an ethical
approach based on ‘[…] beneficence and nonmaleficence, fidelity and responsibility,
integrity justice, and respect for people’s rights and dignity…’ (Wertz et al., 2011: 354;
Seidman, 2013: 111). This approach aligns fully with the principles and criteria which
underpin social science research and with the norms established within the NUI system.
Central to this is the recognition and protection of the individual’s dignity, anonymity and
privacy, the principle of informed consent and the treatment of personal information (British
Sociological Association, 2002, 2004). Bryman invokes the British Sociological Association
summary: ‘Sociological research should be based on the freely given consent of those
studied. This implies a responsibility on the sociologist to explain as fully as possible, and in
terms meaningful to the participants49 , what the research is about, why it is being undertaken
and how it is to be promoted’ (Bryman, 2012: 121).
The key participants recruited were presented with a full account of the researcher’s
background and professional and academic affiliation and the objectives of the research. The
researcher stressed matters relevant to the confidentiality of their contributions and the use
that were to be made of them. Given the researcher’s management role within An tÚdarás,
and his working relationship with many of the participants, they were also clearly advised
that the research related to an academic project and, while sponsored and supported by the
employing organisation, was not being undertaken on behalf of the agency (Di Cicco-Bloom
and Crabtree, 2006).
Guarding against bias is a further issue to be managed in this methodological approach
(Miles and Huberman, 1994: 50). Given the professional occupation of the researcher and his
commitment to the language community at a personal level, it was important to ensure that
his engagement with the literature material, with the key informants and in the interrogation
of the case studies was not implicitly prejudiced by his value-system or his professional
experience (Seidman, 2013: 36). Maintaining impartiality and integrity in terms of analytical
rigour and objective assessment of the evidence was to the forefront of the data collection and
analysis process.
9.7.1

Confidentiality and Anonymity – Conventions, Rights and Responsibilities

The literature consulted set out a range of issues concerning confidentiality and anonymity.
The research methodology which was adopted was predicated on a strict and overriding
adherence to the fundamental principle of beneficence, a principle which commits to the
reduction to the greatest extent possible of the risk of harm to the research participant (Kvale,
1996: 116). It also depends on the participants accepting of the integrity of the researcher as a
key influencer and the extent to which they could critically depend on his experience,
judgment, knowledge, his fairness and honesty (Kvale, 1996: 119/182).
Anonymity is understood here as a vehicle through which confidentiality is secured (Wiles et
al., 2006). However, confidentiality, no more than anonymity, cannot be absolutely
guaranteed. In its most basic iteration, therefore, wholly ‘confidential’ research represents a
49

Seidman (2013: 13) argues for the term participant (rather than informant, subject, interviewee, or
respondent) because of ‘the sense of active involvement that occurs in an in -depth interview and the sense of
equity that we try to build in our interviewing relationships’.
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contradiction in terms if by this we mean that the data which is collected cannot be
disseminated, albeit in a highly protected and sensitised mode: ‘[…] complete confidentiality
in research is impossible because the purpose of gathering data is to obtain new knowledge,
to synthesise this knowledge within a theoretical or policy context and to disseminate it’
(Wiles et al., 2006: 14). Concepts of confidentiality are highly qualified as are their
operationalisation through forms of anonymity and anonymising. Schulman (2008) argues
that the actual offer of anonymity ‘[…] re-inscribes the asymmetry of power in the research
relationship, where authorship goes to the researcher and anonymity to the participants’ (cited
in Wertz et al., 2011: 85)
The particular context of this research and the role of the researcher as an ‘insider’ (cf.
Section 9.3) combined with the public profile of some of the participants created particular
challenges and considerations. First, confidentiality was offered so as to make the research
project possible, to facilitate and secure the engagement of the participants, to ‘[…] build
trust and rapport with study participants, and to maintain ethical standards and the integrity of
the research process’ (Baez, 2002, cited in Kaiser, 2009: 1634). It is critical to securing
informed consent (Baez, 2002: 35).
Second, Burns and Grove (2005, cited in Whiting, 2008: 39) and McCracken (1988: 12),
while underlying the fundamental rights of all participants to privacy, anonymity and
confidentiality, ‘[…] also stress that true anonymity exists only if the participant’s identity
cannot be linked to the data, even by the researcher’. Since this is clearly unachievable in a
practical sense, the right to privacy as a ‘methodological axiom’ is further qualified by the
insistence that participants are protected from harm or embarrassment, and safeguarded
against identification as a consequence of their participation, by means of properly articulated
confidentiality measures that safeguard against identification (Kaiser, 2009: 1634; Nespor,
2000: 549; Wertz et al., 2011: 355).
The limitations to anonymity were crucial as an ethical consideration in this research and
were built on the ethical imperative of an interviewer who was ‘[…] not promising what
cannot be delivered, and making sure to deliver what is promised’ (Seidman, 2013: 111).
While it is considered an overriding and ‘[…] essential [and] self-evident principle for
protecting research participants from possible harm’ (Moore, 2012: 332), the degree to which
such anonymity can be guaranteed poses a real methodological challenge. Typically,
anonymisation is secured through data stripping, through ‘[…] not true-naming participants
or sites and not providing information that enables them to be identified’ (Kelly, 2009: 432;
see also Moore, 2012: 332) which includes removing job titles and organisational affiliation.
As set out in Section 9.4.3 above, the participants who agreed to be involved in the semistructured interviews were drawn from political and public life, senior civil and public
servants and members of the academic and policy community. All participants were offered
the guarantee of confidentiality. No information has been attributed to individual participants.
With respect to anonymity, the issue is less clear. It is important to stress that these
participants are being engaged with because they form an ‘elite’ and have formal, public and
acknowledged responsibilities for policy development and implementation. This was the
overriding rationale for their inclusion.
Two options were considered. A list of the participants could have been included in an
appendix, assuming that the proposed participants agreed to participate under such terms and
which would have been set out in the letter requesting their participation. Alternatively,
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complete anonymity could be offered where no reference or information be provided
identifying the participants (except perhaps to the viva committee where members are bound
by the same ethical considerations as the researcher, and where agreement could be reached
to identify the participants to this committee). In this scenario, the researcher would merely
refer to ‘participant x’ from the political/public domain; ‘participant y’ from a civil or public
servant, etc.
Voices from the literature variously argue that if absolute anonymity is offered that the
participants might be more willing to engage with the research project and have more
security in providing richer and more detailed data. In one case, a colleague confirmed to the
researcher that the list of the participants he interviewed from political and public life as part
of his research project was not even made available to the thesis supervisor, let alone to the
viva committee. Based on his own review of the literature, other practitioners’ experience and
discussions with the GRC, the present researcher considered that there was a greater chance
of generating better quality data if complete anonymity was offered with no identifiable
reference to the individual participants.
The core methodological questions emerging from the litterateur asked whether anonymity
was a credible option in this case, considering the actual domain of the research which was
highly restricted and specialised because of its focus on Gaeltacht-specific policy. In this
context, it would be easy to establish who the policy community are within its ‘[…] specific
institutional and public setting’ (Nespor, 2000: 548). This ‘[…] contextual information can be
used to uncover true identity’ (Kelly, 2009: 432) where publishing any information could lead
to potential plausible recognition by informed parties operating in the policy domain (Kvale,
1996: 114).
Anonymity cannot ‘assume perfect protection in every eventuality’, where the anonymity is
fully perfect and inviolable (Kelly, 2009: 433). For example, if reference is made obliquely to
‘participant x from the political or public sphere’, for example, it would not require too much
conjecture to construe who has held cabinet responsibility or other high political office with
regard to Gaeltacht responsibility. The same can be said with regard to Departmental or
Agency personnel. It seems obvious that readers would have an accurate idea of who
(amongst a very few) might have been involved because of ‘contextual identifiers’,
notwithstanding the undertaking to avoid attribution through the commitment to
confidentiality (Kaiser, 2009: 1635). The limitations inherent in safeguarding the totality of
anonymity were evident and the potential for both insiders and informed outsiders to
reconstruct identities because of specialised or idiosyncratic behaviour or commentary is very
real (Nespor, 2000: 548). When the securing of plausible anonymity is complex and fraught
‘[…] promising anonymity where it cannot be maintained… is unethical’ (Kelly, 2009: 433)
and anonymity can be inadvertently jeopardised (Kvale, 1996: 114). Such potential
compromising of anonymity is recalled by Giordano et al., (2007) who point to the critical
distinction between being actually named, on the one hand, and not being indistinguishable or
identifiable, on the other (see also Kelly. 2009; American Anthropological Association,
1998).
Furthermore, could it be taken as a given that a civil servant or a public figure will provide
qualitatively highly more complex, comprehensive, richer and more differentiated data
simply because he or she will not be named? After all, the basis for their inclusion in the
research in the first instance was that they were policy custodians and it is because of their
formal, public and acknowledged role as policy custodians that they were interviewed.
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Equally, it is precisely in terms of their formal professional capacity that they act (or refuse to
act) in terms of policy formulation, implementation or monitoring. What value to the research
was it if the private alter-egos of public servants or public figures, assured as they were of
anonymity, provided a whole range of personal insights if they were irrelevant to their actual
professional functioning? Their role as policy custodians, as opposed to whatever ‘personal’
views they might have held, formed the core of the research. It was not the purpose of the
research to elicit an account of their personal view of things.
The choice adopted was to offer complete anonymity (taken the ‘protective institution’ of
confidentiality as a given) and hope for a richer source of data (Wertz et al., 2011: 358). They
were interviewed in their formal capacity as members of a specific elite who had access to
resources, power and influence and who have sanctioned authority to determine the fate of
others through asymmetrical power relations. It was more challenging for the interviewer
certainly, but, precisely because of his privileged insider position whereby ‘I know how they
know the ropes’ that this researcher brought some force (or grace) to bear on the interview
process and perhaps, generated important, new and insightful information.
In terms of anonymity, the literature reminds us that the rubric of anonymity has been
politicised, and that the seemingly a priori association of anonymity with protection, and
naming with harm, has long been under question. The approach adopted here drew on
Giordano et al.’s (2007: 270) concept of ‘protective confidentiality’ which accepts the
difficulty of identity attribution but where every effort is made to ensure that there are no
occupational or employment ramifications for participants through the confidentiality
measures invoked and which protect them against the dangers of institutional or collegial
‘retaliation’ (Baez, 2002: 39; see also Wertz et al., 2011; Seidman, 2013: 100).
The researcher was also mindful of the potentially sensitive nature of the research agenda and
his position within what has been termed ‘[…] the hierarchical, autocratic nature of the
organisation’ (Irvine, 2003: 122). Moreover, the threat of such ‘deductive disclosure’ (Kaiser,
2009: 1635) was the key informing factor which determined the choice of the adopted
approach.
9.8

Chapter Summary

This chapter has set out the proposed methodological approach which underpinned this
research. The central focus of the research is to critically assess the capacity of the state to
intervene in support of the sustainable development and the linguistic vitality of the minority
language community in the Gaeltacht. In order to realise this objective, the research set out
to prepare an assessment and evaluation of the extent to which state-led Gaeltacht
development policy has demonstrated coherence and effectiveness in terms of the realisation
of long-stated government objectives. Based on this critique, it sought to develop a series of
proposals which will form the basis of a new spatial model for integrated and coherent
Gaeltacht development. It is argued that such a model might facilitate a more comprehensive
and integrated approach to development which is sociolinguistically informed as well as
demonstrating a clear regional economic development logic.
This methodological approach discounts the traditional dichotomy between qualitative and
quantitative approaches to research, arguing instead for a combination of approaches which
can address the core issues in a systematic and robust fashion (Wertz et al., 2011). This
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proposed approach includes a number of discreet elements including: 14 semi-structured
interviews; a qualitative analysis of primary documentary sources relating to Gaeltacht policy
development; an assessment of secondary sources which includes selected extant analyses of
development policies which focus on state policy and implementation procedures in relation
to (i) Gaeltacht development policies and agencies and, (ii) the impact of state-funded rural
industrialisation and economic development programmes. It also included an examination of
three international case studies from selected TMLs.
In terms of the overall thesis structure, the findings generated from these research steps are
presented as follows and extrapolate on the hypothesis which forms the core concern of this
thesis:
Chapter 7:
Chapter 8:
Chapter 10:
Chapter 11:
Chapter 12:
Chapter 13:

The International Case Studies – Scotland, Wales and New Brunswick
Historical Overview of Language Planning and Regional Economic
Development Policy in Ireland and the Gaeltacht
Critical Evaluation of Gaeltacht Policy
Gaeltacht Development Policy – Analysis and Interpretation of Interview Data
Countering Decline: The Proposals of the State Elites
Interpreting the Findings, Recommendations and Conclusions

The review of the literature and the secondary analysis of published reports/analyses
confirmed that there was no normative research benchmark for assessing the interdependency
and variability of linguistic and economic variables. It is argued, therefore, that the response
to the methodological challenge outlined herein is a defensible, appropriate and effective
research strategy which offered a considered chance of generating new data. The approach
involved primarily a research strategy dependent on qualitative judgement and evaluation
while incorporating elements of quantifiable statistical evidence in the RED and LP domains
drawn from accredited and publicly available data-sets.
On the other hand, the researcher accepts the limitations and the potential weaknesses in
undertaking a qualitative methodology. The risks included the threat where ‘[…] qualitative
research is merely an assemblage of anecdote and personal impressions, strongly subject to
researcher bias…’ and also the difficulties inherent in the capacity of such research to be
replicated or its ‘generalisability’ (Mays and Pope, 1995, cited in Crossan, 2003: 53). In
Crossan’s terms, the objective here is to demonstrate through the research a basis for some
degree of multiple, subjective ‘warranted assertibility’ rather than to support the conviction at
the heart of some realisable, absolute and generalisable truth (Crossan, 2003: 53).
It is argued that this methodological approach provides ‘[…] context-specific
recommendations and conclusions… and data that is potentially generalizable’ to a wider
range of related TML-contexts (Saunders, M., et al., 2009: 123) and help realise what
contribution this study can make. Grin’s (2003) rejoinder that the future of languages cannot
be mandated by statutory decree or policy instrument is critical here. It is for this reason that
considered planning is fundamental to safeguarding the prospects for TMLs. This essentially
amounts to an adjudication at the external, macro-level, as opposed to an exclusive
concentration on the micro, internal dimensions of linguistic or sociolinguistic analysis. This
adjudication is critical regarding the most effective selection, design, implementation and
evaluation of language policies in a TML-context (Grin, 2003). This consideration forms the
background to the empirical data collection, the results of which are reported on in the
following chapters.
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Chapter 10 State Policy and the Processes of Language Decline in the
Gaeltacht
10.1

Introduction

This chapter undertakes an analysis of the forces of language decline in the Gaeltacht.
Sections 2.1 – 2.4, 4.8 and 6.12 included a summary of some key current and proposed
indicators to assess the contemporary ethnolinguistic vitality of the Gaeltacht. These
indicators included variables such as demographic change and structure, employment profile
and related mobility and spatial patterns, and an account of language-use at community level.
To this extent, they describe the consequences and the outworkings of a continuous and
systemic process of LS (language shift) within the Gaeltacht community. These processes of
LS have accelerated since the introduction of policy which has ostensibly set out to stabilise
the position of the language community.
For a proper review of the input/output dynamics which have driven such processes of
language dislocation, change and retreat in demographic, economic and spatial terms, it is
critical to review the policies which have to date been deployed to introduce remedial and
development measures in support of TM-development and RLS initiatives. The evaluation of
these policies will be undertaken in the following sections of this chapter. Such an assessment
and evaluation is also fundamentally important in the development of a new spatial policy
model which has been suggested in Section 6.12 and which has also been built on the
analysis set out in Chapters 7 and 8.
10.2

Overview

This section reviews a number of policy and research reports which provide a longitudinal
analytical framework. The analyses cover a period of ninety-years and includes reports,
analysis and policy formulations generated from the state itself through commissions,
working groups and commissioned research monographs; analyses from state agencies; from
academic and policy analysts; from NGOs and civic organisations; and from certain
submissions from the public. The chapter concludes with an initial, provisional assessment of
the impact of state-led economic development through rural industrialisation in the Gaeltacht.
This particular theme is of vital importance because it was through programmes of rural
industrialisation that the state deployed significant resources over a continuous time period.
This theme will be developed further in the data chapters which follow (11, 12 and 13).
An integral part of any assessment of Gaeltacht development interventions would necessarily
include an analysis of the Irish-language specific education policy for the Gaeltacht.
However, notwithstanding the draft proposals for such a policy which are being considered at
this time, the lack of such a dedicated policy is a serious anomaly and omission from the
overall policy narrative.
10.3

Socioeconomic Context for Language Decline in the Gaeltacht

At the time of the Free State’s foundation, the Gaeltacht was overwhelmingly a marginalised
society dependent on smallholdings and seasonal work. Its economy was vulnerable and
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underdeveloped (Ó Tuathaigh, 2008). In the forty years prior to independence, the number of
Irish speakers in the Gaeltacht was reduced by 18% (Ó Tuathaigh, 2008: 27). Economic and
social dislocation were paralleled by a systematic process of English-language assimilation
amongst these communities.
The emergence of the regional ‘problem’ in the Gaeltacht has traditionally been expressed in
strictly economic terms (Ó Riagáin, 1997, 2002; Commins, 1988; Ó Tuathaigh, 1990). This
‘formulation’ of the problem (cf. Beauregard, Section 6.3) presented the policy challenge
essentially as a regional problem that was fundamentally ‘rural’ and was understood as part
of a generalised condition of rural peripherality, inequality, economic underdevelopment and
demographic atrophy. The critical ontology around which the problem was deconstructed and
critiqued determined the parameters of those interventions which sought to establish a path to
its resolution. In such a way did the particular stating of the problem condition the nature of
the response.
10.4

Analysis of Decline

Discussions of the causes of the decline involve the combination of different factors and
influences which work at different analytical levels and insist on some differentiation
between an internal and external orientation. It is important to recognise that while many of
the factors and causal relationships are objective and amenable to critique, there is a deeply
emotive and communal dimension to such discourses which are rooted in the political and
ethnocultural history of these districts and the communities they sustain. This inevitably has
to do with individuals, families and communities.
The combination and interplay of these forces determine whether languages continue to
develop, stagnate or atrophy. In terms of minority languages, there are many different
interpretations of the causes of decline but such analyses are amenable to the securing of a
general consensus, the fundamentals of which have been explored in theoretical and policy
terms in Chapters 3, 4, 5 and 6 and 7. Chapter 8 has documented the evolution of the policy
and praxis narrative in terms of Ireland generally and the Gaeltacht as a specific case-study,
where such public interventions have been implemented with a view to reversing negative
language trends within a general socioeconomic development framework.
In the Irish context, any assessment of the socioeconomic and linguistic context for LS forces
a number of conclusions in relation to the causes of language decline. In terms of the
Gaeltacht, there is an overriding sense that the policy responses were formulated within an
ideological and conceptual framework which drove the general contemporary political
economy of public policy intervention and investment priorities across the polity. Policies for
the Gaeltacht were not in any significant way differentiated from the measures employed in
those other rural districts which did not benefit from the statutory designation which
underpinned the spatial demarcation of the Gaeltacht as a particular district for development.
The contemporary policy orthodoxy in terms of planning and development interventions
which were implemented across the state generally simply crossed over and into the
Gaeltacht districts. The key analyses in relation to the changing demographic and linguistic
profile were as pragmatic as the policies proposed for their amelioration. On a sociopolitical
level, the endemic poverty and employment, the communal and social dislocation born of
forced out-migration, the inadequacies in public infrastructure, the general development
deficits in the rural areas, the sense of public sector inertia and atrophy and the rancour
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amongst the public caused by the moribundity and conservativism of public life and civic
institutions, were not particular to the Gaeltacht. Such conditions prevailed across the rural
space generally. These marginal and peripheral districts, including large swathes of the
official Gaeltacht, had been the subject of special development interventions since the
establishment of the Congested Districts Board in 1891.
In terms of the Gaeltacht, the conditions were accentuated if anything and characterised by an
overwhelming sense of ‘The penury drudgery and backwardness associated with the
language’ (Ó Dannacháir, 1969: 120, cited in Edwards, 1985: 68). The debilitating lack of
local community capacity to generate a dynamic for self-generated development was further
aggravated through the local indigenous language being symbolically and intuitively
associated with poverty and under-development, by the exacerbation of a subsistence
economy and by a polarised class structure.
In historical terms, the linguistic and economic pragmatism evident in the community
response in the face of such social and economic deprivations were intrinsically bound up
with the collective trauma induced by the social and demographic ruptures of the Great
Famine. Economic dislocation and demographic decimation generated multiple and complex
responses. Typical of the sociolinguistic responses was O’Connell’s pronouncement relating
to the TML , where he considered the vast majority of people as ‘[…] being sufficiently
utilitarian not to regret its [the Irish language] gradual abandonment’ (cited in Edwards,
1985: 54). In short, the vast majority of the population ceased to use the language for
widespread communicative function in a self-conscious manner. Post hoc rationalisations
regarding motivation, compulsions, and pragmatism are still highly contentious: ‘[…] most of
the reasons adduced for the suppression of the language are not so much reasons as
consequences of decisions to give up the language’ (de Fréine, 1977: 84, cited in Edwards,
1985: 54).
Equally, such language decisions are often abstracted to create some form of distance
between individuals and the consequences of their choices. In such analyses, the
overwhelming weight of sociopolitical and cultural transformation brought about by
transformative historical forces are invoked to contextualise and explain the shift in linguistic
allegiance: ‘Language shift reflects sociopolitical change and this, given the historical
perspective, absolutely dwarfs efforts made on behalf of the language alone (Edwards, 1984:
288). Such forces stigmatise and undermine minority language speakers through
discriminatory practices introduced by the state and by private capital (May, 2003). There is,
therefore, a conflation between such minoritising processes where social, economic and
linguistic marginalisation become one and the same thing through cumulative and reinforcing
external pressures for change which cause individual patterns of shift and abandonment from
the native (minority) language. Loyalty to the language, it is argued by majoritarian criticism
of language planning initiatives, creates discriminatory conditions for the speakers and
perpetuates their economic ghettoisation. It also involves, in this postmodern perspective,
defunct discourses in nativism, atavism, preservationism, allegiances to blind primordialism
and romanticism and reified provincialism (Fishman, cf. Sections 4.1, 4.2 and 4.3). These
conditions form a static, outmoded, singular construction of ethnic essentialism.
In short, an attempt to position an analysis of the decline and displacement of the TML within
the Gaeltacht must be placed in the context of wider processes of socioeconomic and political
transformations which inevitably drive language shift and loss (May, 2003). In this context,
language dislocation and minoritisation: ‘[…] is not only, perhaps not even primarily, a
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linguistic issue – it has much more to do with power, prejudice, (unequal) competition and, in
many cases, overt discrimination and subordination” (May, 2004: 37). As Noam Chomsky
asserts: “Questions of language are basically questions of power”’ (Chomsky, 1979: 191
cited in Schmid, 2001: 9). These dimensions provide a context in which to situate the analysis
of the cause of language shift in the Gaeltacht.
10.4.1

State Policy and the Gaeltacht

Since the 1960s, there is general agreement as to a fundamental shift in the ideology of state
practice in relation to language planning (Kirby, 2004; Ó Riagáin, 1997; Ó Tuathaigh, 2008).
From that time, language planning was no longer considered a central concern for the state.
The general tenor of state policy was one of exhortation and the permeation of Irish into
mainstream policies by means of insisting on the compulsory recognition of the language in
different recruitment, promotional and development practices, often without recourse to an
overall detailed implementation plan. This shift in policy from prioritising the restoration of
Irish as a universal, state-wide developmental and administrative objective, to isolating it as a
sectional, rights-based agenda, has been characterised as the ‘deinstitutionalisation’ of the
Irish language (Ó Tuathaigh, 2008: 36). This reflects a shift from an understanding of the role
of the language as an intrinsic element of ‘[…] an essentialist ethnic nationalism to
contractual civic nationalism in state ideology, discourse and policy’ (ibid: 36).
This supports Kirby’s (2004) analysis of the state’s increasingly articulated understanding of
itself as a responsive service provider within a global market economy rather than advancing
its role in inculcating a sense of leadership, of advocacy and of the championing of a welfarebased model with a societal orientation, seeking to be directive and interventionist in terms of
non-economic goals. In this way, it is argued that ‘[…] the state today transforms into a
bottom-line entrepreneur…’ (Smith, N., 1984: 241). In this analysis, matters as to language
choice and deportment are understood within a different framework, where such choices are
essentially the private concerns of individuals or limited, sectional interests. A retreat from
direct action, from a managerial and custodial role, is evident: ‘[…] many states have
variously unhitched themselves from responsibility for the social reproduction of their
national populations [including their linguistic reproduction], they have selectively rendered
the state apparatus as its own entrepreneurial entity…’ (Smith, N., 1984: 260). This is,
moreover, understood in terms of the lack of political will as much as institutional and
planning capacity (Kirby, 2004) where policies generally were at once highly dependent and
imitative of external models of development.
These emerging trends explain and highlight the contemporary shift to more entrenched
market-orientated policies where the state increasingly advocates its role as a provider of
services and regulatory supports to support and legitimise international capital investment.
The patriarchal and protectionist state which advocated nation building with an explicit social
and communal character to its social engineering (Lee, 1989) has moved to pursue a
conceptualisation of development which privileges individualism and entrepreneurial
dynamism. In effect, this has led to the abandonment of the social-welfare state model built
on state-led development (including state-owned companies, consensus politics, populism,
distributive policies, etc.) to the model of the competitive state (Kirby, 2004).
These shifts at the macro-level had immediate consequences for the Gaeltacht as a
development district in terms of its relative isolation and the conceptualisation of the
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structural and systemic problems which undermined its viability. Referring to the general
capacity of state planning, Lee concluded that ‘The conceptual challenge of defining the
problem was unlikely to be confronted because it was unlikely to be perceived. The problems
therefore tended to be defined… in conformity with imported assumptions or, to put it more
paradoxically, the answers defined the questions.’ (Lee,1989: 628). Because of this type of
rationalisation, the inescapable link between the dualities and contradictions of economic
regeneration and language maintenance were never properly analysed or articulated in policy
discourse.
10.4.2

The Analytical Framework

The review suggests a range of forces and factors which have driven change. They can be
structured within the following hierarchy – macro/global level transformations within
socioeconomic and political structures; the varying priorities and objectives of state policies
which sought to secure developmental and expansive opportunities, status and higher
functionality for the language; employment and economic dimensions; community and
individual attitudes, behaviour and language loyalties. The extent to which public policy, as a
directive influencer of change, can influence the internal patterns of such forces is a critical
differentiating factor. While statutory authority can determine the range and function of
policy in certain areas, it is altogether more ineffectual in driving change at other levels.
This sections draws on the group vitality framework model of Bourhis, et al., (2008) to
structure the analysis. It focuses again on the internal/external perspectives as important
socio-structural and linguistic variables which determine and describe aspects of such
‘ethnolinguistic vitality’ at community level. This dual and complementary perspective is
further elaborated in Allard and Landry (1986, 1992 and 1994, cited in Bourhis and Landry,
2008) where they categorise predictive factors of relative strength/inertia and development
potential/moribundity according to conditions which are ‘exocentric’ or ‘egocentric’. Central
to these critiques is the concept of the language community.
Such a ‘community autonomy model’ (Bourhis and Landry, 2008: 185) provides more than
an heuristic device to support the exposition of factors which generate language decline. It
also outlines some key structural and process dimensions which need to be considered in
proposing a remedial model for TML development. Such a model has been indicated in the
summary of Chapter 8 (cf. Section 8.5), a model which will seek to confer best opportunity
for Irish, or indeed any other TML, within the context of a dominant majority language sociopolitical setting (Bourhis and Landry, 2008).
Drawing on the Giles et al., (1977) model (cf. Section 4.5.1), the following framework sets
out to isolate and also to underwrite the relatedness of the various structures and processes
which cumulatively determine the relative vitality and development potential of the minority
language community. These factors are complex and interdependent and bear influence on
each other in a cumulative, systematic way. Significant increases in, for example, the level of
institutional support for the minority language has been verifiably correlated to increases in
the status of the language, both as perceived within the speaker community and also within
the broader majority-language community (Bourhis, 2008). Such reinforcement of attitudinal,
symbolic and instrumental value generates increased use of and utility of the language,
creates increased demand for services and development supports and for the language’s
extension into the economic domain. These processes are highly consonant of the principles
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of cumulative causation and positive/negative spillovers and backwash associated with the
work of Myrdal and Hirschman which are advocated within regional development theory (cf.
Section 5.8.4).

Community Vitality,
Attitudinal/Ideological
Factors, Demography

Socio-Structural,
Political and External
Factors

Language
Community

Public Policies and
Institutional Support

Economic Processess
and Structural Change

Figure 11: Analytical Framework for Linguistic Decline in the Gaeltacht (after Bourhis,
2008)
10.4.3

Discussions and Key Findings

The analytical framework presented above provides unambiguous evidence of a systematic,
explicit and evolving consensus as to the root causes of the problem of LS. The analyses are
not only offered by development agencies and communities alike who were deeply
implicated in the outworking of such contradictory approaches to development, but also by
commissions and research projects which were established and legitimised by the state itself.
There is an overwhelming pattern of repetition where the fundamental analysis of the
problem has not changed in any substantial manner over the ninety-year period captured in
the review. The deconstruction of the problem does, however, become increasingly more
complex and sophisticated in terms of its conceptualisation and articulation. The core of the
analysis is constant and entrenched within certain primary thematic concerns and policy
discourses. It is possible to identify and separate out the dynamics which influence such
processes of community identification and their impact on development locally. These are
extrapolated further in the next sections.
Socio-Structural, Political and External Factors
Transformative Change
Since the 1920s in Ireland, the forces of modernisation and the processes of state-led
development have, by their very nature, released dynamic forces of assimilation and
acculturation of the TML in the context of a ‘[…] radically altered social context’ (Edwards,
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1985). An account of the introduction of policy measures committed to the restoration,
revival and, indeed the extension, of the language within the new state, needs to be mindful
not only of contemporary external, non-linguistic conditions, but also needs to take
cognisance of their historical antecedents where such processes invariably privileged and
normalised the majority language and where the shift to English took a specific ‘[…]form of
practice, historically contingent and socially embedded’ (May, 2003: 117/118).
Explanations of LS in the Gaeltacht are articulated and sometimes rationalised through
reference to external, neo-contexts and the transformative effects of general socioeconomic
and political restructuring which has intensified in the post-war period. Such analyses argue
that the linguistic dislocation seldom, if ever, occurs ‘[…] in isolation from sociocultural and
socioeconomic dislocation as well’ (Fishman, 1995, cited in May, 2003: 110; Edwards, 1985;
Bourhis and Landry, 2008). Economic development processes assume the normative
ascendancy of majority languages (May, 2003) where majority languages are consistently
constructed as languages of ‘wider communication’ while minority languages are viewed, at
best, as (merely) carriers of ‘tradition’ or ‘historical identity’ and, at worst, as actively
detrimental to their speakers and their wider socioeconomic mobility (May, 2003, 2004).
The historical analyses locate the dominance of powerful international anglicising forces
(CUANG, 1963) within processes which conflate economic hegemony with the power and
ubiquity of the English-medium as the dominant secular and material medium of
development and progress (Williams, 1985). The transformation of social networks at
international level (Ó Riagáin, 1997) increasingly, and more extensively, incorporate the
Gaeltacht into regional and national/international networks (Coimisiún na Gaeltachta, 2002;
Ó Giollagáin agus Mac Donnacha, 2009). Such extenuating circumstances of sociopolitical
change (Kenny, 1983) explain the impact of modernisation on dependant peripheral
collectivities (Williams, 1985) and their lack of local control over the power structures which
dominate financial, academic and media institutions (Coimisiún na Gaeltachta, 2002;
Williams, 1985; Gaeltarra Éireann/SFADCO, 1971; Bord na Gaeilge, 1988).
In this context, a further question relates to how minority communities reconcile the
majority/minority language dilemma. For TML communities this is not only about liberal
choice but also involves mediating an explicit dichotomy, one which presents mutually
incompatible, exclusive or even oppositional, seemingly bipolar, economic options. These
processes represent demanding, irreconcilable imperatives for language communities and are
driven by the weight and impact of ‘exocentric’ forces which often outweigh collective
human agency (May, 2003: 101).
While the review reveals different interpretations and the complex interplay of a range of
factors, a general consensus is discernible and the evidence continuously underwrites the
overriding sense of the policies being simultaneously misguided, inept and constructed on a
series of logical fallacies. The analyses supports the conclusion that the sociolinguistic
habitus (cf. Section 6.9; Bourdieu, 1991; May, 2003) is undervalued and undermined through
a continual process of erosion of legitimacy (symbolic-level expressed through solidarity)
and relevance (instrumental- level expressed through status) (Bourhis , 2008).
Public Policies and Service
There is general unanimity within the different analyses as to the fundamental weakness of
public policy formulation and service provision in support of the TML and the minority
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community which sustains it. At a political level, criticism is levelled at the lack of a
leadership and advocacy role undertaken by the state (and indeed the Church as a significant
contemporary socialisation agency) (CUANG, 1963). The effects of such an outlook were
compounded in the period since the 1960s where evidence of an ‘arm’s length’ policy further
eroded the central, managing role of the state as a proactive and developmental agency of
change (Kirby, 2004; Ó Tuathaigh, 2008; Kenny, 1983; Coimisiún na Gaeltachta, 2002). In
terms of the approach to policy formulation, two related trends are evident.
First, the configuration of state policy simultaneously isolated and undermined efforts to
legislate for Gaeltacht development. Gaeltacht policy was to suffer from a general
subordination with public policy priorities (Williams, 1985) and responsibility for Gaeltacht
development was corralled within a single government department (Roinn na Gaeltachta) and
an executive agency (Gaeltarra Éireann/Údarás na Gaeltachta) (CUANG, 1963). In effect,
this marginalisation, whether explained as a step towards dedicated specialisation or spatial
targeting, meant that the other departments and agencies of state were facilitated in ignoring
or avoiding their responsibilities to engage in a comprehensive fashion with the particular
challenge of Gaeltacht development (Coimisiún na Gaeltachta, 2002). That the vast bulk of
state expenditure and public service provision in the critically important domains of
education, social services and local government, was administered through the general
apparatus of the state and through multiple agencies in the Gaeltacht underscores the longterm consequence of such a decision. In 1971, there were ‘[…] 24 public agencies with some
development function’ operating in the Gaeltacht (Commins, 1988: 16)
Second, to the extent that policies which were dedicated to the development of the Gaeltacht
were introduced, they were built on a conception and practice of development which was
fundamentally at odds with the complexity of the challenge. Policies were introduced in an
ad hoc manner and not sufficiently aligned with or integrated into the overall strategic
framework for development. Moreover, they amounted to a range of linguistically illiterate
measures (Coimisiúin na Gaeltachta, 2002). There is significant agreement as to the impact of
such an approach where the state acted systematically against its own publicly-stated
objectives of language maintenance and development within (and indeed outside) of the
Gaeltacht. The recurring motif across the historical analyses reveals a widespread and
deleterious failure to insist on any credible level of public service provision through the Irish
language, for example. The failure or refusal by the state to provide linguistically-sensitised
services to the language community insisted on, and continually reinforced, the instrumental
and symbolic dominance of the majority language (CUANG, 1963; Mac Aodha, B., 1970;
Gaeltarra Éireann/SFADCO, 1971; Ó Riagáin, P., 1971a, 1971b; Coimisiúin na Gaeltachta,
2002; Ó Cinnéide et al., 2001). In strictly linguistic terms, this is tantamount to a complete
failure of state structures and support mechanisms to empower and facilitate the TML
community in managing the evolving diglossic contact (Ó Giollagáin and Mac Donnacha,
2009).
Education Policy
Education policy creates different forms of economic and cultural capital. Its critical role in
the management and development of minority languages is supported in the historical
narrative of linguistic and sociolinguistic research internationally. The socialisation processes
which are sustained within the educational system are considered critical to language
planning efforts (Bourgeois, 2009, Ó Riagáin, 1997; SCT, 2007). The school is ‘[…] the most
fundamental institution in the cultural autonomy process’ (Bourhis and Landry, 2008: 198)
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and forms an integral dimension of the vital social nexus which includes the family and the
community. It creates the conditions and the ongoing support for the creation of ethnocultural
identity and human (linguistic) capital which will provide the necessary future leadership to
protect and develop minority institutions and planning processes vital to intergenerational
transmission (Bourhis, 2008).
In the Gaeltacht context, the inadequacy of the educational system for economic
advancement at ‘home or abroad’ was recognised from the outset (Coimisiún na Gaeltachta,
1926). Similar to other policy domains, the evidence points to a deliberate subordination of
the TML within the overall educational system (SCT, 2007; CUANG, 1963). The lack of a
comprehensive and integrated Gaeltacht and Irish-language specific education policy (from
preschool to university provision) dominates the analyses as a central explanation of
language decline (Coimisiún na Gaeltachta, 1926, 2002; CUANG, 1963; Ó Riagáin, 1997;
Williams, 1985; Ó Cinnéide et al., 2001; Gaeltarra Éireann/SFADCO, 1971; Bord na
Gaeilge, 1988; SCT, 2007). Stated simply, appropriate support systems, including relevant
policy frameworks, expertise in language planning and immersion education, specialist
teacher training and teaching resources have not been made available to Gaeltacht schools
(SCT, 2007). This failure has privileged the dominance of English-speaker (rather than the
TML L1 community) concerns in the educational system within the Gaeltacht (Ó Giollagáin
and Mac Donnacha, 2009).
Physical Planning and Land-use control in the Gaeltacht
The critique of policies which determined the physical planning framework and which
governed development within the Gaeltacht points to the lack of a coherent and consistent
approach to the planning interventions deployed. Planning control practices echo other policy
and functional domains where public bodies which included a Gaeltacht-dimension within
their mandate consistently demonstrate that they are not aware of, or do not understand, their
language planning responsibilities. These are statutorily demarcated within their overall
responsibilities (Planning and Development Act, 2000; SCT, 2007). Planning for the
Gaeltacht as a differentiated district for development is marginalised or ignored. Because of
this, policy implementation is not always undertaken in such a way as to recognise and
protect the statutory sociolinguistic status of the Gaeltacht. In many cases, planning and
development practices either do not support, or are counterproductive to, or contradict
formally enunciated state language policy in the Gaeltacht (SCT, 2007). This anomalous and
contradictory process is evidenced through, for example, those planning control measures
which militate against TML-community retention and consolidation by means of highly
restrictive regulatory practices which, in certain cases, prohibit the construction of residential
dwellings for members of the language community. On the other hand, the planning
authorities facilitate the building of homes, often through permitting entire multiple housing
developments, which encourage and facilitate the introduction of incomers, tourist-related
accommodation and second-home owners (Breathnach, 1983; Coimisiúin na Gaeltachta,
2002; Ó Cinnéide et al., 2001; SCT, 2007; Ó Tuathaigh, 2008). The consequences of not
conceiving of an integrated (physical, environmental and linguistic factors), comprehensive
and co-ordinated, multi-sectoral plan which is explicitly language-proofed, has been
forewarned for almost fifty years (CUANG, 1963; Gaeltarra Éireann/SFADCO, 1971). There
is also a clear view that those public agencies charged with Gaeltacht development, whatever
their technical capacity or ideological commitment to do so, were reluctant to engage in
forms of strategic planning which would create confrontation and conflict with other public
agencies and vested interests locally (Kenny, 1983). They decided or were forced to pursue
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‘[…] sociocultural development in restricted spheres where action does not threaten
established interests nor encroach on the jurisdiction of other agencies. [An tÚdarás] … must
negotiate for the cooperation and goodwill of relevant agencies in trying to achieve language
maintenance objectives’ (Commins, 1988: 17)
Governance, Planning and Institutional Arrangements
The objectives of public policies are made real through the governance, planning and
institutional arrangements which sustain and support their implementation. Within the socialdemocratic model of governance, the state has a critical role to play in setting the boundaries
for development and the terms of reference for engagement within critical institutional
domains (Bourhis, 2008). The analyses of the causes of decline in the Gaeltacht range on a
continuum from contested considerations of the leadership role and ideological commitment
of the state generally, to the capability to plan strategically for the particulars of Gaeltacht
circumstances.
The lack of political will and commitment, the retreat into discourses of tokenism, repression
and the charge of hypocrisy and insincerity within public service providers represent
recurring themes within the analysis (Coimisiún na Gaeltachta, 1926, 2002). At its most
extreme, some interpretations consider the role of the state in relation to the status of the
language as unjust, even hostile (Coimisiúin na Gaeltachta, 2002: 11). In terms of governance
responsibilities and oversight, state action was seen to have been predicated from the outset
on an inappropriate development model (Williams, 1985; Kenny, 1983; Bord na Gaeilge,
1988). This maladaptive model of development demonstrated a basic lack of understanding
of the socioeconomic and linguistic linkages which should have underpinned the entire
development project. Planning for development was considered lacking with respect to any
significant territorial integration of policies and services and was further undermined by an
ad hoc approach (Coimisiún na Gaeltachta, 2002).
Boundary demarcation and maintenance has beset the creation of such a comprehensive and
integrated development model for the Gaeltacht. Confusion, uncertainty and inconsistency
were evident in the designation and various configurations of the ‘Gaeltacht’ for different
statutory purposes. In planning terms, the inaccurate designation of Gaeltacht boundaries and
the introduction of different legislative schedules and planning zones for the delivery of
various publicly funded schemes and programmes effectively undermined the stabilisation of
the issue and detracted from its consideration as a differentiated development zone (Mac
Aodha, B., 1970; Ó Riagáin, P., 1971a, 1971b; Williams, 1985; SCT, 2007). The physical
challenges inherent in the proximity of certain Gaeltacht districts to the destabilising impact
of suburbanisation and urban spillover (Ó Giollagáin and Mac Donnacha, 2009; Ó Tuathaigh,
2008) was exacerbated further by the pervasive sense of cynicism and frustration created by
the double-speak and confusion over boundaries which had attended the first attempts at
demarcation in the 1920s (Gaeltarra Éireann, 1970).
With respect to the proper planning for development, not only was there no evidence of
deliberate and sustained practices of language planning per se (Bord na Gaeilge, 1988), what
planning interventions as were introduced had no recourse to any accredited linguistic
research or comprehensive, planning studies (Ó Riagáin, P., 1971a, 1971b; Coimisiún na
Gaeltachta, 2002). Similar to the articulation of public policy generally, it is argued, policy
interventions in relation to TML and Gaeltacht development suffered from a pronounced lack
of clarity and coherence in the enunciation of state language policy (Ó Tuathaigh, 2008).
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There was no considered exposition of the role of the Gaeltacht and its integration in the
national revival strategy for the language (Mac Aodha, B., 1970; Ó Riagáin, P., 1971a,
1971b). There was evidence of a lack of differentiation in planning formulations which would
implement discreet measures in support of the linguistic heartlands (Ó Riagáin, P., 1971a,
1971b; SCT, 2007). This failure, combined with the indeterminate objectives of state
language-policy generally, mitigated against the emergence of an integrated approach to
Gaeltacht development which was specifically designed to support the linguistic
sustainability of the Gaeltacht communities (Ó Riagáin, 1997; SCT, 2007). Criticism of the
role afforded by the state to community mobilisation, partnership and participation in the
planning processes informs the appraisals. Such a lack of community involvement in
planning and governance structures meant that significant opportunities to drive the
regeneration programme through local cooperative effort were missed or ignored (Ó Riagáin,
P., 1971a, 1971b; Williams, 1985).
Institutional Structures
The consideration of the institutional framework within which policy was implemented
suggests contradictory and anomalous views. The research and policy analysis narrative is
highly critical of the inadequacy of the unitary state-approach to policy development and the
non-differentiation of Gaeltacht development requirements in planning terms (Williams,
1985). In a paradoxical manner, this unitary approach led to fragmentation in terms of policy
implementation with multiple agencies charged with various developmental and
administrative responsibilities within the Gaeltacht jurisdiction leading to the malaise of
‘institutional parallelism’ (Williams,1985; Coimisiún na Gaeltachta, 2002; Ó Cinnéide et al.,
2001). Such parallelism has created entrenched policy sectoralism and operational
functionalism. This fragmentation and dissipation of development efforts with a specific
Gaeltacht-focus, to the extent that they existed in the first place, was compounded further by
the impact of ‘indirect’ policies on the Gaeltacht (Ó Riagáin, P., 1971a, 1971b).
The institutional capacity to deal with complexity of the issues at hand was continuously
undermined by the lack of a unitary agency with comprehensive, integrating functions and
powers and an overall co-ordinating role for Gaeltacht development. Such a structure would
ensure the sensitised implementation of public policies and intensify, control and plan for cooperation and co-ordination with key agency stakeholders (Gaeltarra Éireann/SFADCO,
1971; Ó Riagáin, P., 1971a, 1971b ; Ó Cinnéide et al., 2001). The lack of progressive
cooperation in relation to integrating development objectives in a complementary and
mutually-supportive role is also offered as a criticism of the institutional relationships
between the Department of the Gaeltacht and Údarás na Gaeltachta (Coimisiún na
Gaeltachta, 2002). There is little substantive evidence of consistent evaluation of the
effectiveness of the measures and schemes introduced, other than the normal review of
financial expenditure (Coimisiún na Gaeltachta, 2002). This in effect meant that the
Department of the Gaeltacht (who were the policy custodians) could not systematically relate
or assess the influence of the general schemes of rural development and infrastructural
improvements nor properly consider their direct impact on the increasingly apparent language
shift to English.
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Communities of Language
Conditions on the Ground
A recurrent concern within the policy and evaluation narrative revisits the implicit concept of
‘the Gaeltacht language community’. The policy response to determining and explicitly
supporting some form of homogenous, deterministic social structure around which such a
community of language is configured is based on a number of assumptions which are highly
questionable as cornerstones for policy development.
Whatever about its spatial distribution or its internal demographic profile, the language
‘community’ within the Gaeltacht is repeatedly characterised as highly vulnerable, unstable,
and living in conditions of some deprivation. Within the Gaeltacht, TML speakers were
considered the poorest cohort and most economically insecure (Coimisiún na Gaeltachta,
1926). Demographic attrition, language shift, lack of power resources, diminished
confidence/vitality, lack of political structures and influence all undermine the vitality of the
language community (Ó Riagáin, P., 1971a, 1971b; Williams, 1985; Coimisiún na
Gaeltachta, 2002). Significantly, there is little evidence of a demonstrably shared ideological,
political or ethnic dimension to such a conceptualisation of ‘community’ identification which
might more effectively underwrite the maintenance of cohesive social networks (Ó
Tuathaigh, 2008). There is a sense of the social and linguistic order being in disarray, of the
‘besieged community’ (Bourhis, 2008), of ruinous and calamitous conditions. Such processes
are played out through the ongoing decimation of the demographic base and the cumulative
pressures to move into the new range of economic opportunities through moving language
allegiance.
Attitudinal Complexity
Salient and recurrent issues of attitude and identity surface repeatedly as important
explanatory factors for language decline. The constant and negative status-depiction amongst
the wider population concerning the TML and the Gaeltacht is notable since the 1920s where
the language was considered disrespected, even despised, among the educated elite
(Coimisiún na Gaeltachta, 1926, 2002). The unjust and inequitable treatment of the language
community (Coimisiún na Gaeltachta, 2002) is exacerbated at the individual level where
there are few opportunities for socioeconomic advancement through the TML (Williams,
1985).
Over time, the cumulative impacts of such external forces serve to hollow out the
community’s sense of value and self-regard and through their understanding that theirs is not
a linguistically valued citizenship. These forces perpetuate status differentials between the
majority and minority languages through deepening language stereotypes and prejudices. The
traits associated with such internal, negative patterning include diminished prestige and
confidence, and prevalent attitudes of contempt, apathy and rejection, of cynicism, shame,
and inferiority (Coimisiún na Gaeltachta, 1926; CUANG, 1963; Gaeltarra Éireann, 1970; Ó
Riagáin, P., 1971a, 1971b).
The lack of the positive instrumental motivation deemed necessary to buttress the utility and
status of the language created conditions where the TML was increasingly becoming the
private enclave language of an aboriginal heritage community (Coimisiún na Gaeltachta,
1926; CUANG, 1963; Williams, 1985).
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Linguistic Profile of Language Community
Since the establishment of the official Gaeltacht the sociolinguistic profile of the community
has always included a large proportion of residents who are non-TML speakers. The
linguistic profile of the community as it has evolved over time demonstrates significant
evidence of LS to English and has a clear spatial pattern. What is evident is an ongoing
erosion of the local social and linguistic structures and the community networks. This has led
to the retrenchment and contraction of those communities where the TML remains as the
dominant community vernacular. This retrenchment has driven the front-line spatial
boundaries of those areas where the TML is strongest further west into more concentrated
and isolated pockets inhabited by an ever reducing population cohort of native language
speakers. Stated simply, the local areas and the community networks within which the TML
forms the principal vernacular are under unrelieved threat. There are fewer areas where the
TML functions as the first language and within these areas the number of native speakers
continues to decline.
The 1926 demarcation of the Gaeltacht boundary, for example, was based on an analysis
which sought to identify those areas which demonstrated potential for the restoration and
development of the TML and included areas which were even then majority Englishspeaking. It did not adhere in a scrupulous manner to those districts where the language was
in ascendancy amongst social, family and community networks and it was this interpretation
which was clearly outlined in the first Gaeltacht Commission’s report. Ó Giollagáin (2006)
characterises this in terms of a fundamental contradiction and conflict between political needs
and necessities and those linguistic imperatives such policies had been designed to meet.
Moreover, he argues that the primary logic of an overriding spatial, as opposed to a linguistic,
set of criteria was misguided from the outset.
The inclusion and aggregation of distinct districts which were sociolinguistically diverse and
divergent undermined the potential for state intervention to deal with the core linguistic
challenges. This had two related effects from the outset. First, local communities understood
the very real contradiction in the designation of a local area as forming part of the Gaeltacht
even when the community language had long since ceased to be that of Irish (Ó Giollagáin,
2006). Second, this diverse and divergent sociolinguistic profile has created tension and
conflict at community level.
Two examples from the Corca Dhuibhne Gaeltacht in West Kerry demonstrate the
implications of such anomalies at local level. They demonstrate vividly the contradictory
interpretation of what inherent meaning attaches to the concept of the Gaeltacht. They lucidly
articulate the ongoing contradiction between the officially designated Gaeltacht districts and
the actual vitality of the TML as a community vernacular within those areas. They also
highlight the contested discourses relating to language choice, language primacy and
language rights and how they come into play at the symbolic level of community identity and
at the pragmatic level of service delivery (Coimisiún na Gaeltachta, 2002; Mac Donnacha et
al., 2004).
The former is best illustrated in the divisive debate concerning the official name of the town
An Daingean (in Irish), as it was known in that language, or Dingle (in English). The town
forms the main service centre for the Corca Dhuibhne Gaeltacht and is the largest settlement
within the entire Gaeltacht. Under the Official Languages Act, 2003 and the subsequent
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Placenames (Ceantair Ghaeltachta) Order, 2004, the official name of the town was deemed to
be ‘An Daingean’. Previous to this, the town had been known in Irish as An Daingean and
also as Daingean Uí Chúis. It had also been traditionally known in English as Dingle. The
insistence by government on the Irish-only version of ‘An Daingean’ was legitimised through
reference to the legislative measures referred to above. The decision was met with a highly
co-ordinated and vociferous response from the vast majority of the local population. They
campaigned vigorously for the retention of a new bi-lingual version of ‘Dingle/Daingean Uí
Chúis’. By way of compromise, a local plebiscite was sanctioned in 2006. This
overwhelmingly supported the bilingual name Dingle/Daingean Ui Chúis and reversed the
government’s previous decision. It is clear from this episode that the meaning of what
constitutes the Gaeltacht, and the standing and the value attached to the TML both as a
community language and as an ethno-cultural marker within it, is highly fragmented,
contested and divisive.
The challenges inherent in the provision of education exclusively through the medium of the
TML also serves to demonstrate the conflicts inherent in language usage and loyalty at local
level. The building of a new community school for second level education in
Dingle/Daingean Uí Chúis brought into sharp focus again the very divergent views as to the
status and utility of Irish as a community vernacular within the Gaeltacht. The new school’s
Board of Governors reaffirmed their preference for an all-Irish language ethos and teaching
practice within the school. This decision was resisted by a significant minority of parents.
This group included a cross-section of local people, returners, and non-indigenous people
who had settled in the area. They asserted their rights to a form of bilingual education and
argued that their children were disadvantaged and excluded by the school’s exclusive policy
relating to Irish-language tuition. This group undertook legal proceedings to force the Board
of Governors to accommodate their demands for bi-lingual education. The case was settled
out of court. As part of the settlement, the Department of Education and Skills agreed to
provide extra teaching resources to the school so as to allow the school management develop
an innovative and bespoke initiative which provided significant additional teaching and
development supports to those children who were not adequately fluent in Irish in order to
facilitate their introduction into the mainstream curriculum. This accommodation did not
include a provision for a separate English-language stream within the school and the right of
the Board of Governors to determine an all-Irish teaching policy was upheld.
These prototypical examples typify the popular and political insistence on a form of bilingualism, on the co-equal status of both official languages within the Gaeltacht context, and
the increasing shift to English within certain key demographic cohorts. They point to the
increasing complexity and diversity of the social and sociolinguist profile within the
Gaeltacht community. They also highlight the conflict inherent in rights-based discourse
between competing language groups. This recalls Edwards (1985: 15) concept of
ethnocultural fidelity which is highly contingent and which produces different societallyinduced patterns of language behaviour in differentiated and interdependent social contexts.
In short, within the Gaeltacht there is a demonstrable lack of any homogenous sociolinguistic
profile or of a critical mass of TML speakers within certain social networks who argue for
and privilege the use of the TML as the dominant community vernacular.
Patterns of Structural Change at Community-Level
There is an assumption, howsoever implicit or unarticulated, that policies and programmes of
development recognised and sometimes prioritised a language ‘community’ of sorts. There is
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an emerging sense that this concept and the geolinguistic extent of the community was
unproblematic, representing some type of collective uniformity, somehow homogenous and
cohesive. Agreement as to such a formulation of ‘community’ is a critical condition for the
successful introduction and development of language measures (May, 2003).
Notwithstanding the demarcations set out in the 1926 schedule, its amendment in 1956 and in
subsequent revisions, there had been no formal, statutory acknowledgement of the very
different stratifications of discreet linguistic communities within the overall construct of the
Gaeltacht. Even in the revised geolinguistic geometry demarcated in the SCT (2007) which
delineates a hierarchical system based on an index of the intensive use of the TML in key
domains, it cannot be assumed that these numerically and spatially delimited communities are
cohesive in terms of their ethnic or cultural identity, their linguistic competencies,
preferences or loyalties, nor in their cohesiveness as a group per se. It is legitimate to enquire
as to how such groupings understand themselves as belonging to or as separate from broader
sociopolitical and cultural identifications at local or regional level. The legitimacy of
‘community’ in any sense, and this is particularly the case in linguistic terms, is highly
complex, contested and conflicted as a collective and defining construct, particularly as it
relates to rights’ claims (May, 2003).
Because of the emergence of more extensive and differentiated types of community networks
(Ó Riagáin, 1997), social cohesion at community-level is increasingly vital and instrumental
as a key issue in determining the extent of cultural autonomy within a given linguistic
community. Evidence suggests that government intervention in favour of the language will be
relatively passive depending on the extent to which local communities are disjointed, lacking
critical capacity for action, when they are disempowered and weak (Fishman, 1991, 2001;
Grenoble and Whaley, 2006; Bourhis, 1999, 2008). Language communities must meet a
minimum threshold in terms of a consensual, collective identity so as ‘[…] to implement
collective action (Breton, 1983) and this action has to be strategically planned and focused on
the most crucial elements of vitality [Fishman, 1991, 2001]’ (Bourhis and Landry, 2008:
206).
The process of modernisation which intensified significantly since the 1960s had the effect of
transforming the structure of social networks at local level (Ó Riagáin, 1997). The confluence
of a number of forces were at play here. Demographic pressures debilitated the natural
reproductive capacity of the TML community. The increase and influence of monolingual
English-speaking incomers, the increases in rates of exogamy (Williams, 1985) and the
continual out-migration of key demographic cohorts resulted in a consistent decrease in the
ratio of the TML-speaking population within the Gaeltacht (Ó Riagáin, P., 1971a, 1971b;
Williams, 1985; Ó Riagáin, 1997; SCT, 2007). This increasing depletion of network intensity
caused the failure of weakened community structures and supports to empower the TML
community to manage the diglossic contact (Bourhis, 2008; Ó Giollagáin and Mac
Donnacha, 2009).
The linguistic dimension of LS is further documented through both the widespread
acceptance of English-speaking norms and the consolidation of pervasive, non-traditional
patterns of language acquisition (Ó Giollagáin and Mac Donnacha, 2009). The emergence of
an ‘intralanguage’ (ibid) is particularly manifest amongst the younger age groups. The
weakness of language acquisition at home and the lack of a TML socialisation environment
for young people destabilise networks. Young Irish speakers increasingly fail to form
minority-language socialisation networks because of their low density and relative strength
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(SCT, 2007; Ó Giollagáin and Mac Donnacha, 2009). The cumulative impact that such
deepening faultlines create across the social, community and educational nexus has clear
implications for the TML community’s capacity to reproduce the next generation of L1s.
The Economic Dimension
Edwards stresses the detachability of language from ethnic identity (Edwards, 1985, cited in
May, 2003). He argues that economic rationalism driven by deterministic socioeconomic
discourses compel individuals and communities to abandon their own language and embrace
the modern, utility language of economic advancement : ‘[…] loyalty to a particular language
persists only as long as the economic and social circumstances are conducive to it’ (May,
2003: 96). In such an understanding of social relations do the rational economic benefits
exceed the linguistic costs (Bourdieu, 1991 and Hechter, 1978, cited in Ó Riagáin, 1997).
Language loyalty and identity are wholly contingent upon economic opportunity. These
analyses effectively enquire as to the way in which particular languages remain economically
necessary or socially effective given the dynamic context of changing sociopolitical and
economic circumstance. At the individual level, this is crucial in terms of establishing
boundaries and relationships within the broader societal group (May, 2003). The focus here
for the individual is on establishing contingent ‘identities’, not on an exclusive attachment or
reliance on a monolithic, constant expression of community culture, or the role of language
within it, as both an identifier and as an agent of cohesion and solidarity.
It is argued here that from the outset, the economic dimension, ‘the world of work’
(Bourgeois, 2008), has formed the centre of gravity which aligns and stabilises all of the
other factors driving LS. Within the Gaeltacht, it is in this domain that the state has deployed
the most significant of its resources and statutory instruments. The development discourse
repeatedly speaks to the conceptualisation of an economic solution to a linguistic problem (Ó
Riagáin, P., 1971a, 1971b ). Lee’s ‘answers’ were once again setting the ‘questions’ (Lee,
1988). The underlying rationale for such a false analysis (addressing linguistic questions
primarily by meas of economic answers) is well rehearsed in the narrative and documents the
range and complexity of an evolving analysis which accepted that the language had no
penetration of the world of work or commercial exchange. The economic deprivations and
the unsustainable structure of land-holdings in the Gaeltacht undermined community viability
and development prospects (Coimisiún na Gaeltachta, 1926; CUANG, 1963). These binary
analyses return again and again to the assertion that economic fragmentation and
underdevelopment creates patterns of emigration (of L1s), demographic imbalance and
decline and reinforces the enhanced utility and status of the English language as the
economic medium (Ó Riagáin, P., 1971a, 1971b; CUANG, 1963; Bord na Gaeilge, 1988).
The lack of cultural and economic capital amongst the TML community suffocates the
prospects for self-generated growth and creates a reliance on an exogenous model of
development (Ó Riagáin, P., 1971a, 1971b; Williams, 1985).
Since the early 1970s, there is an emerging consensus regarding the shortcomings of the
model. Critical reviews are sceptical of the overwhelming focus on population retention and
reversal of outmigration through standardised economic interventions, rather than investing
in explicit programmes for language planning (Ó Riagáin, P., 1971a, 1971b). More precisely,
analysts considered that not only could economic development fail to halt LS (Williams,
1985; Bord na Gaeilge, 1988) but that such programmes were directly implicated in the
actual process responsible for language decline. This highly negative correlation between
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economic development and the maintenance of the language has persisted in much of the
commentary (Coimisiún na Gaeltachta, 2002).
These assertions look to a range of factors and neo-events which follow in the wake of
economic modernisation and which continue to erode the linguistic base of the community.
On the one hand, the discourses are highly critical of the negative linguistic impact of
economic migrants and incomers, mostly English-language monolinguals who have moved
into the Gaeltacht to avail of employment and other economic opportunities (Kenny, 1983; Ó
Giollagáin and Mac Donnacha, 2009, Ó Tuathaigh, 2008). On the other hand, they berate
policy for failing to create sufficient employment opportunities which leads to the migration
of the economically active and family-forming cohort, resulting in a declining population
(Coimisiúin na Gaeltachta, 2002; Kenny, 1983; SCT, 2007).
Industrialisation
The state-led economic policy for the stabilisation and regeneration of the Gaeltacht was
most fully articulated through the programme for rural industrialisation (Commins, 1988).
Because of its central importance to the overall development effort, a detailed critique of the
impact on the language of Údarás na Gaeltachta’s industrialisation policy is articulated
throughout the interviews conducted the results of which are presented in the data chapters
(11, 12 and 13). For present purposes, a number of preliminary remarks are merited in the
general context of explaining the factors and processes of language decline within the
Gaeltacht community.
Industrialisation, in a paradoxical sense, is argued as both the key to and the obstacle to
development in the Gaeltacht (Ó Tuathaigh, 2008). Historically, the linguistic implications of
industrialisation were not a critical consideration in the establishment of industry in the
Gaeltacht (CUANG, 1963). Industrialisation is portrayed almost as the eminence grise of the
development dynamic, introducing and legitimising discourses of ‘modernisation’ and
anglicisation (Williams, 1985; Kenny, 1983). Such policies did not endeavour to explicitly
protect the language networks and socialisation processes within those communities which
hosted the emerging industrial enterprises (Ó Riagáin, P., 1971a, 1971b).
Patterns of competing and contradictory demands placed upon development policy emerge
into prominence from the analysis:






First, the underdeveloped economic and social infrastructure is considered a key
impediment to TML development and community vitality (Ó Cinnéide et al., 2001;
SCT, 2007).
Second, when policy does direct investment in support of development, criticism
shifts to the scale and complexity of the development process and the impacts it
generates locally.
Third, the form, function and intensity of development is argued as a crucial influence
on the mechanisms considered essential for effective language maintenance (Ó
Riagáin, P., 1971a, 1971b).
Fourth, investing resources in predominantly English-speaking areas within the
Gaeltacht attracts criticism as a misplaced policy objective (Gaeltarra
Éireann/SFADCO, 1971).
Fifth, not only does industrialisation encourage social and spatial mobility and
establishes external/internal commuting patterns which diminish traditional socio579



linguistic networks (Williams, 1985; Ó Tuathaigh, 2008), the same policies are
insufficient to meet the needs of unemployed young people or of young people with
third-level qualifications or those possessing a high skills profile (CUANG, 1963;
Coimisiún na Gaeltachta, 2002; Ó Cinnéide et al., 2001).
Sixth, there is a fundamental need for language proofing/sustainability measures to be
incorporated as critical factors in establishing realistic and credible development
objectives within the broad church of economic development interventions
(Coimisiúin na Gaeltachta, 2002).

Therefore, such analyses support a tentative conclusion. Sustainable development, in a TMLcontext, demands a range of sophisticated socio-spatial, linguistic and functional
qualifications so as to ensure that the processes are cumulatively reinforcing in linguistic and
economic terms. Furthermore, the integration of such processes needs to be built on an
explicit outworking of the causal relationships between the principal variables. The
correlation between these variable factors is more often assumed, anticipated or abstracted
rather than being verified at a conceptual or empirical level.
10.5

Conclusions

A summary of the explanatory factors for language decline has been presented within the
analytical framework set out in Figure 11. Despite its attempt to isolate and disaggregate the
causal factors of influence, this analysis is bound by an integrative consideration, by the need
for synthesis. The role and capacity of public policy; the dominion of external and
linguistically agnostic, transformative socioeconomic and political forces; the capacity of
local communities to sustain and manage structured inter-relationships with the state and the
broader community of which it forms a part; are all inherently related and interdependent.
‘The Gaeltacht breeds paradoxes’ (Williams, 1985: 11). In terms of public policy and
institutional governance, there is compelling evidence of a flawed and incomplete
understanding of the sociolinguistic situation, for concluding that policy has reached a point
where it is ‘[…] perilously close to having to be declared a failure’ (Ó Tuathaigh, 2008: 40).
It is reasonable to assert that policies were driven by normative economic objectives, often
seemingly oblivious to, or highly uncritical of, the likely linguistic impact of such policies on
the ground. While the external economic dimensions of change are sometimes mobilised as
explanatory of the processes of language decline and shift, the narrative of policy analysis
argues that state policy remained faithful to a particular logical fallacy- that of assuming that
economic development programmes would somehow sustain the sociolinguistic vitality and
reproductive capacity of language communities.
Over time, socioeconomic improvements undoubtedly did accrue to the Gaeltacht in terms of
population growth, improvement in living standards, investment in public infrastructure and
private housing, for example. However, the irrefutable evidence suggests that the core
community-base for the TML is disintegrating. Moreover, the way in which policies were
developed reinforced the pejorative positioning of TML speakers (Ó Tuathaigh, 2008). This
underlines the fundamental policy dilemma of trying to create conditions of growth,
employment and competitiveness, while at the same time ensuring to maintain and grow the
language base and sustaining ‘[…] organised ethnocultural solidarity’ (Edwards, 1985: 15)
through planning for linguistic vitality.
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The review set out in this chapter suggests that the demands inherent in developing the
Gaeltacht according to a sociolinguistically-informed model of integrated development, one
encompassing significant features of subsidiarity and devolution in terms of spatial planning
and governance, would represent a step too far for state planning interventions. It would
necessitate a radical departure for a deeply conservative and centralised state. The historical
facts in relation to the regional development policy agenda in Ireland (cf. Sections 8.2, 8.3
and 8.4), and the reform of public governance generally, attest to the profound challenges in
contemplating the execution of such a model.
Historically, the state apparatus relied on the command and control mechanism of a deeply
conservative and centralised apparatus of public administration. This approach did not accede
to any sense of the ‘local’ or the ‘regional’ in the setting of its investment priorities or its
apparatus of management. In other words, the institutional and policy overhaul required to
facilitate an effective integrated model of Gaeltacht development would have fundamentally
challenged the status quo of the politico-administrative state complex itself. It would
necessarily demand a radical alternation of the basis and the convention of power (Kirby,
2004).
This is considered unlikely for a number of reasons, including the clientalist and brokerage
culture of representative politics (Breathnach, 1986; Laffan, 1996) and the control and
command atavism of the dominant state institutions. The creation of a new spatial model for
integrated development would demand a restating of the problem. The ‘problem’ of the
Gaeltacht would now need to be understood in such a way, and according to an ideological
conviction, that the problem was as much to do with the ‘apprehension’ of the problem rather
than with any inherent structural handicaps which undermine development potential locally.
It would insist that the state not only recognise a differentiated community and territory for
development, but it would also formally accept the inappropriateness of its over-reliance on
an externally-orientated model of development.
Ultimately, ‘[…] the issue is one of coherence; that is to say, the issue is whether language
(i.e., sensitivity to or concern for the language consequences of decisions made) will be an
integrating imperative across a broad range of state policies impacting on social cohesion and
social reproduction’ (Ó Tuathaigh, 2008: 40). To do so would involve a new departure in
terms of language planning. The currency of language planning as a formal intervention of
the state has only gained legitimacy in Ireland in the last decade. Edwards (1985: 88) talks of
the radical difference in magnitude between language planning and other forms of public
policy planning. This has considerable implications and relevance in an Irish and Gaeltacht
context. He argues, moreover, that language planning is a value-laden exercise, governed by
sociopolitical value judgements which demand clear articulation and proactive leadership. As
an ideologically-driven process of comprehensive social change it is not, or at least should
not be, concerned only with free-standing or disembodied planning exercises in the economic
policy or other policy domains.
However, the period since the 1960s has seen the retreat of the centralised welfare state from
its social and macro-economic management role and its alignment with the demands of a
decentralised, neo-liberal, market-led development model (cf. Chapter 8). This has, in a
paradoxical sense, placed greater emphasis, along with the accompanying burdens and
responsibilities, on the local community and voluntary sector. Breathnach emphasises the
dominance of the institutions of the central state in this form of ‘spatial Keynesianism’
(Breathnach, 2010: 1182). The new emphasis on sub-national territorial development zones,
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the recognition of some significant form of devolved or decentralised planning and
management hierarchies, and the inclusion of local and community actors through a
partnership model is attributed to different and competing motivations. The acceptance of
local input as a valuable locus and drive for development is offset by concerns for the neoliberal state’s refusal to engage with such sectors and what Jessop (1995, 2001, 2004) calls
the ‘rollback’ of the welfare model. This has involved simultaneously the contraction of
power and the transfer of responsibilities without resources (Breathnach, 2010). This has the
most profound implications for the TML community within the Gaeltacht.
Whether the outworkings of LS was involuntary, maybe unconscious, amongst the
community or at an individual level, or to the extent that it was imposed or coerced from
without as a consequence of state neglect or born of the predations of the market place, there
is an emerging and unavoidable sense of the Gaeltacht linguistic community being almost
dead at the root. There is, accordingly, equivocation and contradiction in the demands placed
on the state which obscures some of the core issues. The Gaeltacht can be considered a statemanaged region (Pike, et al., 2006), a region which was created in the image of the state itself
through its statutory designation. The available evidence argues unequivocally that the
sociolinguistic base upon which TML-community survival depends has become destabilised
to the point of final collapse. This final outworking will come to pass, it is argued, despite
greater institutional completeness, the ostensibly robust protection of the TML within public
law, the dedication of specific planning and development measures in support of its
maintenance and renewal and a general increase in the demographic (if not the linguistic)
vitality in the Gaeltacht. It is argued that the ethnolinguistic vitality of the TML community
will succumb to complete assimilation within the MJL influence. The outworkings of such an
endgame would deeply implicate the failure of the state to address in any comprehensive and
consistent manner, the proper realisation of its own publicly declared objectives.
Research and planning endeavours which attempt to assess the extent to which the economic
development domain can become an active locale for the affirmation of TMLs and as a
facilitator for their transmission remains a valid policy consideration. The more obvious signs
of the language community’s current fragility demands that more careful planning is required
to ameliorate the tensions generated through the impact of economic processes by means of
specific and differentiated provisions and regulations. How such processes can be contained
and managed in the Gaeltacht is a key policy challenge given that the Gaeltacht is essentially
a residual district within the complex of a highly dependent economy nationally. The review
suggests that continuing with economic development policies without due consideration for
their linguistic impact is dysfunctional:
‘[…] the fate of the Gaeltacht under native government constitutes the most
calamitous failure of state policy [state policy was]… failing spectacularly in the
language’s primary habitats…. The failure to maintain a healthy Irish-speaking
community in the Gaeltacht was the most obvious and gravest indictment of the
declared state language policy.’ (Ó Tuathaigh, 2008: 30-33).
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Chapter 11 Gaeltacht Development Policy – Analysis and Interpretation of
Interview Data
11.1

Introduction

This chapter sets out the findings generated from the semi-structured interviews and provides
and analysis and interpretation of the data relating to the elite participant’s understanding and
assessment of the historical evolution of Gaeltacht development policy, its conceptualisation,
implementation and impact and the state of its current implementation.
Chapter 9 comprised the research methodology and provides a background and rationale for
the particular approach, the strategy for investigation, undertaken in this study and
emphasised the particular challenges of engaging with elite participants. It also highlighted
the justification for their inclusion given the research focus on state policy. These elite
participants were drawn from three broad categories or representative domains including the
Public and Political (hereafter PP); the Administrative and Executive (hereafter AE); and
Policy Analysts and Academic (hereafter PAA).
The interviews generated a wide range of responses, ranging from the contingent, guarded
and recalcitrant to a highly engaged and extensive interaction with the research themes. Such
variation in responses is consistent with the methodology practised and demanded constant
reformulation and re-specification, including the clarification and elaboration of different
questions in certain interview contexts so as to elicit the fullest set of responses possible. This
approach relied on using probes, re-emphasis, and recovering the sense and structure of the
engagement and avoiding the pursuit of dead-ends and the lure of interesting material that
was not core to the research concern (Mishler, 1986). The predetermined schedule of
questions was adhered to insofar as was practicable as these questions were generated
through the conceptualisation and design stage of the research prior to the field work. As the
interviews progressed they were revisited, revised and, in some cases, augmented to
incorporate those analytic insights that emerged during data collection (Mishler, 1986: 437).
In sum, there was no unwavering insistence on a stringent, narrow consequential approach
where the ordering of the questions deployed throughout the interview remained absolutely
consistent with the actual structure of the interview questionnaire. Participants ultimately
engage on their own terms and these elite participants were challenging as subjects to be
interviewed given their specialism in the field, the range of their prior knowledge, their
institutionally derived authority and their relative status.
The data presents a range of contrasting and complementary findings which articulate
different theories, analyses and predictions of the events and processes under examination
(Everett, 2012). The approach adopted to manage the qualitative content analysis ‘[…]
comprises searching out of underlying themes in the materials being analysed’ (Bryman,
2012: 392). It also drew on the approach characterised as constant comparative analysis. This
approach examined the relatedness of different data in a manner suitable for engaging with
the descriptive and interpretative information which the methodological approach had
generated (Thorne, S., 2000).
The approach is basically one of inducted, qualitative content analysis (Taylor-Powell and
Renner, 2003; Mishler, 1986). The findings are presented under the structure and sequence of
those themes around which the interview questions were designed. This allowed for ‘[…]
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constructing a framework for communicating the essence of what the data reveal.... given the
purpose of the study’ (Mishler, 1986: 432/433).
Through an iterative, recursive process, the textual/narrative data were organised, then coded
and interpreted, where meaning and significance was elucidated from the data with an
emphasis on the ‘structures and relations of meaning’ (Kvale, 1996: 201). The organisation
and coding of the data were further managed against the questionnaire structure from which
significant, recurrent and salient themes were development into coherent categories
(Evaluation ETA, 2009). This includes pre-set and emergent categories (Taylor-Powel and
Renner, 2003; Kvale, 1996). This process also looked to identify the similarities, differences,
consistencies and contradictions/anomalies in the data. There was also evidence of isolated
and incidental outlier positions. Overall, the categorisation and coding were based on an ‘ingroup’ and ‘between-group’ structure (Taylor-Powell and Renner, 2003). Such an approach
to the analysis of qualitative data not only focused on gaining an insight and understanding of
the processes and contexts involved, but also recognised the limits regarding generalising
outwith the group data-set. The approach adopted has been highly conscious throughout of
both interpretative bias and confirmation bias on behalf of the researcher given his insider
role.
The analysis of the data as set out in this chapter also draws on, and is correlated and
realigned with, the findings and analyses presented in the literature reviews (Chapters 3, 4, 5,
and 6). It also draws on the findings from the policy analysis documented in Chapters 8 and
10 which gives it its focus (Mishler, 1986).
As discussed in Chapter 9 which set out the methodological approach, each participant has
been allocated an individual anonymised reference code which is used throughout to attribute
to them their contributions and the specific quotations which have been selected for
inclusion. For example, each participant has been allocated a specific number (11, for
example) and a category reference indicating the domain group from which they are drawn
(PP, AE or PAA). In such a way does 11PP refer to a specific participant (coded as 11) drawn
from the public and political domain. Furthermore, where the interviews were conducted in
the Irish language, the original version is supported by an English-language translation.
Confidentiality and anonymity are very real concerns when using directly-quoted material
(Taylor-Powell and Renner, 2003). Mindful of the overall ethical obligations integral to the
research process, and specifically as it relates to the commitment to protect participant’s
anonymity, specific details which could inadvertently compromise participants’ anonymity
by their inclusion have been reworked and edited out of the selected verbatim transcriptions
(Miles and Huberman, 1994: 288).
11.2

The Rationale and Structure for Analysis

Drawing on the research hypothesis, the literature and policy reviews set out in Chapters 3, 4,
5, 6, 8 and 10, provided an assessment which included four separate but highly related and
interdependent sets of theoretical literature. The review considered the functional domains in
which theory has been used to explain and predict political, societal, economic and
community planning processes. These include: State Autonomy and Capacity; Regional
Economic Development (RED); Language Planning (LP); and the specific and highly
differentiated domain of REDLP where attempts have been made to integrate conceptually
the crucial intersections between these latter discourses what have been historically
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developed in isolation from one another. The review argues that the manner of their mutual
dependent interaction has not fully considered the nature of their interdependence and the
basis and direction of their causality (cf. Sections 6.1, 6.2).
The overall conclusions drawn from the combined literature review affirms the legitimacy
and utility of the approach to data analysis employed here which is in itself constructed on a
particular framework that provides integration and coherence in analysing the data. This
model moves conceptually across a range of considerations which attempt to locate and
combine the key factors and variables supported by an interpretation of the historical
narrative and the contemporary data. The model begins and is anchored in the Fishmanian
(2001b) concept of Prior Ideological Clarification (PIC) (cf. Sections 4.4 and 4.5). The
conceptualisation, formulation and implementation of Gaeltacht Development Policy (GDP)
follows on from this. The final stage relates to the working concept of the Linguistic Return
on Investment (LROI), proposed by Bourgeois (2014). This sequential and related framework
serves also to group and integrate the questions which form the basis of the semi-structured
interviews. The following schematic further elaborates on the basis of the analytical model
and its internal relationships:
Prior Ideological Clarification

Gaeltacht Development Policy Linguistic Return on
Investment

-

What of the Analytical
Basis to Policy
Challenge?

-

How do we assess the
Effectiveness of State
Policy?

-How do we conceptualise a
model of LROI?

-

What of State
Capacity?

-

How do we assess the
Effectiveness of Stateled RED?

-

What of the Rationale
for State Policy
Intervention?

-

How do we Assess
State-led LP?

-What input factors and
contingent variables are crucial
to inform the model and to
determine the most effective
measures for its
implementation, monitoring and
review?

-

How do we Assess
State-led RED and LP
and their integration?

-How can it be integrated into
other models calculating return
on investment measures?

Figure 12: Analytical Framework for Data Analysis
Drawing on this framework, the analysis identifies and elaborates on a range of significant
and recurrent thematic concerns which emerge from the data. The analysis also looks to
capture the extent of consistency, contrast and contradiction within and between the different
participant domains, namely the Public and Political (PP); the Administrative and Executive
(AE); and Policy Analysts and Academic (PAA).
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11.3

Analytical Basis to the GDP Policy Challenge

These range of questions sought to determine the participants’ understanding of the basis of
the Gaeltacht ‘problem’ and how the challenge of Gaeltacht development has been
conceptualised, formulated and implemented in policy terms (cf. Section 8.4). It also sought
to clarify the participants’ assessment of the sociolinguistic ‘challenge’ in the Gaeltacht and
how it has formed the basis of policy development and how it has influenced its evolution, to
the extent that it has evolved at all (11PP). It also enquired as to their understanding of the
processes of historical change and how the state has participated or been implicated in such
processes.
The analysis of these data highlights a range of core findings which can be disaggregated at a
number of sub-levels: the ideological and political level and the TML-community level.
11.3.1 The Ideological and Political
There is overwhelming consideration across the participant domains concerning the
fundamental ideological and political underpinnings which supported the identification and
legitimation of the Gaeltacht concept as it was articulated, however imprecisely and
arbitrarily, as a territorial expression of the historic linguistic community in situ.
A broad cross section of the participants drawn from the different domains consider the initial
impetus to establish the first Gaeltacht Commission in 1925 as an important policy departure.
It was seen as a policy intervention which combined within it political, symbolic and
utilitarian dimensions. The political dimension is inherently bound up with the ethno-political
culture of the emerging nation state which looked to the TML as a key political and linguistic
differentiator (17PP, 40PAA; 56PAA). Prior to this, the ethic nation was understood as
coterminous with the Catholic, the Irish and the nationalistic political community with little
significant reference to the TML.
A sizeable cohort of the incumbent political elite which formed the leadership cadre of the
new state, as distinct from professional elite managing the inherited state apparatus, had
accepted the Gaelic League position exhorting and evangelising an essentialist view of the
TML as a critical feature of Irish identity (66PP):
‘[…] the Irish language was essential for a credible and sustainable sense of Irish
identity… and accordingly… the maintenance, the restoration of Irish… the revival of
Irish as a vibrant, a vital vernacular, if not necessarily a universal one, was not just
desirable, but for many of them, the more ardent, a prerequisite for a continued,
credible version of Irish identity…. It is what Douglas Hyde said, it is what renders
the present a rational continuation of the past’ (17PP)
This interpretation where the TML is vouchsafed as a critical ethno-political marker is amply
documented in the historical narrative of Gaeltacht development (cf. Sections 8.2 and 8.4). In
such analysis, the state argues in rhetorical terms that the TML is ‘[…] primordial, preexistent, historically legitimate, the font of all culture…and the badge of distinctiveness..’
(31PAA). If the TML is the ‘elixir of nationhood’, then its sustaining wellspring located in
the historic TML heartland of the Gaeltacht, represents at once a locus for political urgency
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and a core responsibility for the emerging state to demonstrate its ability to act in support of
its declared public objective (17PP; 40PAA; 10PP; 56PAA; 23AE).
However, within this general view emerging from the data, there is importance dissonance.
This is true in terms of not only how the traditional TML-community were perceived, but
how the politico-cultural resource they represented for the newly emerging elite was
manipulated. It was manipulated in such a way as to maximise their utilitarian role for
external interests and for non-local priorities rather than considering the TML-community as
a core policy concern in their own right and against the legitimating criteria of their specific
development requirements. This highly instrumental view of the Gaeltacht which is summed
up as the ‘heritage model’ (56PAA) obscured its focus as a legitimate locus for state
intervention in its own right and based on terms acceptable to, and fully aligned with, its own
differentiated development requirements (11PP; 40PAA).
11.3.2 The TML-Community
A participant argued that the state’s engagement with the TML-community was primarily if
not exclusively driven by such utilitarian and externally orientated concerns (40 PAA) set out
as follows:
‘Cheap mé nár chuir an stát mórán tábhachta leis an nGaeltacht ach amháin mar uirlis
le Gaeilge a thabhairt do na daoine a bhí ag foghlaim na Gaeilge …… níor tháinig mé
trasna air seo ráite in aon bhealach ach tá sé ráite go hindíreach i dtréimhsí bhunú an
stáit, is é sin, go raibh súil acu an Ghaeilge a leathnú ar fud na tíre, ach gurb í an
deacracht a bhí acu ag an am sin ná nach raibh ach céatadán an-íseal den phobal go
raibh Gaeilge acu agus gurb iad an dream ansin a raibh Gaeilge ó dhúchas acu, go
raibh siad sin lonnaithe thiar ar imeall na farraige móire agus gur theastaigh iad a
choinneáil ann i gcaitheamh an achair a thógfadh sé ar dhaoine eile, foghlaimeoirí, an
Ghaeilge a fhoghlaim… go raibh ceist aicmeachais ann chomh maith céanna’ (40
PAA).
‘I believed that the state never invested that much importance in the Gaeltacht ex cept
to the extent that it could be used as an instrument to support those learning Irish…I
have never seen this stated explicitly but, since the formative years of state
development, they sought to restore Irish across the country, but the problem they had
to deal with at the time was the very low percentage of Irish speakers nationally and
that the native Irish speakers, located as they were on the seaboard periphery, needed
to be maintained in situ until such a time as sufficient learners had mastered the
language…this also involved an important class dimension…’ (40 PAA).
The class dimension is again highlighted where the evangelising linguistic and cultural
nationalism of the new state was championed by a deeply conservative, middle-class Catholic
elite, urban-based and who were self-advocated as the custodians and rightful heirs to the
new centres of power and patronage (40PAA; 17PP). Here it is argued that the Gaeltacht
community had no necessary affinity with this class and did not wish to be associated with
the values and social mores which they represented. Moreover, the majority of the Gaeltacht
community were never historically reliant on the state (prior to and after independence) or
upon its ministering interventions and institutions.
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This assertion contrasts starkly with another articulated view which stresses the ultimate
dependency of the TML-community in the Gaeltacht on middle-class urbane elites, mostly
L2s, who were committed to the TML for ideological reasons and argued that without such
benign interventions from this cohort, the Gaeltacht community would have overseen its own
inevitable linguistic demise (10PP):
‘[…] an áit is láidre measa ar an nGaeilge ná meán-aicme na gcathrach agus tuigeann
muid gur uaidh sin a fháisceann cuid mhaith de pholasaithe náisiúnta nó measúlacht
náisiúnta …. Sin bua do-chreidte le céad bliain anuas’ (10PP).
‘[…] it is amongst the urban middle-class that the Irish language finds its strongest
advocates and we understand that national policy and national status both derive
from that base, that it is from this source that we generate much of the national policy
or the respect for the language at a national level…this has represented an incredible
advantage for the language this past one hundred years’ (10PP).
This evokes Everett’s (2012) consideration of nativism, of a form of linguistic naturalism
where TML-speakers within the Gaeltacht spoke the language because it was, simply, the
language of convention and artefact which they spoke, with little ideological or politicised
commitment to the language. It was based on the utility of the communicative tool, central to
their linguistic patrimony and forming part of their ‘foundational social contract’ as a
community in situ (Everett, 2012: 206). However, this was neither expressed nor cherished as
a formalised dimension of a local ethnicity or Volksgruppe (37PAA).
This TML-community had survived for centuries outwith the state’s influence or even despite
it. Moreover, this community were not necessarily overtly affiliated to any institutional
religion, not least the Catholic tradition, in particular. In this context, it is also recalled that
the Catholic hierarchy resisted efforts to place the TML, full-square and centre as a key
sociopolitical issue, arguing that the exalted trinity of Irish identity, Catholic faith and
nationalist politics could not be reworked to accommodate a linguistic marker of
differentiation. Not only did they oppose the inclusion of TML-support measures, the
hierarchy wanted to remain at the centre of the power nexus, to build its status, control and
influence and ultimately to function as a key interpreter and manager of political and
economic life within the Victorian dispensation. Their lack of commitment to the TMLcommunity struggling to survive as remote and marginalised groupings is here considered
crucially important given the overwhelming influence of the church across all classes and
sectors of society (40 PAA).
Due to the experience of longstanding patterns of emigration, the TML-community were
widely travelled and historically had experience of urban, secular living in different
countries, most particularly the USA and England, over long periods. The lack of confidence
in, or the express denial of the state and the state’s capacity and authority, had important
ramifications for the interventions which were deployed by the state in the decades that were
to follow (40 PAA).
The foundational analysis of the Gaeltacht Commission (GC) (1926) is evoked as a critical
development in the analysis of the problem. This analysis was essentially conducted external
to the TML community and against terms of reference whose basis was never a matter of
consultation with them. The overriding and dominant perspective elaborated by the GC
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(1925) identified a critical faultline which had fractured the cohesive nature of the TMLcommunity (9AE; 17PP):
‘[…] a linguistic fatalism rooted ultimately in a sense of the hopelessness… the
inutility of the language for any progress, any possibility of advancement, any
possibility of comfort and the good life…’ (17PP).
Such an analytical prescription was to form the basis for state intervention, interventions
which assumed that the state had the capacity, the autonomy and the will to introduce a new
order of things.
11.4

Rationale for State Policy Intervention

A central concern pursued during the interviews with the
their understanding of how to rationalise and explain
support of the Gaeltacht and the TML-community. This
the historical precedents and traced the evolution (to
rationale in the intervening period.

research participants was to recover
the basis for state intervention in
discourse ranged from a location of
the extent that it evolved) of that

There is a considerable degree of unanimity regarding the publicly expressed and officially
sanctioned rationale for intervention in this sphere and this is true both across the respondent
groups and amongst their constituent members.
11.4.1 Constitutional and Statutory Provisions
It is argued that the state has moral, historical, political and statutory responsibilities to the
TML as its status is enshrined in Irish public law. While there is no consensus in the data
confirming whether or not the state is the ‘master institution’, there is widespread acceptance
across the participant domains that it represents one of the key sociopolitical determinants
(Evans, P., 2015:10). Because of such constitutional recognition, the Gaeltacht enjoys a
statutory and official recognition and some formal degree of official administrative
demarcation in policy terms. There are dedicated agencies and specific budgetary provisions,
for example (37PAA). However, the historical narrative shows ample evidence of
institutionalised negligence, deceit, cant and hypocrisy despite these publicly exhorted
responsibilities (11PP; 66PP). Consequently, the overwhelming need to avoid TML-rooted
discrimination, to expose hypocrisy as it relates to generic development issues, including
localism and discourses of human rights is advocated (31PAA).
11.4.2 Linguistic Fatalism and Saving Rural Ireland
In the early period, the dominating rationale for intervention was based on the contemporary
understanding of the development challenge. This recognised the Gaeltacht as a highly
dispersed, hugely heterogeneous set of communities in terms of social mix, characterised by
salient and stubborn socioeconomic problems, disadvantages and challenges which had been
identified in the late nineteenth century by the Congested Districts Board (CDB) (40PAA).
The almost insurmountable nature of the problem is keenly attested to:
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‘[…] to address the Gaeltacht communities, even as aggregates of people in specific
locations needing to be stabilised, and with the language thing almost assumed…to
even do that would require multiple interventions on a scale which, either in terms of
resources or imagination, the new state in the 1920s didn’t have….’ (17PP).
Using the Gaeltacht Commission (1926) as the baseline, participants emphasised in their
analysis the critical importance in policy terms of not only those measures articulated as
formal policy, but, and of equal importance, what the Commission was silent on in terms of
policy, what it ignored, and what it failed to articulate fully. The Commission’s consideration
of the centrality of the psychosocial and linguistic impacts resulting from the cumulative
effects of economic and social degradation and dislocation were a crucial entry-point (17PP;
9AE). Notwithstanding the probity of the then contemporary analysis, the patterns of
ambiguity, incoherence and ‘infirmity’ of thinking are clearly discernible in the earliest
iterations of Gaeltacht Development Policy (GDP) (17PP). These were to crystallise as a
recurring and dominant leitmotif in the remainder of the findings presented in the following
sections.
The rationale underpinning the Commission’s analysis looked for its provenance and drew
sustenance from a political ideology which privileged the TML as an ethnolinguistic marker
for the politically mobilised urban elite. Their analysis also historically formed part of the
broader ‘save the West’ narrative which has informed much of local, rural and regional
development approaches which the state has undertaken since the 1920s (17PP). It is this
sense of a duality of purpose, of conjoined development objectives, at once political,
economic, social and community, that the complexity of the development challenge finds its
initial configuration in policy terms.
The linguistic fatality and fracture were foregrounded in the rural development narrative of
the GC (1925) analysis, indicating some acknowledgement of the complexity of the LS
problem. It argued that the local community believed that the TML was destined to pass and
that the language was synonymous with failure, degradation and underdevelopment:
‘[…] a linguistic fatalism rooted ultimately in a sense of the hopelessness… the
inutility of the language for any progress, any possibility of advancement, any
possibility of comfort and the good life…’ (17PP).
However, the policy prescriptions were built upon an analysis which did not explicitly
foreground the centrality of this particular societal challenge. The western and rural
development focus had traction as a policy concern since the end of the nineteenth century
where measures adopted in the colonial period held important resonance (20AE). The extent
of the degraded economic and social conditions within which such communities survived had
been a central concern of the Congested Districts Board (CDB) since its establishment in
1891. The TML-communities were amongst the poorest in the country, distressed,
marginalised, isolated, forsaken in the most peripheral districts lacking recognition or respect
amongst the wider community (10PP; 23AE). The subsequent Gaeltacht demarcation was to
a considerable extent co-terminus with those districts mostly undermined and disfigured by
underdevelopment, poverty and lack of investment. They were handicapped also by a
significant lack of resources, infrastructure and business services including transport
networks, electricity, adequate housing stock and access to basic social services (37PAA).
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The data argues that the process of language shift had been underway in these districts for
many decades. Consequently, the stabilisation and revitalisation of these districts was
undertaken regardless of the actual contemporary state of the TML-profile in the area at that
time, its spatial boundaries or its geographic distribution. In the early decades, there was no
explicit attempt to diagnose the problem in terms consistent with the language policy
rationale around which the Gaeltacht designation was initially constructed, let alone did such
policies attempt to introduce a process of Reserving Language Shift (RLS) (20AE).
On the other hand, the policies were of their time. The social networks were then
predominantly robust with few incomers disrupting the profile and cohesion of the networks
(66PP). Nor was there a clear recognition locally that the TML was under sustained and
serious threat of fracture and dislocation. The problem was not stated in these terms. The
TML-speakers were leaving and employment and economic development interventions
would assist in maintaining them at home (20AE). To this the logic of intervention attested.
However, there is no evidence from the reports published by the CDB that recognising or
identifying a differentiated TML-community in its own right was ever even contemplated. In
the reports over the thirty years to the 1920s, there are no more than six references to the
TML in its own right (37PAA). This same participant refers to discussions with an authority
on the work of the CDB which reinforces how the organisation was either blind or oblivious
to the language issue when that author stated: ‘[…] they had a lot more on their plates than to
be thinking about the Irish language’ (37PAA).
The CDB interventions primarily recognised the Gaeltacht as:
‘[…] a community which historically (was) one of the rural communities which
would have had specific socioeconomic challenges, as in community development,
along the West of Ireland, with an historic trajectory coming from congestion, higher
than average national emigration from the 1870s…1880s accelerating with a huge
exodus in the 1950s…the Gaeltacht is one of the units of “save Rural Ireland”
anxiety….’ (17PP).
However, this rationale ultimately envisaged a range of measures which were built on the
primacy of rural economic stabilisation and local regeneration interventions (41PAA; 26AE;
20AE). The CDB held:
‘[…] that instrumental view, that the psychological condition which explained the
abandonment of one language for another rather than simply a stable bilingualism, or
a long-period bilingualism, could only be reversed by essentially providing the
socioeconomic endorsement of language use, its transactional value, by essentially
reversing the historic pattern, so that it was not only destined to pass but that it was a
gateway to opportunity in the future…’ (17PP).
11.4.3 The Utility and Function of the Gaeltacht as a Concept
A seminal distinction emerges from the data relating to the symbolic (cf. Section 11.3.1) and
functional role of the Gaeltacht. This divergence is critical in positioning the political and
policy rationale for GDP. Is the policy rationale committed to developing the Gaeltacht in its
own right and against a range of multiple interventions which seek to address their specific
and differentiated spatial development requirements as a community of language in situ,
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stressing the social function of the TML and the community networks which sustain and
transmit the language (40PAA; 37PAA; 56PAA)? It asks whether the Gaeltacht can exist or
function in isolation from the remainder of the polity. That the Gaeltacht is emasculated
within a broader national project of assisting secondary bilingualism is most lucidly
summarised in the following extract:
‘[…] an féidir an Ghaeltacht a shlánú scun scan ar pholasaí náisiúnta Gaeilge? [ní
dóigh liom]…..nárbh fhiú agus nárbh fhéidir…mar an t-aon fáth a raibh spéis againn
ar fad ná gurb í an teanga náisiúnta í …. go gcaithfeá an Ghaeltacht a fheiceáil mar
thobar agus mar acmhainn fhíorluachmhar …domhanda agus náisiúnta agus ní mar
rud inti féin go bhféadfá a chaomhnú aisti féin…….caithfidh tú an cinneadh sin a
dhéanamh ag an tús’ (10PP).
‘[…] can the Gaeltacht be saved outwith a national policy for the Irish language…it
wouldn’t be possible nor would it be worthwhile [to operate on that basis]…the only
basis of our interest lay in the fact that it is the national language….one must
consider the Gaeltacht as the well and as a very valuable resource….at a national
and global level and not as an entity in itself that could be preserved in and of itself
…you must make that decision at the start…’ (10PP).
That representatives of the political class explicitly view the Gaeltacht as a resource, ‘…tobar
na Gaeilge, na féiniúlachta stairiúla éagsúlaithe…’ (‘the well-font of Irish, of the
differentiated historical identity’) supporting the realisation of a more general policy
objective, that of supporting the restoration, expansion and development of the TML as a
resource for L2s. This enduring belief is a fundamental issue in terms of the ideology and
practice of development which has been implemented in the past and which might also
inform future policy iterations (40PAA; 56PAA).
11.5

State Capacity

This line of enquiry engaged with the assumption that state policy can in effect influence or
determine sociolinguistic attitude and behaviour, a theme which was further critiqued in
Section 11.3. Based on such assumptions, it is important to assess the state’s past and current
capacity to influence or determine sociolinguistic behaviours amongst the Gaeltacht TMLcommunity and other TML-speaking citizens.
There is a diverse and highly differentiated set of views as to the actual autonomy and
capacity of the state to undertake an informed and comprehensive critique of the TMLchallenge and to conceptualise and implement a range of ameliorative and development
measure in support of its declared public policy objectives.
Across the participant domains, there is no unanimity as to the actual capacity of the state to
influence, manage, control or ultimately determine sociolinguistic attitudes or behaviours and
to introduce LP or RLS measures:
‘Only the state can provide the infrastructure necessary for bilingualism to succeed,
only the state can succeed in producing schools, hospitals, police stations, public
institutions which are tax funded… without the state it would be almost impossible to
see Irish [language] public services [provided in the TML]. With the state and its
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investment, its legitimisation through either statutory obligation or through political
culture[can occur]... the state is critical, it is a necessary but not a sufficient
guarantee… the state is integral to the whole provision of public services…’
(31PAA).
While all of the participants argue that the state has the autonomy and the capacity to
mobilise its resources and authority, it is further argued that its role is highly prescribed and
qualified (10PP; 26AE; 37PAA; 40PAA; 10PP). There is also widespread acceptance that
while the state has a relative or qualified capacity to influence, it cannot, in the context of an
open society, ultimately determine. The state does not have a coercive capacity in this
domain (17 PP). It can provide for:
‘[…] na deiseanna a thabhairt do dhaoine, tá tú in ann spreagadh a thabhairt do na
hinstitiúidí áitiúla agus mar sin de ach ina dhiaidh sin is cinneadh pearsanta agus
príobháideach é an 99 % den rud seo (rogha teanga)…’ (20AE).
‘[…] provide opportunities for people, you can provide motivation to local
institutions etc. but besides that, 99% (of language choice) is a private and personal
decision’ (20AE0.
For example, the state can provide services in education, development, health and other
crucial public services through the TML-medium:
‘[…] it can, for example, ensure that certain services are provided in the language that
they wish to fortify….it can ensure that those speaking that language are advantaged
in their dealings with the apparatus of the state and with structures of government and
governance, guaranteeing services, giving incentives…differential incentives that
essentially incentivise one kind of behaviour over another…’ (17PP).
The state can demonstrate such inherent capacity to influence through undertaking status
planning for the TML and, crucially, by providing leadership, advocacy and reinforcement of
attitudinal behaviours towards the TML (11PP; 7PAA; 17PP). In this analysis, the status
afforded the TML is a key determinant, influencing the TML-community’s valorisation of the
language and its perception amongst the wider non-TML-community (7PAA).
Contributions to the data argue that an appraisal is also warranted of the evolving nature of
state capacity in the context of the prevailing political ideology. Such ideological disposition
dominates the conception of the value-base and social contracts which sustain the state’s
interpretation of the contemporary political economy, how it understands and gives public
credence to its avowed responsibilities, obligations and commitments (17PP; 41PAA;
56PAA). The shift to Neoliberalism as the dominant motif from the late 1970s is a key issue
in this regard and is more fully elaborated upon in the sections that follow.
The extent of such qualification regarding state capacity can be located in an analysis of the
external and internal factors which ultimately determine the range and the scope of state
activity. It can also be understood in terms of the tactical or strategic ‘limitations’ which are
imposed on the state by its own volition and the nature of the demarcation for state activity
which the state sets for itself. In general terms, the prevailing assumption that the state has
authority and capacity is highly contested and begs severe scrutiny (40PAA). The spectrum
ranges from the assertion that the state is possessed of executive and political authority
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(7PAA) to the assertion that ascribing such authority is fundamentally and fatally ill-founded
(41PAA; 66PP). Certain data argue that:
‘[…] I am not aware of any (schemes), looking at the international (stage) .. where the
state was successful in manipulating and sustaining languages in the community…’
(41PAA).
‘[…] ní dóigh liom go bhfuil an stát nó institiúidí in ann mórán a dhéanamh faoi céard
a dhéanann tú laistigh do do theaghlach féin…tá tú in ann [tríd an stát] na deiseanna a
thabhairt do dhaoine, tá tú in ann spreagadh a thabhairt do na hinstitiúidí áitiúla agus
mar sin de ach ina dhiaidh sin is cinneadh pearsanta agus príobháideach é an 99% den
rud seo (rogha teanga)…’ (20AE).
‘[…] I don’t believe that the state or institutions can do very much about what
actually happens within the confines of your own household…. you can (through the
state) provide the opportunities for people, you can motivate local institutions and
such but ultimately up to 99% (of language choice ) is a personal and private
matter…’ (20AE).
A participant further argued that actual state capacity is as unquestioned as it is
insurmountable, echoing what Mann (Mann, 1984 cited in Evans, 1995: 45) describes as the
state’s permanence, its ‘[…] “infrastructural power”, the ability to penetrate society and
implement its decisions’. This capacity is demonstrated clearly through its embedded actions
and messages and its advocacy (directly and indirectly) of the MJL as evidenced through how
it historically has conceived of the development challenges in the Gaeltacht the result of
which has contributed to massive shift to that language. The state effectively left the enormity
of the challenge of language maintenance and development to the Gaeltacht community
itself, it is argued. It was essentially their responsibility to undertake this work, where the
state undertook to pay grants for small-scale social investments and supports to individuals.
The state was not committed to engaging in a manner commensurate with the enormity of the
challenge (23AE). This is characterised in the following contribution from the data where the
state more or less says:
‘Labhraígí Gaeilge le chéile, ach, ná labhraígí linne í…’ (11PP).
‘Do speak Irish amongst yourselves, but do not speak it to us (the state)…’ (11PP).
The data argue further that the state is complicit and deeply implicated in LS through
implementing its explicit and poorly formulated policy, or through remaining committed to a
policy of ‘non-policy’ which leads directly and cumulatively to the further dislocation of the
TML community and facilitates (if not explicitly promotes) language shift to the MJL (11PP;
40PAA; 23AE):
‘[…] the state is heavily involved in promoting majoritarian languages… through its
production of television, education system, public administration… things which are
taken for granted are frankly state-inspired behavioural patterns… they are the norm
and they are deeply embedded..’ (31PAA).
Similar to the situation in other TML-jurisdictions:
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‘[…] the state is heavily involved in promoting majoritarian languages… through its
production of television, education system, public administration… things which are
taken for granted are frankly state-inspired behavioural patterns… they are the norm
and they are deeply embedded…’ (31PAA).
and:
‘Tá pleanáil teanga ar siúl anseo leis na scórtha, scórtha bliain, is pleanáil í atá ag dul
sa treo eile ar fad…..pleanáil i dtreo an Bhéarla’ (11PP).
‘Language planning has been underway here for scores of years, a planning regime
geared towards a very different objective…. planning for English’ (11PP.)
Contributions to the data affirm that the internal factors which determine the extent of state
capacity include the extent to which it demonstrates its prior ideological clarification in
relation to the policy area, and how it provides for a narrative underpinning the rationale, the
justification and the elaboration of its policy goals.
A significant theme emerging from the data considers the lack of state resources and
technical capacity in the first period from the establishment of the state through to the late
1950s (17PP; 56PAA). This view is consistent with an appraisal of a weak and fractured state
in all policy domains and is not particular to the GDP discourse (26AE). Lack of technical
planning resources, a lack of confidence, a lack of skills and resources emerges as a key
indictment of the ineffectual and infirm policies of the state (40PAA; 7PAA).
The external factors include the attitudinal and behavioural patterns of the different
communities of policy end-users; those market and societal forces, many of whom are global
in their expansive reach, which determine the trajectory and form of development within the
nation state. It is these factors which determine the configuration of the ‘total environment’
within which RED and LP development discourse unfold (17PP).
11.6

Effectiveness of State Policy

The set of related questions (questions 2, 3, 4, 5, 6 and 7 of the interview schedule) posed
during the interviews considered the participants’ views of the most important state policies
implemented in support of Gaeltacht development and how they have evolved over time and
how effective they were. These questions also asked the participants to assess the main
impediments or obstacles to the creation of a more effective development policy for the
Gaeltacht.
The data generated from the interviews is structured against the principal emerging and
recurrent themes which are set out in the next series of sections.
11.6.1

Prior Ideological Clarification

There is a diverse range of views as to the extent of the state’s clarification in relation to its
ideological commitment to Gaeltacht development, what precisely it understood as the basis
of the challenge and the degree of ‘corporate coherence’ (Evans, P., 1995:12) which
informed its approach to policy conceptualisation and implementation. Across the
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representative domains, the data speaks to a variegated, conflicted and contradictory
understanding of, and commitment to, the challenge. Such views concur with the combined
theoretical literature reviews as set out in Chapters 3, 4, 5 and 6.
The Territorial Demarcation
Upon its establishment, the state unequivocally committed to addressing the challenge. The
Gaeltacht was conceded a differentiated spatial designation. This in itself was a significant
policy departure from the contemporary mainstream approach to regional, rural and industrial
development (26AE). Such a designation, excepting the derogation in the Shannon region
which was introduced in the 1950s, did not occur elsewhere in Ireland, or indeed in Wales or
Scotland (40PAA). Whatever else, it provided for a delimitation and derogation from
mainstream approaches to development and circumscribed the spatial extent of the state’s
interventions mostly in the domain of implementing schemes and grant-aid programmes
which were limited to marginal and remote areas with a relatively low population base.
However, and despite the official designation of a particular territorial demarcation, this did
little to address the difficulty of coordination and integration across different spatial
frameworks and hierarchies and across the Gaeltacht districts disperses across seven counties.
The rationale supporting the credibility, validity or value of the initial demarcation and its
revision in the late 1950s is severely suspect as a public planning intervention (56PAA). The
revision of the boundaries in the late 1950s amounted to no more than an exercise in the
political imperative, of the reworking of the spatial configuration of electoral advantage
rather than a successful and real capturing of the spatial extent of the problem, or of the
opportunity for its resolution (66PP). While these districts enjoyed a differentiated
demarcation, the fragmented and isolated territories were bound up within the spatiality of
county-level public administration and their supporting governance and regulatory processes
(41PAA). From the 1920s, the very real challenge of integrating the Gaeltacht into the
planning hierarchy has represented an almost insurmountable problem which debilitated
Gaeltacht development policy (40PAA).
The Default Language Reflex
One of the key findings from the data which is supported systematically across the participant
domains argues that the state has never accepted that the country was, or could be, a fully
functioning bilingual community ab initio (56PAA) and that the TML was the default
language of the TML-community in the Gaeltacht (17PP; 26AE ):
‘[…] in ainneoin an stádais atá ag an nGaeilge faoin mbunreacht, níor thóg an stát
riamh an cinneadh sin a bheadh an-radacach a thógáil gurb í an Ghaeilge an “default
language” a bheadh ann sa Ghaeltacht agus is dóigh tá an oidhreacht sin le feiceáil
againn…’ (26AE).
‘[…] despite the status afforded to the Irish language under the Constitution, the state
took the radical decision that Irish is the default language in the Gaeltacht and that
legacy, that heritage is there to be seen…’ (26AE).
Without such a prior ideological clarification the policies which were to follow would always
lack strategic coherence, consistence and practicability, regardless of limited institutional
development or the allocation of resources over a considerable period of time. While the
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territorial demarcation was sanctioned, the state never comprehensively served, addressed or
prioritised the linguistic differentiation which marked out the unique and identifying
character of the Gaeltacht (11PP). A participant argues that:
‘Is beag toil atá ag an Stát… tabhairt faoin gceist seo ar fad….Tá an stát beagbeann ar
an nGaeilge féin, ar na Gaeltachtaí… is cuma leis an stát ... (bhí sí fágtha mar)
siombail éigin d’fhéiniúlacht náisiúnta éigin ach b’fhearr leis an Stát í a fhágáil ag an
leibhéal sin agus gan faic a dhéanamh’ (56PAA).
‘The state has demonstrated little will to engage with such questions… the state is
indifferent to the Irish language and to the Gaeltachtaí…the state is
unconcerned….[it was left] as some sort of symbol relating to national identity and
the state’s position was to let it remain as such and to do nothing’ (56PAA).
Moreover, other data assert that the TML and the Gaeltacht represent a problem and
unwanted challenge for the state because it means that the state has to serve the community in
two official languages (11PP). Not only was state development policy for the Gaeltacht
contradictory, indifferent, anomalous and myopic, the state-led narrative was replete with
mixed and contradictory messages (7PAA; 37PAA; 66PP).
Other participants from the PP domain argue against such assertions and contend that the
Gaeltacht TML-community would not accept, or be convinced by, a development strategy
which focused exclusively on RLS measures or which prioritised a deliberate, exclusive
focus on the TML. Here it is argued that there was reluctance on behalf of the political elite
to state the development problem in such linguistic terms because this would not be
acceptable to the TML-community in the Gaeltacht (10PP).
The credibility and sincerity of the state in relation to the Gaeltacht development is a
dominant and central concern (9AE; 7PAA). No functional arm of the state takes this
responsibility seriously whether at political, executive, central or local government level
(56PAA). The extent and rigour of the political commitment to formulating such planning
interventions is highly contested across the participant domains:
‘Rinneadh níos mó damáiste don teanga sa Ghaeltacht tríd an chur i gcéill ná aon rud
eile… ní raibh an dáiríreacht ann…[bhí sé] ró-éasca roinnt amach deontas…’ (9AE).
‘Hypocrisy created more damage to the Gaeltacht than any other factor…there was
no sincerity…it was much too easy to approve grants…’ (9AE).
Moreover, the implications of not having a clearly and fully articulated policy rationale are a
recurrent motif emerging from the data. It is argued that if the state is sincere in its full and
absolute commitment to implementing policy, then it should factor in all of the policy,
funding and cost implications before its final sign-off in terms of Prior Ideological
Clarification (PIC) (9AE). If it does not do this, then the incomplete policy, by default, will
be incoherent at best, and fully dysfunctional in its worst iteration. Aside from the political,
ethical or ‘moral’ dimensions to such ambiguity and dissembling, taking forward a
dysfunctional policy also leads to profound disillusionment, cynicism and hypocrisy amongst
the broader body politic, not least amongst the TML-community itself. This is most fully
articulated in the following extracts:
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‘[…] is ceist tola atá ann, go mbeadh polasaithe an stáit ag tacú leis na nGaeilge sa
nGaeltacht, agus níl sé sin ann, feiceann muid é leis an Roinn Comhshaoil…leis an
Roinn Sláinte….go bunúsach d’fhéadfá a rá go bhfuil sé ann trasna an bhoird i gcás
mórán chuile Roinn…nach bhfuil na polasaithe sin ag rá, “ok, is í an Ghaeilge an
default language sa nGaeltacht agus dá bhrí sin caithfidh…cibé saghas seirbhíse a
bheith ar fáil trí mheán na Ghaeilge”….níl sé sin ann…’ (26AE).
‘[…] this is essentially about will, that there is a commitment that state policies
support the Irish language in the Gaeltacht. This is clearly not the case, we can see it
with the Department of the Environment…with the Department of Health…
essentially you could argue that it is prevalent across the range of government
Departments….their policies refuse to accept that “ok, Irish is the default language of
the Gaeltacht and based on such understanding, that we commit to providing
whatever services as are necessary through the medium of the Irish language”…this
is not the case…’ (26AE).
What is characterised as the dissembling of the state ultimately:
‘[…] undermines utterly the automatic reflex of language use, the acoustic you
assume to be to your advantage… you cannot make that assumption if there is
uncertainty, inconsistency and downright hypocrisy at times and tokenism’ (17PP).
This dysfunctional behaviour, given the stated objectives of declared public policy, is
attributable to the general political culture and the social culture of tolerance which
inadvertently reinforced its impact. The state failed to recognise the implications of its own
adopted position nor did it understand or accept the causal relationship between local
attitudes, behaviours and the shift to the MJL and the reality of disrespect and cant
attributable to the full array of state actions and inactions in relation to the TML and the
Gaeltacht (11PP).
11.6.2

Evidence-based Policy and Pragmatic Politics

The Role of Research and Policy Analysis
There is considerable consensus across the participant domains concerning the lack of a
comprehensive, credible, and innovative empirical research programme tasked with
identifying the nature of the economic and geolinguistics challenge. This has served to inhibit
the development of policies which were conceptually commensurate to the task at hand and
undermined the efficacy of the policies which were deployed (40PAA; 23AE; 41PAA). The
data also argues that the state often ignores research when it does not suit its development
agenda (41PAA). This reiterates and further elaborates the key issue relating to the causal and
reciprocal linkage between state capacity and technical competence (41PAA), what Evans
(1995) refers to as the obdurate conflict between desire and capability regarding the
realisation of multidimensional, integrated development. This divergence gives rise to the
dominance of paradigm-based policies, rather than evidence-based policies (56PAA).
Significantly, until the early 1990s, the lack of dedicated sociolinguistic research is
considered a key impairment which undermined the capacity and competence of state policy
to address the linguistic shift and the concomitant fracture and displacement of the
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community socialisation networks historically embedded at local level (40PAA; 7PAA;
23AE; 7PAA). By the same measure, the dearth of a research agenda considering the
linkages in geolinguistics, the link between territorial development and language, testifies to
a fundamental systems failure and represents an enormously important lost opportunity where
the Irish state could have adopted a pathfinder role internationally in marking out this new
innovative line of policy enquiry (9AE; 40PAA).
A related issue emerging from the data concerns the relative importance of the actual or
potential impact of academic and policy analysis in determining priorities established under
the prevailing policy agenda. This assertion is highly contested between and amongst the
different participant domains. One participant emphasised the key formative influence of
academic and policy analysis in determining policy development (26AE). Another participant
fully discounted this view and argued that there was no demonstrable evidence that the state
was either interested in, or committed to, formulating, monitoring or revising policy based on
objective research on an ongoing basis (41PAA).
Community Politicisation and Politics
From amongst the AE domain, there is a highly significant consensus as to the locus and
driving dynamic of policy-making. Notwithstanding the custodial, planning and management
role that the executive elite are ostensibly responsible for in setting the policy agenda and
formulating the rationale and the practice for implementing measures, there is broad
agreement across the AE participants that policy-making is very often highly contingent and
reactive and deeply sensitised to community-level mobilisation, agitation and demands
(26AE; 9AE; 23AE). Specific reference is made here to Gluaiseacht Cearta Sibhialta na
Gaeltachta (cf. Section 8.4.5) and the critical role such community-based initiatives had in
driving an agenda for change (9AE). Referenced is also made to the extent of the policy and
institutional developments which were conceded by way of the state’s response to the ‘grassroots’ political pressure which was brought to bear (23AE).
There is also considerable agreement confirming a staunchly held view that concessions
which were admitted by the state (26AE), were in no significant measure commensurate to
the articulated demands of the local community (23AE; 66PP). The TML community
demanded a development structure which was multi-purpose and unitary. However, when
Údarás na Gaeltachta was established, it was in reality a highly restricted and limited form of
the actual authority which was called for:
‘[…] ar tugadh aon údarás breise [don Údarás nua]?…ní dóigh liom é… sin sampla
eile don tsórt a bheith ag cur an spin is fearr ar an rud…go raibh rud iontach tugtha….
ach i ndáiríre, ní raibh clout ar bith aige’ (23AE ).
‘[…]did the state accede any new authority [to Údarás]…I don’t think so…this
represents another example of putting a positive spin on the development…that it
actually represented the awarding of a great initiative….but in reality, it had little
influence…(23AE).
Despite being presented for public and political consumption as a radical innovation, a form
of salvation, the new authority was conceded no new or significant powers upon its
establishment. The establishment of An tÚdarás was ultimately seen to have represented a
reluctant concession by the state rather than being represented and driven as a key proactive
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policy innovation (17PP; 9AE). To all intents and purposes, it was so much spin, the old
Gaeltarra Éireann (GE) model dressed up as new ‘authority’. It was not informed by a critical
appraisal of the long established GE-model upon which it was based or fashioned against a
structure or strategy which prioritised sociolinguistic as well as economic considerations
(23AE):
‘[…] bhí an bhéim uilig ar an eacnamaíocht a fhorbairt [sna ceantair thearcfhorbartha]
agus leis an eacnamaíocht fuair tú na daoine isteach san áit, agus leis na daoine
choinnigh tú an Ghaeilge…sin an sórt slabhra bhí feicthe ag an am…’ (23AE).
‘[…] economic development [of the underdeveloped areas] was the principal focus
and as a result of such economic development processes people were attracted into
the area, and where you had people, you kept the Irish language…that was how the
linkage or relationship was understood at that time…’ (23AE).
Furthermore, it had little or no influence on the overall state-led approach to Gaeltacht
development beyond the tight confines of its prescribed remit (23AE; 40PAA; 41PAA). In
short, there was no overhaul or transformation of the development model which remained
extraverted, closed and conservative, an approach to development which was project-based,
rather than multi-sectoral and territorial with little consideration of interdependencies or
forward or backward linkages (7PAA). It recalled the maxim that doing development through
the TML-medium is not one and the same thing as developing the TML as part of a
territorially-based, complex, societal project demanding multiple and deeply interwoven
interventions (11PP; 17PP; 41PAA; 10PP).
The extent to which policy-making is driven from the centre out or from the top down is a
consistent theme across the participant domains. It goes to the core of where lies the
momentum, the legitimating rationale for policy development, the extent to which it is
forward-orientated, progressive and evidence-based and driven by a consistent, specialised
and objective appraisal of conditions on the ground. The data supports different
interpretations:
‘[…] tá sé seo [forbairt polasaithe] ag brath ar thoil pholaitiúil na rudaí seo a
dhéanamh… ach mura bhfuil an t-éileamh ag teacht ón bpobal…ní fhéadfá a bheith
ag súil go dtiocfadh a leithéid d’éileamh ón státchóras féin, ón státseirbhís…Tá an
státseirbhís ag brath ar na haighneachtaí a fhaightear agus éileamh a bheith ar leac an
dorais go gcaithfear déileáil leis…le hathrú a chur i bhfeidhm agus le toradh a bhaint
amach tá tú ag brath ar éileamh…agus níl sé sin ann [ón bpobal agus tríd an phobal ó
na polaiteoirí]’ (26AE).
‘[…] this depends [new policy formulation] on political will for its execution…but
unless the demands are generated from the community…you can hardly expect that
such demands would come from the state system itself, from the civil service…The
civil service depends on those submissions which it receives and that a real demand is
articulated that demands a reaction… to introduce change and to achieve results you
are dependent on such demands…and this currently is not there [from the community
and from the community through their political representatives]’ (26AE).
There was also a reaffirmation in the data of the politics of what is considered ‘practicable’.
The data argues that whatever articulated demands are generated by the public and from the
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TML-community, that they need to be carefully gauged, weighted and timed. Citing recent
demands or requests which the state system considered outlandish and impractical, caution
was to the fore, arguing the impossibility of going from a standing start to realising some
form of optimum panacea which was not to be tolerated by the political elite:
‘[…] agus ós rud é go raibh sé chomh mí-réalaíoch, nuair a pléadh sin ag na
leibhéalacha is airde sa státchóras, agus leis an gcléir pholaitiúil atá i gceist agam,
rinneadh ceap magaidh den rud…caithfidh pobal na Gaeilge agus na Gaeltachta a
bheith an-airdeallach má tá siad ag dul ag déanamh éilimh, caithfidh siad a bheith
réalaíoch ar bhealach éigin agus le go bhféadfaí iad a chur i bhfeidhm…’ (26AE).
‘[…] given that the demands were so completely unrealistic, when they were
considered at the highest levels within the state system, I mean amongst the political
elite, they were treated as a bad joke…it behoves the Irish-language and the
Gaeltacht community to be extremely wary and alert before they begin to make
demands, they must be realistic and these demands must represent measures which
could in fact be implemented…’ (26AE).
This reconfirms the political reality of policy-making. Ultimately, all policies (new, revised
or amended) are subject to political veto (66PP). According to a polar view from the data, the
dominant imperative was:
“[…] gur gá mianta an Aire a shásamh…méadú ar an bhfostaíocht, gurb shin í an
bhéim…mar “political imperative”… bhí an Roinn dí-fheidhmiúil…nach bhfuil sí in
ann an cúram atá uirthi a chomhlíonadh, go bhfuil sí ag freagairt do ghéarchéimeanna
go rialta seachas ag tiomáint polasaithe ar aon bhealach stuama….’ (11PP).
‘[…]that what the Minister wants is paramount….the emphasis was on more
employment as a “political imperative”…the Department was dysfunctional…it was
unable to discharge the responsibilities placed upon it, that it just responds to crises
as they arise rather than driving policy in a considered, systematic way…”(11PP).
The data argues that senior policy-makers were not interested in introducing new policies or
development initiatives in relation to Gaeltacht development. State management was afraid of
or resistant to change. Their responsibility was to protect the state and this elite lacked the
political foresight, commitment or the executive will to introduce radical, comprehensive and
transformative change (20AE; 66PP):
‘[…] tá an córas ag brú go trom anuas [ar bhainistíocht na n-institiúidí Gaeltachta] ….
is reaction don gcóras stáit atá ansin…an polasaí mar a bhí tugtha dóibh a chur i
bhfeidhm seachas a mbranda a chur ar an rud…bhí tionchar mór ag an Roinn
Fiontraíochta agus ag an Roinn Airgeadais…’ (20AE).
‘[…] the system bears down heavily [on the management of the Gaeltacht
institution]…it is just reacting to the state system ….the imperative is to implement
the policies given to them rather than leave their own mark on them…the Department
of Finance and the Department of Enterprise wielded significant influence….’
(20AE).
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The elite have, in their own estimation according to this participant, an overriding
responsibility to implement state policy, not to drive and develop it.
The endgame of policy-making is ultimately a sacrosanct political imperative (56PAA). The
political elite, strictly within their rights, wish to remain in direct control of prioritisation of
investment, of budgets, of announcements, of the disbursement of the political ‘largesse’
locally. Policy issues are, to all intents and purposes, political issues (26AE; 9AE). By the
same measure, other data point to the ‘hands-on developmental role’ of the Department of the
Gaeltacht (hereafter ‘the Department’, unless otherwise qualified, refers specifically to the
Department of the Gaeltacht/Department of Arts Heritage and Gaeltacht) and the managing
political elite. It is argued that the executive and political class were commitment to microinvolvement in the administration of grant-aid programmes rather than standing apart,
fastidious and deliberate in their continual recalibration of strategy and policy interventions
in response to changing conditions on the ground. The political imperative of awarding
public funds is a dominant motif, a natural form of political protectionism (23AE; 66PP).
11.7

Integration and
Development

Coordination

of

11.7.1

Overview of the State’s General Policy

Policy

Measures

for Gaeltacht

Analysis of the data reveal a range of assessments regarding the implementation, integration
and coordination of Gaeltacht Development Policy (GDP) measures. Notwithstanding the
initial designation and demarcation of a Gaeltacht territory, howsoever uncritical, ambiguous
and inherently contradictory it may have been (cf. Section 2.2), and while also recognising
the legislative and constitutional protections afforded by the state in underwriting the formal
status of the TML, there is overwhelming consensus among and within the participant
domains regarding three related core problems of policy: how policy was initially conceived;
how it was implemented; and the extent of the integration between policy measures.
11.7.2

Conceiving of GDP

First, it is consistently argued in the data that the specific Gaeltacht development challenge
has historically been marginal to the core concerns of the state and is being increasingly
marginalised in the contemporary narrative (9AE; 17PP; 37PAA; 66PP). In general terms,
and within the purview of overall socioeconomic development, and specifically within the
regional, rural and industrial development discourses, the Gaeltacht is not a key policy
concern for the state and remains on the symbolic, political, administrative and physical
margins of the policy agenda and the material landscape.
To the extent that Gaeltacht-specific policies were conceived as discreet measures at all, they
are considered as never having been fit for specific purpose, nor realistic or credible as
interventions designed to support the maintenance of the TML in its own right through RLS
measures (56PAA). This reflects the ambiguous, conflicted and often contradictory role of
the state (26AE; 31PAA).
There is little evidence that the state demonstrated an adequate understanding of the
challenge, nor a proper conceptualisation of what needed to be done given the extent of the
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development challenge. There was insufficient policy differentiation for the Gaeltacht, no
recognition of the particular needs of the Gaeltacht, no understanding of the TML- condition
articulated through a bespoke development model (9AE). Moreover, the state assumes de
facto the reality of a unilingual state and functions accordingly (56PAA). Different
interpretations within the data attempt to elucidate the state’s lack of capacity, its
commitment or technical ability, all of which are placed in a broader historical narrative.
In overall terms, it is argued that the state was very weak and ineffective in implementing
policies across the board. Statements such as: ‘Ar an iomlán tá na ranna stáit mí-éifeachtach
(In sum, state departments are very ineffective)’ (7PAA); and: ‘Ba lag an éifeacht a bhí ag an
stát in aon ghné den saol’ (The state’s intervention efforts were weak in every aspect of life)’
(56PAA), are representative of the characteristic commentary from participants across the
representative domains in relation to this issue.
It is argued within the data that the state lacked confidence in its own planning ability. It was
reliant on poor planning and management capacity. The malaise resulting from its lack of
analytical skills was compounded by a concomitant lack of capacity in civil society
institutions and the universities (56PAA; 17PP). The other aspect of this dimension of the
problem relates to the ‘generic’ nature of the civil service profile. The lack of specific,
qualified and highly differentiated skills sets in the related fields of linguistics and
sociolinguistics (9AE) is further compounded by the proclivity within the state system for
people to be moved from one domain of responsibilities to another on an arbitrary and ad hoc
basis, with executives moving from responsibilities in dealing with mad cow disease one day
to the Gaeltacht the very next:
‘[…] níl an saineolas sin [sa réimse sochtheangeolaíochta agus na pleanála teanga]
taobh istigh den státchóras agus níl sé aitheanta go bhfuil aon tábhacht leis…’
(40PAA).
‘[…] there is no access to sociolinguistic and language planning expertise within the
state system, nor is any importance attributed to such expertise…’ (40PAA).
To the extent that it was considered at all, the only question relating to the TML assessed the
given individual state official’s competence in the language, how good or bad was their
mastery of the TML. It had nothing at all to do with whether or which they had any
understanding of the complex development questions which needed addressing through
integrated public policy planning (40PAA).
Drawing on a more general example, it is argued that the state failed post-1932 in
implementing its own stated policy of creating a sustainable economic base built on
indigenous industry which would serve to sustain the population and reclaim the rural areas
for local communities. Despite the sound basis and rationale of such a policy for local
economic development, the state had neither the capacity nor the autonomy to intervene and
deliver such an approach to development. Post-1945, the state abandoned this policy rather
than critique it, improve it or reform it. Thereafter, the paradigmatic shift was subsumed
within the FDI-model embraced from the late 1950s and extended into the rural regions
including the Gaeltacht (56PAA).
A separate, supporting and consensual view from the data argues that policy operates on a
rolling and reactive basis, where the state is considered a ‘passive register’ (Evans, P., 1995:
238). Developments happen through an incremental form of policy ‘creep’ rather than
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representing an evolving, dynamic series of related innovations constantly scanning the
external environment vis à vis the declared public policy objective and seeking to align
opportunities with resources and capacity (9AE; 7PAA; 26AE). In important respects, the
state system perpetually reproduces itself and inculcates a range of values and mythologies
which are semi-permanent and impervious to structural change (9AE). It is because of this
that it is very difficult to depart from state-wide, centralised and homogenous approaches to
the conceptualisation and practice of development, a theme which is foregrounded in the
literature review set out in Chapters 3-6 and the policy review in Chapter 8:
‘[…] go bhfuil an córas chomh lárnach sa tír seo agus níl an Roinn Airgeadais go
háirithe agus fiú ranna eile ag iarraidh aon chumhachtaí [a ghéilleadh], An Roinn
Comhshaoil, mar shampla…ag iarraidh aon chumhachtaí a ghéilleadh agus go
deimhin féin tá siad breá sásta iad a tharraingt ar ais arís…’ (20AE).
‘[…] the profoundly centralised state-system in this country is the key issue, and the
Department of Finance, in particular, and other departments, the Department of
Environment, for example, are unwilling to cede any power. In fact, they are fully
committed to reclaiming any powers where possible…’ (20AE).
In this context there is little evidence of any systematic and structured review, of a critical
evaluation leading to new policy interventions and funding programmes (9AE; 26AE; 23AE).
For example, it is argued that up until the late 1990s, the Department had not introduced any
new schemes since the 1930’s and their mainstay approach to development was in
infrastructural support schemes at community and familial level despite the deteriorating
TML- linguistic landscape at local level (7PAA).
11.7.3

Implementation of Gaeltacht Development Policy

Second, the data characterises the policy measures as modest, incoherent, sporadic and poorly
resourced. Their conceptualisation and implementation bore witness to lack of integration
and coherence within the state apparatus generally and its inability, or refusal, to engage
systematically with complex issues. They were born of a:
‘[…] very bureaucratic system…almost utterly discreet entities doing different things
which had language implications…’ (17PP).
The lack of effective implementation assumes the status almost of a tenant of faith amongst
and across the participant domains. One participant has an extreme, outlier view stating that:
‘[…] Ní le polasaithe an stáit atá an fhadhb, ní le dearcadh an stáit atá an fhadhb, is le
cumas an stáit a chuid polasaithe féin a chur i bhfeidhm go héifeachtach atá an
fhadhb’ (7PAA).
‘The problem lies not with state policies per se, nor is it with the state’s attitude or
disposition, the nub of the issue rests with the state’s ability to implement its own
policies’ (7PAA).
and…
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‘[…] one of the key things the state can do is to live up to its own expectations….to
be a role model for the use of Irish in the public sector…’ (31PAA).
External and Secular Factors
Varying degrees of emphasis are placed on different causal and explanatory factors,
including: the overwhelming influence of market; of societal and external factors, factors that
are secular and global; of the impact of state policy and community behaviours (9AE;
7PAA). Other views recount how the deficits in terms of technical planning competence and
project and programme implementation are the central problem particularly given both the
inherent complexity of the policy challenge and the structure and process of state governance
in Ireland generally. The state was neither positioned nor willing to react strategically and
tactically (26 AE; 7PAA; 66PP).
Crucially, the lack of, or the weakness, in the implementation of policy revokes and
undermines the status planning measures afforded by the state (cf. Section 8.2):
‘[…] tá siadsan [lucht feidhmithe na bpolasaithe] ag cealú an stádais sin… sa
mbealach go bhfuil siad ag caitheamh leis an nGaeilge, agus ag caitheamh le feidhmiú
polasaithe Gaeilge, agus ag caitheamh le pobal labhartha na Gaeilge’ (7PAA).
‘[…] those with responsibility for policy implementation are rescinding that
status…through their dealings with Irish, and their approach to implementing
language policy, and in their treatment of the TML-speaker community’ (7PAA).
This is further reinforced by:
‘‘[…] the rhetoric of government pronouncements on official language minorities was
not matched by the implementation of those policies even within the same cognate set
of departments that were charged with fulfilling the policy…’ (31PAA).
This dichotomy between the publicly avowed, and legislatively anchored, commitments
ostensibly in support of the TML at the level of political rhetoric to interventions and
development measures (11PP), and the weakness or failures characteristic of policy
implementation (or through the lack of policy), has longstanding and highly significant
ramifications for the TML-community (31PAA):
‘[…] tá cur i bhfeidhm na bpolasaithe sin chomh lag sin agus chomh mí-éifeachtach
sin go bhfeiceann an pobal é mar chur i gcéill’ (7PAA).
‘[…] implementation is so weak and ineffective that the community of end-users
consider it no more than a deceit’ (7PAA).
Amongst the most significant thematic concerns across all participant domains has been the
fundamental divergence between state policy objectives and the actual practice of
implementation:
‘An polasaí oifigiúil agus teoiriciúil atá réasúnta sláintiúil go bpointe agus an de facto
delivery…. agus sin an áit a bhfuil an bhearna mór dar liom’ (11PP).
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‘The theoretical and official policy position is reasonably healthy as against the de
facto delivery….this is where the critical gulf exists in my estimation’ (11PP).
Moreover, this two-tier parallelism is interpreted as a deliberate tactic on behalf of the
executive which undermine state policy by simply disregarding it or working around it. The
data argues that while the political elite through the government of the day may enshrine
certain policies in the statute (and it is emphasised here the extraordinary levels of support
through status planning which the TML has historically enjoyed), the executive devise and
implement other parallel, and sometimes contradictory or different policy imperatives, to suit
their own strategic objectives (40PAA; 41PAA; 31PAA):
‘[…] tá an dá rud i gcoimhlint lena chéile … ar an leibhéal is airde, an leibhéal go
bhfaightear locht orthu go minic, tá siadsan (na polaiteoirí)….ag seasamh leis an
dualgas atá orthu ach tá na hinstitiúidí atá freagrach as cur i bhfeidhm na bpolasaithe
sin thar a bheith lochtach sa mbealach a bhfuil siad á dhéanamh…’ (7PAA).
‘[…] conflict between the two levels is central… those who regularly attract the most
criticism, those at the highest level of authority (the politicians)… they are willing to
discharge their responsibilities, but the institutions responsible for policy
implementation are very defective in their approach to implementation…’ (7PAA).
The planning and political cycle is also considered a key issue here. Government implements
policies and plans within a short to medium-term timeframe. The permanent government in
the form of the professional executive plan for the ‘long war’ persepective and their reach
and influence much outweighs and dominates that of the political elite (40 PAA; 66PP)
11.7.4

Integration and Coordination of Policy Interventions

Third, the lack of a coordinated, integrated and systems-wide approach to the development
challenge is considered a key factor in explaining the trajectory of the development narrative,
the results it produced and the structural and procedural failings which inhibited or disfigured
development locally (7PAA; 41PAA; 7PAA). The state, through the implementation of its
policy measures, de facto did not recognise or support the Gaeltacht as a differentiated
language district (23AE).
Policy Ghettoisation
The ‘ghettoisation’ of Gaeltacht development which results from this dilemma stands apart as
a fundamental concern across the participant domains. In a paradoxical way, if they are not
sufficiently resourced, if they do not have the particular executive authority to determine
system-wide policy priorities, establishing dedicated structures can work against the
overriding objective which informed their establishment in the first place (26AE). Creating a
dedicated policy department for the Gaeltacht effectively allowed mainstream departments
and public bodies side-step the issue of Gaeltacht development. Perversely, this facilitated
their avoiding or blindsighting the issue by abdicating their role and hiding behind the façade
of those dedicated institutions of state which have an explicit Gaeltacht rationale and
functional responsibility.
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‘[...] an fhadhb is mó a fheictear domsa leis an nGaeltacht ná go gcuirtear isteach i
mbosca í agus go ndeirtear ansin …tá an fhadhb sin réitithe [i bhfianaise na struchtúir
Gaeltachta a bheith bunaithe], in ionad é a bheith ‘mainstreamed’ agus sin ceann de
na deacrachtaí a eascraíonn as eagraíochtaí ar leith a bhunú…’ (26AE).
‘[…] the biggest problem with the Gaeltacht in my opinion is that it is viewed entirely
as an issue apart and dealt with in that way… the problem is now solved [through the
establishment of dedicated Gaeltacht development structures]…instead of being
mainstreamed across the state system… and that is one of the difficulties which arise
when dedicated agencies are established (for Gaeltacht development)…’ (26AE).
This effectively meant that the Gaeltacht issue(s) was/were never mainstreamed or managed
in a structured, coherent and integrated manner and according to a set of authoritative
practises and priorities which were sociolinguistically informed (11PP; 9AE). Established
state interests responsible for managing key sectors, local government, health and the marine,
for example, were not willing to cede authority and influence and to mitigate a form and
practice of development which privileged a differentiated approach to Gaeltacht development
(23AE). There is indisputable evidence of the lack of language-specific plans by central
institutions and service providers who privilege their sectoral and functional responsibilities
above and beyond that of contemplating RLS measures (40PAA; 20AE).
This partly explains why the language reflex was never institutionalised (17PP). The rollout
of mainstream programmes within the Gaeltacht without any language-proofing, without
‘language- franked’ development, is a recurrent critical theme emerging from the data (17PP):
‘[…] in any of the key areas of education, of public administration… the record was
very spotty… inconsistent, and there was a great deal that was utterly delinquent in
terms of ignoring it [the TML and the Gaeltacht] completely’ (17PP).
The Gaeltacht-specific policies are recounted as so many pygmies walking amongst
behemoths. The Department itself had a limited budget relative to the major policy
departments. Of equal importance was its very limited scope for interventions. Wide-ranging
development policies which were critical for Gaeltacht development were statutorily ‘owned’
and managed by departments who had no de facto Gaeltacht remit or who choose to avoid
engaging with the issue on its own terms (23AE). The Department’s measure of influence on
the state-system was isolated and ineffective, reflecting the broader systems of governance
within the polity more generally. In effect, it existed on the margins of the established nexus
of the state’s ‘quotidian’ power status and influence (Evans, P., 1995), (56PAA). The data
recalls the scenario where the mainstream departments were investing billions and delivering
public services entirely in ignorance of sociolinguistic conditions on the ground. Whatever
their achievements and despite their inherent structural limitations, the public policies
implemented by the Department and An tÚdarás are very modest by way of related
comparison (26AE; 23AE).
This is contrasted to the situation in Wales where there is significantly more mainstreaming
witnessed, where departments and public agencies take their commitments more seriously,
where state systems are more linguistically sensitised, more responsible, more accountable,
where the TML-community and its linguistic challenges are more rooted into the system of
public governance (26AE).
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11.8

The Importance of Policy by way of non-Policies

11.8.1

Health, Education and Physical Planning

The data also presents a significant degree of consensus within and between the participant
domains as to the overwhelmingly crucial policies which had consequences of the first
importance for Gaeltacht development but which were developed and implemented entirely
in isolation from each other and outwith any overall, comprehensive or integrated strategy:
‘Ní raibh aon tsórt polasaí iomlán, lárnach ann riamh [le haghaidh fhorbairt na
Gaeltachta]…seachas na scéimeanna a bhí ann a choinneáil ag imeacht…’ (23AE).
‘There was never any overall, centralised policy approach [to Gaeltacht
development]…. more a case of continuing to implement the existing schemes…’
(23AE).
For example, the state’s legislating for the shifting but permanent health needs of the TMLcommunity is elucidated in the data. Rather than health policy for the Gaeltacht becoming an
example of innovative planning and intervention, it represents a significant example of how
state policy invariably privileges the normal steady-state development (17PP). The data
enquires as to what specific identification was made of the linguistic implications of such a
fundamental social policy and how this was integrated into health care practices and
conventions in delivery terms? Did it recognise the differentiated and particular needs of the
Gaeltacht community ab initio? What was the coherent version of the health needs of a
language community, a critical domain of social protection where communication is so vital
(17PP)? The state failed to contemplate the introduction of a strategy or policy measures
committed to engaging progressively and in a credible manner with:
‘[…] the health needs of a language community, … a central, core life experience,
intergenerational, multiclass, dispersed in all its complexity and in all its pressures,
utterly driven by communication issues…’(17PP).
The health policy represents a clear example of the dominant influence of a ‘non-policy’ and
sets out in the starkest terms the sporadic, fitful nature of the state’s response, its lack of
coherence, its piecemeal and infirm thinking and its failure to execute competent planning.
Whatever the debates about ultimate state capacity, social policy domains such as health,
local government and education are primus inter pares in terms of their impact on the lives
and prospects of TML-communities. They are also by their very nature directly and
singularly amenable to state control. However, it is with such precise policy domains that the
state has not engaged, where it has ignored or flatly refused to provide services in the TML
(41PAA).
In terms of education policy, analysis of the data argues that the hard work of TMLmaintenance and development was left to the education system and with school children
(56PAA). Moreover, there was no other contemporary example in Europe where the state,
through its Department of Education, refused over a full eighty-year period to countenance
the development of strategies, policies or interventions which would explicitly recognise and
support the development needs of the first official language-community, and that of its native
speakers, within the ambit of formal, state-managed education policy and provision (40PAA;

608

11PP). The negligence and paradoxical nature of the state’s position, its incoherent, illogical
mismanagement, is returned from the data as an important leitmotiv. It refers to the bizarre
scenario where the state invests billions in educating L2s to learn the TML as a compulsory
subject but then refuses to provide public services in that language to its native speakers
(17PP, 11PP). Despite the positive developments in the early years and the funding of the
preparatory colleges which recognised the need for TML-competent teachers (9AE), the
overall approach to Gaeltacht education where no curriculum for L1s in the Gaeltacht was
sanctioned or developed is considered as basically dysfunctional (23AE).
Under the provisions of the Education Act of 1998, instead of conceding a dedicated statutory
board for Gaeltacht education, COGG (An Chomhairle um Oideachas Gaeltachta agus
Gaelscolaíochta) was established as the Advisory Body for Gaeltacht and Irish-language
Education and was provided with minimal resources. The provisions of the Act were never
implemented in support of targeting Gaeltacht education. For example, at schools’ level, it
refused to engage with or resource the strengthening or systematic and coherent support for
them as key agents with respect to local language planning (9AE; 23AE; 20AE). Up until
2014, the state refused to admit that there was a legitimate need and opportunity here.
Contributions to the data point to the official rhetoric, to the political posturing affording a
nominally exalted place to the TML in official, state and public discourse. Despite this, a
fundamental arm of the state, the Department of Education and Skills, acting in its capacity as
the state’s chief agency of socialisation, of value inculcation and skills transmission, had
refused effectively, through its lack of dedicated policy provision, to accept that there was in
fact such a thing as a native language with native speakers. Nor did the state admit to the
articulate needs of the TML community or of the L1s or to accept that their differentiated
needs and demands fell outside of the mainstream and standardised provision (40PAA;
11PP).
Nationally, the emphasis was on the L2-learner. Within such a prescriptive analysis, the
Gaeltacht was again considered primarily, if at all, as the well of the elixir, a resource to be
exploited for external objectives and end-users (23AE). Furthermore, these L2s acquaint
themselves with the TML and then progress into the state system using the TML as a
professional accreditation of nominal but symbolic value. Through career progression some
of them come to dominate in critical public policy domains such as education while, at an
institutional level, their organisations refuse de facto to accept the existence of native
language-speaking communities.
The data also argues the significant achievements of the educational system in the Gaeltacht,
its quality standards, its impressive achievements comparable to other rural areas, with high
levels of transference to third-level. This situation is uncommon in many other TMLjurisdictions. The data affirms the dedicated and vital efforts of many of the teachers,
effectively the policy delivery mechanisms, many of them working in isolation and without
appropriate resources. What the policy explicitly failed to do, however, was to systematically
support the schools to engage with linguistic decline amongst the broader school community
at local level (7PAA). The educational authorities sought refuge in a generic policy of
sameness, of uniformity, clearly indicating an antipathy to, or at least an avoidance of this
reality, a reality which spoke of a declining language and a fractured social base to the TMLcommunity (40PAA).
The data also affirms how the policy of ‘non-policy’ is again evident in the adoption of the
Planning and Development Act (2000). It was proposed during the consultation phase prior to
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the Act’s adoption, that An tÚdarás would be invested with planning powers and functions
within the Gaeltacht which would recognise and intervene in planning practices informed by
an understanding of development which treated the Gaeltacht as a discreet and differentiated
language planning district. This measure was forcibly denied by the state. There would be no
derogation from national policy (9AE):
‘[…] go bhfuil tú ag feiceáil b’fhéidir níos mó den naimhdeas ag teacht taobh istigh
den státchóras faoina bheith ag freagairt do riachtanais na Gaeltachta, go raibh troid le
déanamh le haon rud …cuireadh rudaí isteach san Acht Pleanála agus Forbartha, mar
shampla, ach sop in áit na scuaibe atá iontu…caide tionchar a bhí ag na rudaí sin
riamh…..nuair a amharcann muid ar chúrsaí pleanála sa Ghaeltacht agus an bealach
gur imigh sé ó smacht?’ (23AE).
‘[…] you can now see more hostility within the state system in relation to responding
to the particular needs of the Gaeltacht, that every issue had to be fought
for…granted certain provisions were included in the Planning and Development Act,
for example, but they were no more than tokens…what did such measures ever
achieve when you consider the history of the planning process in the Gaeltacht and
how it went out of control?’ (23AE).
In short, dedicated and specific development interventions in support of recognising and
differentiating the particular development and planning requirements generated from the
sociolinguistic challenges of the TML-community and the Gaeltacht were largely ignored or
denied (9AE; 20AE).
The data also emphasises, however, the new, critically important and highly innovative
planning and policy initiatives which were introduced through the evolution of GDP: the
Cúntóirí Baile agus Teanga, An tAcadamh, language-centred employment, for example
(10PP). However, recasting the form and trajectory of development within the Gaeltacht
proper through interventions driven by Gaeltacht-specific institutions, important though they
were in their own right, was insignificant in planning terms given that the overall governance
and planning policies of the state outwith the Gaeltacht were to continue to be discharged in a
manner which was linguistically illiterate and delinquent. The evolving policies of state
organisations with Gaeltacht-specific policy was hugely significant but ultimately of limited
overall impact. The data argues that this is because of the intransigence and anomalous nature
of state-led development and administrative processes which had a highly significant
negative impact on the linguistic and social habitus of the Gaeltacht community. The state’s
response to Gníomh don Ghaeltacht is offered by the data as a case in point.
11.8.2 Gníomh don Ghaeltacht (Action for the Gaeltacht)
This seminal report was published in 1971 (cf. Section 8.4). It called for a simple approach to
a complex development challenge. It argued for, and this again reiterates the dominance of
this motif which runs a coherent line through the entire data set, a comprehensive and
integrated approach to territorial development in the Gaeltacht. The report’s
recommendations were variously subordinated, emasculated and ignored (23AE). There are
variegated, opposing and alternative explanations to the manner in which the report’s
recommendations were dealt with:
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‘[…] virtually all of the more imaginative and ambitious outlining, or even indeed
detailed statements, of what was required for intervention in the Gaeltacht became
fatally compromised by other priorities, an election coming up…other priorities
crowding in on them, they were never given the profile that they required or the
attention….’ (17PP).
Its analysis of the development challenge recalled the model of development articulated in
the report of the GC in 1926. It was constructed on a social and rural development rationale
rather than any formal acceptance of the challenge as a language or sociolinguistic challenge.
It was, to a significant extent, an extension and continuation of the model of intervention
established under British rule by the CDB. The focus was on underdevelopment in peripheral
areas where the political elite were focused on rural development and not language (20AE).
In the first phase development, GDP sought to maintain and improve the rural social fabric
by managing discreet interventions which supported the quality of life of local families and
communities. These schemes operated at a very low level and were not coordinated or
integrated as a broader societal planning intervention. The focus was on subsistence and
survival and seeing out the ‘dark hour of Irish nationalism’ (Kennedy, 1989) (cf. Section
8.3.3). They focused on employment creation, maximising the indigenous resource base,
building on local endowments and productive factors, the niche marketing of localised
products, and reinforcing local skills acquisition while attempting to inculcate a local
enterprise and economic development culture through ‘a seeding of the habits of industry’
(17PP).
Gaeltarra Éireann and An tÚdarás engaged with the objective measures of development,
operating in a complex environment and in poorly resource-endowed areas. The second
identifiable phase, similar to what was undertaken in other rural areas, was to attract external
expertise and capital, to introduce and anchor down an extraverted, dependent model of
development which set out to improve socioeconomic conditions in such a way as to
maintain the sustainability and viability thresholds of the local population. They attempted to
reverse the haemorrhage of the economically active cohorts by providing employment
opportunities locally, and, as some of the data argues, at any cost (10PP; 40PAA; 56PAA).
The analysis of the data consistently points to the contemporary socioeconomic phenomenon
which witnessed an unrelieved pattern of emigration from the Gaeltacht districts. Many of
those who emigrated brought with them vital entrepreneurial skills and different forms of
capital. Many of these people were highly successful abroad. This raises a number of
questions: why did they leave, why did they not see the opportunity to undertake investment
and business development in the Gaeltacht rather than having to emigrate to find the space
and the opportunity to succeed in business. They did not understand how the model of stateled development could accommodate them, it is argued (40PAA).
From the 1950s and ’60s and through to the ’70s , the programme of rural industrialisation
improved incomes, secured community viability, provided new employment opportunities
and created new forms of employment which heretofore were not available in these rural
districts. Such was the importance of these initiatives. They helped people survive (40PAA).
However, there was little local consultation or participation inherent to the outworking of this
development model:
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‘[…] nach raibh mórán ceangail idir GE agus an pobal… gur daoine a tháinig isteach
iad, mar a chuirfeá dream anonn go dtí an Afraic anois agus a rá: “seo é do phobal
anois agus déan forbairt air”...tá an múnla sin…. ciotach ar fad…ní raibh mórán
cruthaitheachta nó samhlaíochta ag baint leis an gcur chuige sin.’ (40PAA).
‘[…] there was little connection between GE and the community...they were outsiders,
just as if you sent people off to Africa and said to them…“this is your community, go
off and set about developing this community”…this model of development is clumsy
and troublesome….such an approach lacked imagination and creativity …’ (40PAA).
GÉ’s lack of control over the overall process of development, over the form and direction of
key investments in infrastructure, over regulation and planning processes, prefigures the
enormous challenge of policy coordination and sectoral integration at a territorial level. This
fundamental challenge was to establish itself as one of the more salient and significant
structural anomalies which was to delimit and undermine a sustainable model of Gaeltacht
development throughout the sixty years which have elapsed since GÉ’s establishment (17PP).
The state-led model of development was centred on a rural development analysis which
foregrounded the utilitarian, material needs of the individual. This model sought to provide
individuals with the necessary vocational and technical skills to make progress in life, to earn
a living and contribute to the economy:
‘[…] go raibh an tÚdarás [agus GÉ roimhe sin] bunaithe go príomha, agus atá sé seo
le feiceáil sna feidhmeanna reachtúla a bhí ag an dá eagraíocht, bunaithe chun tacú le
córas eacnamúil agus le fostaíocht a ghiniúint do mhuintir na Gaeltachta agus nach
raibh ceist na teanga luaite dubh, bán nó riabhach…ní raibh an fheidhm reachtúil per
se tugtha dóibh i leith chur chun cinn na Gaeilge’ (26AE).
‘[…] essentially, an tÚdarás [and also GÉ] were established primarily, and this is
clearly evident in the statutory functions bestowed on the two organisations, to
support the economic system, to generate employment for the Gaeltacht community
and where the language issue was not referred to good, bad or indifferent….no
statutory function per se was given to them in terms of promoting the Irish language’
(26AE).
There was no sense of dealing directly with the complexity of the sociolinguistic or
sociopsychological challenge which was subordinated to the economic interventions
(41PAA; 23AE). The emphasis was not sufficiently on the community or the language, nor
on language communities. Nor was it on creating the necessary critical mass to ensure
community cohesion and TML-transmission, to development and maintenance by exhorting
or reinforcing a distinct linguistic identity (17PP; 37PAA; 40PAA). Despite the success of
the RED measures and the investments which followed them, LS has accelerated and
deepened culminating in what is considered in the contemporary analysis as a crisis (56PAA;
17PP).
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11.8.3 RED Policy and the Political Imperative of Development
The foundational assumption that the road to linguistic salvation was paved with so many
steps to employment earned significant and material political capital. It was highly consistent
with the contemporary understanding of the problem in the late 1950s, an analysis that had
not been revised or transformed since the 1920s. Different interpretations surface from the
data:
‘[…] ní dóigh liom go raibh an státchóras airdeallach ar an nGaeilge ar bhealach ar
bith… bhí siad ag iarraidh díriú ar… an ngad is gaire don scornach ná go raibh go leor
daoine dífhostaithe agus ar ndóigh, bhí cúlbinseoirí agus fadhbanna da réir...bhí an
fhadhb coitianta le linn géarchéimeanna éagsúla in Éirinn…bhí an stát ag iarraidh
díriú air sin agus níl ann ach gur bunaíodh eagraíochtaí ar leith (Gaeltarra Éireann) le
déileáil leis an bhfadhb sa nGaeltacht…’ (26AE).
‘[…] I don’t consider that the state-system was ever properly or consistently
concerned with the Irish language…their main concern was the significant number of
people unemployed of course, the back-benchers brought their own problems...this
was a common and recurring problem throughout different periods of crisis in
Ireland…the state attempted to tackle this general predicament and, in terms of the
Gaeltacht, the key response was to establish Gaeltarra Éireann as a dedicated
Gaeltacht-specific agency to deal with this problem…’ (26AE).
By the same measure, there is a parallel and resounding critique of such interventions in
terms of their objective capacity to understand, explain or predict the massive linguistic
rupture which emerged and gained accelerating momentum from the early 1970s (11PP).
This is summed up in terms of an approach to development which was encumbered by an
insufficient differentiation in the conceptualisation and the implementation of linguistically
literate policies (26AE). Such an approach as was adopted represented de facto a generalised
extension of mainstream and centralised development programmes supplanted within the
Gaeltacht (9AE) (cf. Section 8.4).
A polar view drawn from the AE domain argues that, notwithstanding the creation of
significant rounds of investment and public goods there was inescapable evidence of
hypocrisy, poor planning and dissembling:
‘Bhí an oiread cur i gcéill ann...bhí siad ann ar mhaithe le cinnte… forbairt na
Gaeltachta…níl aon amhras faoi sin…ach ní forbairt na Gaeltachta mar cheantar
sainiúil teanga agus leis an teanga a chaomhnú taobh istigh des na teorainneacha sin
[a bhí i gceist leis an bpolasaí sin]’ (9AE).
‘There was a lot of hypocrisy…They were certainly committed to the development of
the Gaeltacht…that is not at question….but [the policy objective was] not to develop
the Gaeltacht as a differentiated linguistic district and with a view to preserving and
developing the language within these boundaries’ (9AE).
Moreover, there is a recurring motif in the data regarding the lack of alignment between the
institutions of development and the TML-community, a paucity of consultation and inclusion
which marked the tone and timbre of the development process and where local interests were
seen more as the subjects of development rather than partners and participants in its
formulation and management (9AE).
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11.8.4 The Extraverted Model of Development
The heavy emphasis on attracting external sources of investment represents an important subtheme within this general narrative and the data supports a range of contested views. The
weaknesses and deficiencies in such a model are highlighted in its inappropriateness, both in
terms of scale and of economic sector, given the particulars of local circumstances within the
Gaeltacht (9AE; 40PAA; 11PP). Such projects of scale and the manufacturing sectors they
sustained were ‘alien’ to the traditional Gaeltacht (41PAA). This reflected and reinforced the
undifferentiated and generic approach to development which was undertaken across the
country (9AE). Primarily based on tax incentives and financial inducements, this approach to
development has remained unassailed as the dominant development paradigm where it is
synopsised as an approach to regional development where: ‘[…] states foster long-term
entrepreneurial perspectives among private elites by increasing incentives to engage in
transformative investments and lowering risks’ (Evans, P., 1995: 44).
Furthermore, adherence to such a model never recognised or exploited the human and social
development potential of the unique, creative and sustainable Gaeltacht culture which, it is
argued, represented a hugely significant national resource (40PAA):
‘[…] feictear domsa na daoine gur éirigh leo maireachtáil ar na clocha ar feadh na
gcéadta bliain gan aon tacaíocht ó institiúidí stáit nó tada, go gcaithfeadh sé go raibh
rud éicint sna genes sna daoine sin, go bhfuil buanadas ag baint leo, go bhfuil
cruthaitheacht ag baint leo…go raibh resilience…teacht aniar iontu…agus nár éirigh
linn é sin a aimsiú ar chor ar bith…lig muid don chruthaitheacht imeacht…’
(40PAA).
‘[…] it seems to me that those people who had survived for centuries amongst the
rocks without any support from state institutions, that they must have had something
in their genes, that they had such perseverance, that they were creative, resilient,
resourceful as a people…and that we never really identified or engaged with this
latent ability resource…we allowed such creativity to wither…’(40PAA).
Resilience, Imagination and Creativity as a Resource
The Gaeltacht community were historically very resilient and saw out their lives largely
outside of the purview or influence of the state or state-led interventions in different spheres.
Their survival gene had to be an economic resource. Their attitude, their resilience and
innovative capability to survive was never systematically exploited or development in
support of local socioeconomic and linguistic regeneration. These traits which are now
accepted as central to development and entrepreneurship, including resilience, imagination,
creativity, survival, doggedness, are all taught at elite business schools throughout the world
(40PAA). Such a resource was at our feet and was not harnessed or exploited. The state
placed little value or store by them. This represented a very real missed opportunity to invest
in training and skills development which would have been central to the local economy, in
support of local service-based businesses operating in their own languages (40PAA).
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11.8.5 The Role and Influence of External Private Capital
Selected data argue for the role and legitimacy of private, externally-sourced capital in
support of territorial development (40PAA). This participant accepts the need for external
investment, particularly at the outset and during early-stage development. However, this is
highly fluid and dynamic, and potentially detrimental in the longer term. The findings from
the data caution that if one does not use the initial impetus of external investment as a pumpprimer, the continuance with this model inculcates within the host community the prevailing
sense or belief that development is of itself an external phenomenon. It reinforces an
acceptance locally that the locus and the depth of development capital, expertise and practice
is by default externally sourced and orientated (40PAA).
Such external sources of innovation, capital or development practice are MJL-dominated and
reinforce at every level its dominance while simultaneously demonstrating the lack of
capacity within the TML for engaging with the dynamic of development on its own terms.
This reinforces the belief, howsoever it is formulated or interpreted, that there is a relative
value-weighting at play here in terms both of the symbolic resonance associated with status
and with prestige, and also with material and ultimately utilitarian dimensions and
applications, against which the local TML and the external MJL are considered in contrast
and in a competitive framework (66PP).
Historically, the prejudicial view of the TML considers it as being inherently associated with
stigma, with poverty, with underdevelopment and atrophy. It is reinforced by the narrative
and practice of modernisation and of the overpowering, attractive status and the functional
dominance of the MJL (20AE; 7PAA; 66PP). The TML is synonymous with atrophy and
decline and the MJL with the progressive drive of development, growth, opportunity and
expansion. In sum, these processes contribute to the economic displacement of the TML
(56PAA):
‘[…] chonaic siad daoine seo ag teacht isteach ón taobh amuigh, chonaic siad airgead
ceangailte leis seo, chonaic siad gur Béarla a bhí acu, bhí sé seo ag neartú an
choincheap a bhí ina gcloigeann gur Béarla a bhí ag múinteoirí scoile, gur Béarla a
bhí ag na sagairt, gur Béarla a bhí ag lucht údaráis uilig…bhí na dochtúirí ag teacht
isteach, bhí na banaltraí ag teacht isteach, bhí na múinteoirí ag teacht isteach, bhí na
gardaí ag teacht isteach…na bainisteoirí ar na monarchana…agus lucht an airgid,
lucht Gaeltarra ar fad beagnach, is isteach a tháinig siad’ (40PAA).
‘[…] they saw people coming in from the outside, they saw that they were the people
with the money, they saw that those people spoke English not Irish, these impressions
combined to add to what they believed, that teachers, priests, doctors arriving from
the outside, Gardaí arrived from the outside, all figures of authority, managers of the
factories and all who had money spoke English not Irish, almost all of the Gaeltarra
staff, from the outside they hailed’ (40PAA).
This participant argues further that the transformation of such attitudes remains a key
development challenge for contemporary policy. These findings from the data are fully
consistent with key themes emerging from the literature review (cf. Chapters 3 - 6).
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11.8.6 The Limits of Legislation and Ultra Vires
Since the policy and institutional innovations of the 1950s, a significant thematic concern
across the participant domains relates to the basis of the governing legislation and its
subsequent interpretation and implementation as development practice. Prior to the 2000s the
GE and Údarás model was highly limited and prescriptive:
The protracted discussions in the late 1990s and early 2000s as to whether An tÚdarás was
operating ultra vires is resonant of what is considered within much of the data as the deeply
anomalous, illogical and contradictory basis to the governing legislation. The highly
restricted basis of the 1979 Act insisted, or at least privileged, an interpretation of state
intervention limited to funding ‘productive schemes of employment’ in the manufacturing
sectors rather than engaging with the sociolinguistic conditions on the ground (11PP; 26AE;
17PP; 23AE; 66PP). Different interpretations are elucidated in the data. One line of
arguments insists that the only and overriding rationale for establishing a Gaeltacht authority
as a dedicated institution in 1979 was on linguistic and language grounds rather than drawing
sustenance form a regional or rural development argument (41PAA):
‘[…] cén fáth an mbeadh Údarás ann mura mbeadh tábhacht ó thaobh Gaeilge de…níl
fhios agam…ar tugadh an tuiscint cheart do sin riamh?…an rud a chuir an laincis air
sin nó an rud lochtach a bunaíodh…[an dúshlán a bhain le freastal ar] na seacht
gcontae, na limistéir…’(66PP).
‘[…] if the Irish language was not considered important, why should there be an
Údarás, what was the basis for its establishment…. I don’t know….if this was ever
properly understood….it was the faulty mechanism which was founded which hobbled
the efforts….the demarcations, [the need to administer programmes across ]the seven
counties…’ (66PP).
The Attorney General’s narrow interpretation of the Act and the statutory powers it conferred
on the Údarás, strictly delimiting the scope of its intervention to industrial development
measures, was antithetical to the pursuit of a linguistically informed strategy and was not
sufficiently challenged by management (11PP):
‘Is é an rud is tábhachtaí ná gur tugadh breithiúnas cúng, agus cúng-aigeanta, ar an
ról, ar an rud a bhí le déanamh agus dá bhrí sin bhí an fhorbairt ag dul chun cinn
beagbeann ar an mír sin d’Acht na Gaeltachta [a bhain leis an teanga]…bhí
teachtaireacht ansin…’ (11PP).
‘The most important issue here was the limited and narrow-minded judgement, of
what constituted the role of what needed to be done and how, due to that, the
development process unfolded, largely unconcerned with the provisions of the
Gaeltacht Act (which related specifically to the language)…a very clear message
emanated from that…’ (11PP).

616

The fallibility of the Act is further expounded upon across the data set:
‘[…] nuair a bhreathnaíonn tú ar chur chuige an stáit, ní dóigh liom riamh go raibh an
Ghaeilge [lárnach]…bhí sé mar “add-on” i gcónaí…agus i gcás na Gaeltachta, sílim
an chloch is mó a bhí ar phaidrín an stáit ná gur aithin siad go raibh an Ghaeltacht faoi
mhíbhuntáiste mar gheall ar a iargúlta agus a bhí sí…’ (26AE).
‘[…] when you consider the role of the state, I don’t believe that the Irish language
[was central]…it was always a sort of ‘add-on’…and specifically in terms of the
Gaeltacht, I believe that the state mostly recognised the disadvantages which were
experienced and which handicapped the Gaeltacht arising from its remoteness and
isolation…’ (26AE).
The foundational 1979 Act failed to recognise or grasp fully:
‘[…] that areas were likely to prove most dynamic, where language and employment
creation would be in tandem …[creating] “ tionscail teangabhunaithe” [languagebased activities] … [there was] a total failure to grasp that (the importance of
services)…it was easily the most dynamically creative [sector] which sought most
creatively to link language behaviour to employment creation and to prosperity…’
(17PP).
Contributions to the data also argue that an approach to development which might be
constructed on a different interpretation of the problem, and its possible resolution’, was not
admitted in the 1979 legislation. However, this analysis cannot be considered in isolation
from the more generalised development narrative which sought to proscribe state investment
in non-trading services. However, the data attests to a view which emphasises how the state
also baulked at the prospects of allowing free investment in the service sector, fearing it
might involve a veritable outbreak of political clientalism in the newly established Údarás
(66PP; 17PP). Such a provision might formalise the general subsidisation of absolutely
anything locally, commensurate with stroke-ism and political chicanery of the worst order
creating an embarrassment of spurious riches in the ridiculing forms of white elephants and
leviathans (17PP).
The 1979 Act forms a centrepiece in the discussions regarding the legislative basis which
underpinned the approach to strategic development and planning in the Gaeltacht in the
modern period. It was born of a highly politicised agenda and specifically driven by local
politicisation. It deliberately set out to continue the Gaeltarra Éireann agenda and, to all
intents and purposes, it created ‘Gaeltarra Éireann Mark 2’. The Act was deeply conservative
and sought a continuation of the past, albeit under different political and institutional
configurations. The political and administrative elite were afraid of the large scale social
mobilisation which found its fullest expression in the work and agitation of Gluaiseacht
Cearta Sibhialta na Gaeltachta (66PP). Their demands for a democratic agenda were very
challenging for the state elite. However, in institutional terms, the new Údarás was in fact
revolutionary in giving a majority weighting to the elected members. The Act was ultimately
considered the result of a bitterly conceded capitulation of sorts where the executive realised
that the political leadership would eventually bend to the will of the mobilised social
movement within the Gaeltacht and offered this new institutional structure in its very limited
form so as to forestall any greater concessions (20AE).
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The fallibility and inherent contradiction at the heart of its logic model is widely attested to
(41PAA). The Act mandated An tÚdarás to:
‘8.—(1) An tÚdarás shall encourage the preservation and extension of the use of the
Irish language as the principal medium of communication in the Gaeltacht and shall
ensure that Irish is used to the greatest extent possible in the performance by it and on
its behalf of its functions.’
On the other hand, the organisation’s latitude to realise this monumental challenge was
limited to:
‘10.—(1) For the purpose of establishing, developing or maintaining industries and
productive schemes of employment in the Gaeltacht an tÚdarás shall, subject to this
section, have power to provide financial assistance (including the making of grants,
the purchase of shares and the incurring of expenditure on buildings or otherwise) on
such terms and subject to such conditions as it thinks proper’. (Údarás na Gaeltachta
Act, 1979).
In such a way was the core tenet of the state’s response to Gaeltacht development, and its
support of the TML-community, fully compromised from the outset (11PP). This anomalous
situation, where the practice of development was not properly aligned with the statutory
objective it sought to bring about, is a core thematic concern (41PAA).
11.9

Language Planning Interventions as part of GDP

Part of the data narrative argues that the Department funded and managed a range of schemes
over many decades which had specific objectives relating to TML-consolidation, preservation
and development (cf. Sections 12.2, 12.3 and 12.4). Such primarily social and communitybased schemes broadly considered were successful in terms of their impact on the TMLcommunity. Contrary views argue the inefficacy of such schemes and their widespread
manipulation, if not abuse (41PAA; 9AE). Other data insist that there were insufficient
dedicated RLS schemes implemented at a community level which would have given credence
and practical expression to the interpretation of the GC’s initial diagnosis, a diagnosis which
remained largely unchanged over some seventy years:
‘[…] they had that instrumental view, that the psychological condition which
explained the abandonment of one language for another rather than simply a stable
bilingualism, or a long-period bilingualism, could only be reversed by essentially
providing the socioeconomic endorsement of language use, its transactional value, by
essentially reversing the historic pattern, so that it was not only destined to pass but
that it was a gateway to opportunity in the future…’ (17PP).
There is an overwhelming sense, according to another participant (40PAA), that the state
knew this but failed to act accordingly. There were a range of measures which it could have
undertaken and chose not to do so (40PAA). It did not attempt to create the necessary,
enabling conditions which would have assisted the L1-community:
‘Tá go leor go bhféadfadh an stát a dhéanamh nár dearnadh in imeacht na mblianta le
déileáil le pobail na Gaeltachta, mar shampla, ó thaobh ceannaireacht a thabhairt…
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bhí ceannaireacht á tabhairt go teoiriciúil ar leibhéal amháin ach bhí undermining á
dhéanamh go leanúnach ar seo ag an am céanna…’ (11PP).
‘There are a whole range of interventions which could have been deployed by the
state over the years which were never undertaken to deal with the Gaeltacht
community, for example, giving leadership…theoretically leadership was offered on
one level but simultaneously this was consistently undermined …’ (11PP).
Analysis from the data argues that where the TML is the indigenous language of the local
culture, of the territorial sovereign state, then there is a moral, democratic and cultural
imperative and responsibility to be shouldered by the state in support of the TML-community
(31PAA). Therefore, the moral credibility of the state-system, mindful of its refusal to
introduce comprehensive measures to redirect and manage societal change, is entirely lacking
(40PAA; 11PP). For example, it is argued that the state never engaged in a systematic and
planned way with the non-TML community residing in the Gaeltacht or plan for their
integration as part of the RLS-measures. This is cited as another example of the state’s failure
or refusal to plan and manage the incidence of LS and legislate for its reversal (11PP;
41PAA).
The recommendations of the second Gaeltacht Commission (2002) placed considerable
emphasis on status planning (cf. Section 8.2.5). They called for the enactment of the
Languages Act, proposals to introduce an Education Act, the granting of status for the TML
within the EU structures, amongst others. It is argued that status enhancing measures are a
prerequisite to support the building of confidence and capacity which in turn will encourage
and champion supports for the TML-community in order for them to valorise and generate
more respect for their own language. This echoes the historical understanding from the 1920s
where the first Gaeltacht Commission identified the need to reverse LS by associating the
TML ‘[…] with success, with advantage, with progress, with possibility, with a horizon of
ambition…’ (17PP). Certain contributions to the data argue that since 2002, many of the
second Commission’s recommendations were acted upon in the intervening years (9AE).
11.9.1 The TML-Community, Identity and Demands
The attitudes of the TML-community concerning the bases and prospects of their own
development, and of the role of the TML within that overall discourse, is underlined as a
critical issues which is recounted again and again within the data (9AE; 26AE), for example:
‘[…] I am not convinced at all... [of the state’s formal capacity]…there is an awful lot
dependent on the public and if the public don’t want to speak their language… there is
very little that the Údarás could have done, or any other state agency could
have…[RLS measures cannot work]…unless the community takes a stand
themselves…the state and the agencies can support…[such a stand]’ (41PAA).
Considering the role of the TML-community in introducing or supporting RLS measures, and
notwithstanding the weakness, anomalies and contradictions in state policy in favour of the
TML as the default language in the Gaeltacht, the analysis of the data argues the need for
clarity regarding a deliberate and conscious ‘decision of conscience’ in favour of the TML
(26AE; 10PP). There is a clear role and responsibility here for the TML- community if we
accept as a premise that the community is possessed of agency and is significantly
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autonomous. In other words, that the community is not a passive, indifferent, malleable,
undifferentiating, ‘receiver’ of state policy (26AE):
‘Ní féidir leat an milleán go hiomlán a chur ar an stát….ní raibh mórán brú ar an stát
ón bpobal ach…ní dhearna an stát mórán deiseanna [a chur ar fáil] do dhaoine chun é
seo a bhaint amach [forbairt an TML]” (56PAA).
‘You cannot place all the blame on the state…the community exerted very little
pressure on the state…however, the state provided very few opportunities to people to
bring about the development [of the TML]” (56PAA).
The data set illustrates that there is little contemporary evidence that the TML-community
placed systematic, cohesive or coherent demands on the political elite for the necessary
services, infrastructure and supports within the contemporary narrative (40PAA; 41PAA).
This is contrasted to that period in the 1970s which saw the emergence of Gluaiseacht Cearta
Sibhialta na Gaeltachta (Gaeltacht Civil Rights Movement) (cf. Section 8.4.5) (17PP).
Significantly, it is argued that their mobilising ideology was based on an agenda of civil,
political and community rights and was not explicitly engaged with the TML-issue per se.
Much of the mobilisation and agitation for Gaeltacht rights, for various models of selfdetermination and some form or limited self-autonomy with respect to local development,
community regeneration and language initiatives were pitched against the central and
centralising state. Participants argue that it would have been more profitable and effective to
take the challenge directly to the local government structures. It is argued that it is within
such local governance structures that the key decisions were implemented, if not where
policy was conceived and formulated in the first instance (40PAA). The local government
strata had as much, if not more, impact on the Gaeltacht districts than some of the central
agencies. It is argued that local government paid scant regard to the development needs of the
Gaeltacht.
This is true in terms of the profile of people employed in the councils. There was no positive
discrimination, or even a positive weighting of proactive and progressive measures, to
support provision of services to the TML-community:
‘[…] the state ultimately is responsible not only for providing, but for guaranteeing,
the quality or the coequality of treatment of languages in the provision of public
services because without that guarantee we as individuals are going to go for the path
of least resistance and so you can’t blame the victim as a customer for choosing [the
MJL]…if you don’t have co-equality of treatment …in many ways the state is the
only agency which can guarantee the infrastructure…there is no point having the right
to use [the TML] if you don’t have the possibility of using it at a hospital bedside, or
in the tax system or at the local clinic…otherwise it’s a pyrrhic right…’ (31PAA).
There was no quota in place in terms of recruitment procedures to ensure that such bodies
had the capacity, the skills sets and the attitudinal disposition which would ensure that a right
to service in the TML was a taken-for-granted right, to be extolled and argued for not by the
community of end-users, but by the state itself in support of its own declared strategic
objectives as enshrined in the public law through statue (40PAA). Contributors to the data
argue further that the management of the local authorities never proactively engaged with or
provided the resources and facilities to allow those elected representatives from the Gaeltacht
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to represent their own communities through the medium of that community’s natural and
historic language. They were left with no choice but to use the MJL-medium.
The role of local government was never commensurate or aligned with that which is regarded
as standard norms of practice across the European community. The Irish dispensation never
committed to the mainstreaming of services and supports for multi-lingualism, not least
bilingualism. Translators were not recruited, nor were interpreters, nor were the skills and
competencies in both official languages mainstreamed into the normal philosophy and
practice of Gaeltacht development. Local government never had a dedicated Gaeltacht
development policy aside from references to the unique ‘value’ of the ‘Gaeltacht’ and the
‘language’ for the local authority jurisdiction. There were some objectives and conditions
adopted which ostensibly exhorted protection for these districts and some generalities in
support of the TML community, for example:
‘[…] the protection of the linguistic and cultural heritage of the Gaeltacht including
the promotion of Irish as the community language, where there is a Gaeltacht area in
the area of the development plan.’ (Local Government Act, 2000: Part 11, Section
10).
The roll out of the Planning and Development Act (2000), for example, is indicative of how
the state refused to acknowledge and engage with the challenges of sociolinguistic
development within these territories (9AE). This again illustrates the chasm between policy
rhetoric and development practice on the ground in material and instrumental terms (11PP).
At the time of Gluaiseacht Cearta Sibhialta na Gaeltachta’s ascendancy, it is estimated that in
certain Gaeltacht districts close to 90% of local communities had linguistic critical mass and
were cohesive as TML-dominant communities. Stated simply, the TML was not considered
under threat at that time (40PAA). This leads to a further consideration of the extent to which
we can talk consistently and on an empirical basis of a cohesive, homogenous, selfidentifying community based on historical traditions and bound up through foundational
social contracts in which the TML was deeply embedded (cf. Sections 4.3 and 4.4). It is
argued that there is little evidence of a cohesive and robust Gaeltacht identity in its own right
based on linguistic affiliation and differentiation (40PAA; 41PAA; 10PP; 7PAA). The
breakdown in intergenerational transmission is invoked as evidence of the indifference of
some within the L1, TML-community, their lack of commitment and politicisation in relation
to the language (10PP), their proclivity to reticence, to a one-way language courtesy
favouring the MJL, to a lack of demand for change and acquiescence to the status quo (9AE).
Such a contention is resisted by other participants who argue the false logic of such an
analysis pointing to its incoherence, arguing the paradox: how can there be a demand for
something (services in the TML) that does not exist? (9AE). Equally, they argue, how can we
expect the minoritised, stereotyped and stigmatised minority language to compete on a coequal basis with the international, universal MJL without intensive measures of support from
the state who has, ab initio, declared it to be a co-equal language (31PAA)?
A related theme emerging from the data argues that the Gaeltacht community saw itself first
and primarily as functioning within the county framework, as part of the broader county-wide
community network, rather than local TML communities identifying in some appreciable
manner with a trans-county, or trans-regional group linked and integrated by dint of their
language affiliations, customs and practices (40PAA). The spatial fragmentation and lack of
critical mass worked against the development of this type of Volksgroupe, of a coherent,
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articulate and mobilised minority affiliated through a common ancestral language and forged
within a common social and primarily agrarian history (10PP). If their first priority in terms
of association, identity and affiliation was to the Gaeltacht, the TML would be important. If
its allegiance is primarily to the secular county-identity, however, the TML recedes in terms
of its symbolic and functional utility and importance.
Findings from the data also argues that there is little contemporary community mobilisation
let alone agitation (40PAA; 41PAA). In this analysis, the responsibility for TMLmaintenance and development was largely left to the state. This was further compounded by
the political and communal culture of tolerance, apathy and an indifferent attitude to
pressuring the ‘weak’ state in many societal and policy domains (56PAA). Moreover, the
ranking of TML-preservation and development is inchoate and underdeveloped across those
cohorts of the Gaeltacht population who are TML-speakers:
‘Níl cúrsaí Gaeilge ar bharr an chlár oibre ag formhór phobal na Gaeltachta ach an
oiread. Is í an teanga a labhraíonn siad …is maith leo í mar theanga …agus cuireann
siad í ar aghaidh ag an gcéad ghlúin eile oiread agus is féidir leo í ach…is tábhachtaí
do dhaoine …post a bheith ag duine, obair a bheith acu…a bheith in ann saothrú…..a
gclann a thógáil…’ (11PP).
‘Neither do the vast majority of the Gaeltacht community consider Irish to be to the
forefront of their priorities. It is the language that they speak…they are fond of the
language…and they transmit the language to the next generation as best they
can…but what is of more importance to people…is to have a job, to be employed…to
be able to earn a living… to raise a family…’ (11PP).
‘[…] the overwhelming majority of them [the Gaeltacht community] are almost
indifferent to the language…’ (41PAA).
Contributions within the data argue that the community is primarily interested in work, in
employment, in improving their standard of living, not in language issues per se. In such a
way are their political demands similar to other rural communities. Those who argue for a
policy which concentrates explicitly on ‘the language problem’ are politically naïve and do
not understand the community, it is argued. The TML- community will only respect
language-explicit interventions if the state, through the local political elite, can deliver the
hard infrastructure and services which are demanded locally (10PP). This recalls how the
political elite pursued and foregrounded the RED measures as a source of their public
legitimacy (Evans, P., 1995).
This overriding consideration for political legitimacy informed the rationale for the policy
choice to invest funds in infrastructure and economic development as a key priority in
Gaeltacht development. In the same way, it is argued, there was a critical imperative to
ensure that the ‘objective’ or ‘generic’ models of development were delivered through the
TML (10PP; 9AE) (cf. Section 8.4). Moreover, the Gaeltacht development agencies needed
to underwrite their legitimacy and the rationale for their public funding by focusing on
objective, generic interventions:
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‘Ó thaobh polasaí dhe…ó thaobh na Ghaeltachta dhe, má bhí na forais Ghaeltachta,
is é sin an Roinn agus An tÚdarás dírithe go hiomlán agus go huile ar chúrsaí teanga
amháin, go gcaillfidís meas an phobail…’ (10PP).
‘From a policy perspective…and in terms of the Gaeltacht, if the Gaeltacht
structures, the Department and An tÚdarás were focused exclusively on language
matters that they would lose the respect of the community…’ (10PP).
Because of that, state policy committed to:
‘[…] go gcuirfeá an oiread seirbhísí agus ab fhéidir ar fáil trí mheán na Gaeilge go
nádúrtha gan aon pholasaí teanga leo ach nuair a thiocfá le polasaí teanga thabharfaí
tacaíocht duit mar bhí an oiread rudaí eile ag teacht uait…bhí tú ag cur na seirbhísí ar
fáil trí Ghaeilge…’ (10PP).
‘[…] that you would provide as many services as possible through Irish in a natural
way, without recourse to an underlying language policy per se, and that at the stage
when you would introduce a language policy in its own right that this would be
readily supported because you had delivered so much else…you were providing the
services through the Irish-medium…’ (10PP).
11.9.2 Incomers and Returners
Another important theme emerging from the data considers more completely the ongoing
shift and fracture at the local level, the extent of a very heterogeneous and complex social
fabric within the contemporary Gaeltacht (66PP) where the traditional close-knit social
networks which sustained the TML have been emasculated and weakened by the
overwhelming influence of incomers, returners and the general impact of social and cultural
diversity:
‘[…] níl daoine sásta cairdeas pearsanta a chur i mbaol ar mhaithe le plé ar chúrsaí
teanga…agus tá an cheist chomh leochaileach sin, chomh goilliúnach sin do
dhaoine…bíodh siad ar shon na Gaeilge nó ar shon an Bhéarla…ag leibhéal pearsanta
ansin agus ag leibhéal clainne, agus daoine ag cónaí ar an mbaile, agus daoine ag
tógáil a gcuid páistí le Béarla ar an mbaile, tá daoine sásta neamhaird a dhéanamh de
na ceisteanna sin ar mhaithe le gan titim amach lena gcuid comharsan…’ (40PAA).
“[…] people are unwilling to jeopardise personal friendships for the sake of
discussions on language…and this question is very delicate and very sensitive for
people…whether or which they support Irish or English…at the personal level, and at
family-level, and amongst those living in the same village, and while some amongst
them raise their children through the English medium in the village, people are very
often willing to disregard such questions so as not to fall out with their neighbours...’
(40PAA).
This analysis is reinforced and extended by further considerations of the actual role of the
community in adopting and supporting RLS-measures:
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‘[…] Gaeltacht people themselves would have to have a positive attitude towards the
language and to do that the language itself had to be…. imbricated with positivity, of
advantage, of possibility, of employment prospects…that it had to be a gateway to
better [prospects] rather than a burden for backwardness…..’ (17PP).
11.9.3 Intergenerational Breakdown of TML Transmission
Several of the participants referred to the phenomenon of the breakdown in the
intergenerational transmission of the TML (cf. Section 4.3) (7PAA; 26AE). These
contributions echo the findings from the literature review which highlight these complex
societal processes by which the TML community effectively minoritise their own language
through prohibiting or marginalising its use in key socialisation domains (56PAA). These
data argue that when TML-speaking L1s determine to raise their children in the MJL, they do
so because they must believe that there is a utilitarian advantage in this decision for their
children and that, alternatively, there is an inherent disadvantage in maintaining fidelity with
the TML (9AE; 40PAA). This is explained as an illustration of ‘instrumental and functional
rationality’, whereby if the MJL performs the function better, more effectively, one switches
from one language to the other (31PAA).
If we accept as axiomatic that parents will always do the best thing for their child, and in such
circumstances where parents cease to transmit the TML, it is argued they must believe
rationally or intuitively that the TML will disadvantage the child. This decision is a response
of sorts to the material fact of the lack of services in the TML provided by the state in the
critical domains of education, health and other crucial social services (cf. Section 4.3). If
TML-speakers in the Gaeltacht are raising their children in the MJL medium, ultimately they
are doing so to benefit their children’s development and social advancement. It is further
argued that the state has failed to convince these parents of its bona fides and credibility, and
that the state has failed to convince them that the TML has an advantage (11PP). TMLparents understand fully the state’s message, deeply embedded and silent as it may be within
both its articulated policies and in the vacuum of state inaction through non-policy. In this
context, and under the prevailing circumstances, is it fair, reasonable, or moral even to expect
parents to socialise their children in the TML in this context? (11PP; 9PAA).
The bases and rationale for TML parents not to socialise their children through the minority
language is further explained by the state’s decision not to provide for the delivery of public
services through the TML in the Gaeltacht, services in the critical service domains of health,
education and local government, for example. The cumulative effect of such denial, which is
contrary to the declared public objectives of the state, creates very many practical difficulties
and service delivery issues (17PP). It also compounds the view amongst a sizeable cohort of
the TML community that policy is mere tokenism and disincentivises the use, development
and extension of the TML as a language capable of mediating with the state.
11.9.4 State Attitudes about the Community’s Attitude
The data argues that the attitudes amongst the state executive to the TML and to Gaeltacht
development is demonstrated across a diminishing spectrum ranging from confusion, apathy,
intolerance, entropy on to outright hostility (37PAA). It is further argued that state
officialdom consider the prevailing attitude of the TML-community towards their own
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as a key issue (9AE). In some cases, state analysts consider the community’s
to be one of a strategy of evasion, of abrogating responsibilities at best, of duplicity
at worst, where the community, rather than engaging and playing a progressive and
role, resort to merely finding fault with the state (9AE).

The state inculcates, exhorts and promulgates certain values and behaviours (40PAA). The
state has catalytic influence in determining priorities, in asserting and prioritising the nature
and ranking of ‘collective public goods’ (Evans, P., 1995: 4). There has been a systemic
failure in not having credibly confronted the state system with an assertion of the inalienable
value and right of the TML as one such collective public good (40PAA). To the extent that
the TML is heavily dependent on the sufferance of state elites, this failure has serious and farreaching structural implications regarding the formulation and implementation of GDP.
11.10

The Crippled State: Integrating RED and Language Planning

Put simply, the lack of joined-up thinking within and across the apparatus of the state
represents a key, indisputable finding which sustains support across all the participant
domains (11PP; 41PAA). Peter Evans argues that we should focus on: ‘The structure and the
behaviour of the state apparatus to trajectories of national development’ (Evans, 1995: 43)
and this assessment warrants close scrutiny given the data generated in this study. The data
argues that the state bureaucracy historically were more comfortable with single interventions
as against integrated and complex approaches. It cites the early stage development which
attempted to Gaelicise the school system through prescriptive edicts and command-andcontrol measures, interventions which were isolated and isolating in their impact (17PP). This
malaise which retards a comprehensive and integrated approach to development is not
particular, of course, to Gaeltacht development.
The data findings argue that the challenge integration represents for the state is too great.
Government departments insist on protecting their own rights, their policy territory, where
‘executive capture’ by certain vested state interests dominates, where they exert almost
monopolistic control on the policy agenda. Such elite interests also control access to
resources and for whom the status quo is a protector and custodian of their established rights
and capital and class interests (41PAA). This participant argues vociferously that it is clearly
beyond the stricken state to plan comprehensively on a multi-sectoral or territorial basis:
‘[…] Integrated Coastal Zone (ICZ) planning is a classic example …. The challenge
seems to be too great. Government Departments too keen to preserve their own
rights… it seems to be beyond us to put these things together…. ICZ management
seems to be the most natural example of what should be done, and what should be
done in the Gaeltacht above all places, where the strip of land that is the Gaeltacht and
the coast and the sea would be all treated as one unit….We never got off the ground
in that area…we seem to be stricken when it comes to breaking down barriers
between Government Departments…and pursuing these things in an integrated,
holistic basis…it almost defies belief to understand how limited our capacity to
pursue integrated management is…’ (41PAA).
This view finds resonance also in the overriding analysis that the implementation of
Gaeltacht policy is ultimately dependent on a whole range of government departments and
public agencies and the policies that they implement. There is little mainstreamed consistent,
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cohesive and coherent support for Gaeltacht development policy. To the extent that there is
any evidence of systems-wide engagement, it often comes down to a few people, their
individual agency, working in isolation and without support. Many of these functionaries, to
compound the matter further, are not strategically placed in senior, influential management
positions (26AE).
Every time the Department raises the question of compliance or support for GDP
implementation, this is met with an argument or a demand from other departments looking
for additional resources, resources necessary in order to implement and give effect to this
dimension of formal state policy. Because of the asymmetrical manner in which policy is
constructed and the lack of buy-in or acceptance of responsibility from mainstream
Departments, GDP has no political or policy currency under the current dispensation.
Furthermore, because of this, there is not even a question of realigning or revising
expenditure priorities from current provision in support of GDP policy (56PAA). It is,
according to these data, considered, to the extent that it is considered at all, as an extraneous
form of some ‘other add-on’ (26AE).
A central theme emerging from the data analysis considers that Gaeltarra Éireann and,
subsequently An tÚdarás, were essentially advocated and understood as ‘mini, localised’
versions of the IDA and Enterprise Ireland. There was a lack of consideration of the LP and
RED linkage (11PP; 40PAA; 7PAA). The overall metric for development outputs was
invariably based on the body count of employment, regardless of the type or mix of
employment opportunities created, or the quality or standards of the employment, or the
sectors of development, or their carrying capacity, let alone any consideration of how and in
what way the RED and LP narratives were articulated and worked through within the
economic, enterprise and employment spheres:
‘[…] ní fheicim gur tháinig an oiread sin forbartha ar an múnla forbartha..’ (40PAA).
‘[…] I don’t consider that the development model evolved significantly…’ (40PAA).
There is considerable difference in the interpretations put forward in the data regarding the
impact of the rural industrialisation programme (cf. Section 8.4). The data consider its
dominant influence at the cost of a broader-based, sociolinguistically-informed approach to
development based on an integrated local model. Sociolinguistic analysis was never
prioritised or even undertaken before the mid-2000s, it is argued (11PP):
‘[…] gur oibrigh siad (GE agus Údarás) go minic in aghaidh pholasaí teanga na
Gaeltachta sa mhéid is gur mó dochar ná maitheas a rinne go leor, leor des na rudaí a
tharla …ó thaobh cúrsaí fostaíochta… ní raibh cúrsaí teanga ar bharr an chlár oibre
riamh… agus ba thábhachtaí [d’aon Phríomhfheidhmeannach] líon na bpost a bhí
cruthaithe… is ar líon na jabanna ag deireadh na bliana a deintear meastóireacht ar
fheidhmiú an Údaráis…’ (11PP) .
‘[…] that both GE and Údarás actually worked against Gaeltacht language policy in
the sense that their interventions created more damage than benefits… from an
employment point of view…the language development issue was never central to their
work priorities….and the numbers of jobs created was the most important issue for
any CEO …An tÚdarás’s end-of-year review is judged primarily on the numbers of
jobs [created]…’ (11PP).
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11.10.1

The ‘Invidious Position’

Reference is also made to the ‘invidious position’ which both Gaeltarra Éireann and An
tÚdarás were forced to negotiate seeking as they were to combine the economic development
priorities with an approach to community and language development which was not
explicitly sanctioned or prioritised in the legislation (11PP, 17PP; 26AE; 41PAA).
Industrialisation as a key facet of RED has huge implications is addressing the complexity of
the sociolinguistic challenge:
‘[…] industry, a lot of the industry, a lot of the development…any time you foster
economic development you foster linkages with the outside world and you foster the
use of the English language…are you talking about building a wall around the place
considered under threat at that time?….and having a language community?…the very
things which you can identify as eroding the language are things that do not lend
themselves very often to manipulation by the state or by anybody realistically…’
(41PAA).
Overall, the data attests to a singular lack of engagement with the basis of the problem or
opportunity which lay at the heart of the RED-LP linkage. Again, the theme of insufficient
analysis or planning of how to undertake such integration is salient and recurrent (23AE):
‘Ní raibh smaointeoireacht ró-mhór déanta faoi sin riamh ag an tús…ba leor é daoine
a choinneáil sa Ghaeltacht, choinneodh siadsan an Ghaeilge beo...is léir anois
[bunaithe ar thaighde acadúil]….nach raibh an polasaí sin ag dul ag oibriú mar is
cheart…’ (23AE).
‘There had been very little consideration of the issue at the outset…the initial idea
was to keep people in the Gaeltacht and that, in turn, would ensure the retention of
the language. We now know (and academic research supports this) that such a policy
would not succeed…’ (23AE).
‘[…] very little [linkage existed], the two of them [RED and LP discourses] were
pursued in isolation almost of one another…the community and language [domains]
was certainly the minor…that the economic development was the major and pursued
almost without regard to the language…that was the main pressure from politicians…
the number one demand…’ (41PAA).
Employment creation, considered a crucial public welfare objective, dominates the data
narrative (66PP). However, its linkage to RLS measures, and their actual or potential
reconciliation or mutual contradiction or competition is contested in the data (23AE):
‘Teastaíonn fostaíocht go géar, gan fostaíocht ní bheidh daoine ann…[ach] ní leor
fostaíocht a chruthú leis an teanga a chaomhnú, teastaíonn níos mó ná sin i mo
thuairimse…Ní raibh an ceangal leis an teanga…agus sin an botún a rinneadh agus…
lean sé sin go dtí…2007 nuair a foilsíodh an SCT’ (9AE).

627

‘There is an acute need for employment, without employment you do not have the
people…[however]creating employment in itself is not sufficient to maintain the
language, in my view, a lot more than that is required…the language was not intrinsic
to the planning….that was the basic mistake and that approach continued until the
SCT was published in 2007…’ (9AE).
Findings from the data summons the practice whereby An tÚdarás attached certain language
conditions to the financial assistance to selected industries and enterprises. The weakness of
such measures is highlighted in the data by way of demonstrating the vulnerability and
contradiction in such an approach to development which relied heavily, if not exclusively in
the early stages at least, on the attraction of externally sourced private capital.
The RED-approach through rural industrialisation was a predominantly dependent model,
considered to be in trawl to private investment:
‘Bhí siad ag áiteamh ar …dhea-thoil na n-infheisteoirí, na daoine a tháinig
isteach…go ndéanfaidís iarracht cúpla focal Gaeilge a fhoghlaim agus a labhairt
…ráiméis a bhí ansin, conas a d’fhéadfaí cur le pleanáil teanga, leis an teanga a
threisiú, agus a scaipeadh agus a chur chun cinn tríd an gcur chuige sin ó thaobh
forbairt eacnamaíoch?…ní raibh aon chur chuige a bhí bunaithe ar aon sórt teoiricí…
ní raibh aon chur chuige bunaithe ar thuiscint conas is féidir [tacú] le teanga,
mionteanga, fiú sa Ghaeltacht…’ (56PAA).
‘They were trying to persuade and influence the good will of investors and people
who came from the outside…that they would make some effort to learn and speak the
language…this was ridiculous…how could you advance language planning, how
could you reinforce the language, extend and support the language through economic
development?….the approach was not based on any sort of theoretical approach…it
was not based on any understanding of how you might support the language, a
minority language, even within the Gaeltacht…’ (56PAA).
The data argues variously that such conditions were ‘nonsense’, that they were never
systematically enforced or reviewed. Nor could sanctions be introduced in any demonstrable
way because of the measure of dependence on private capital to sustain employment.
Moreover, if the imposition of such sanctions were to disincentivise investment or dislocate
it, the community and political outcry would be of such an order as to be impossible to
contemplate. These districts always included a large proportion of non TML-speakers for
whom the state had to provide services and public goods, including employment (17PP;
11PP; 66PP). Findings from the data also underscore the bizarre but very real scenario
recounted in many districts where many of the locals (often incomers) were not even aware
that they were residents of a Gaeltacht district (66PP).
Different views from the data attest to the detrimental nature of the impact of the
industrialisation programme and how it undermined other planning and development efforts:
‘Ach ar bhealach bhí …an sciathán eile de na gníomhaíochtaí, an sciathán mór sin den
tionscal, bhí sé sin ag obair in éadan go leor de na polasaithe sin [polasaithe forbartha
áitiúil, tuaithe agus pobail]’ (23AE).
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‘But in a way…the other dimensions of these activities, those which related to
industrial development, they worked to undermine many of those policies [relating to
local, rural and community development]…’ (23AE).
A contrary view from the data flatly refutes the view that the state, through its rural
industrialisation programme, facilitated, if not encouraged, the introduction and
mainstreaming of the MJL into the Gaeltacht. This is summarised in the arguments that An
tÚdarás were not explicitly involved in or responsible for:
‘[…] (An tÚdarás) ag brú Béarla ar mhuintir na Gaeltachta…. An tÚdarás freagrach
as aeráid a chothú agus timpeallacht a chruthú faoina gcaithfidís Béarla a labhairt le
dul chun cinn a dhéanamh sa saol seo…’ (20AE).
‘[…] (An tÚdarás) forcing English on the Gaeltacht community…An tÚdarás
responsible for creating an environment where competency in the English language
was a pre-requisite for making headway in the world…’ (20AE).
These data argue that the industrialisation programme was not a corrosive influence:
‘[…] ní dhearna sé dochar…. ach bhí sé ag coinneáil daoine sa mbaile agus tá go leor
den bpobal Gaeltachta nach mbeadh sa nGaeltacht murach iad…chaithfeá glacadh leis
go raibh gá leis sin…’ (10PP).
‘[…] it didn’t do any harm…it did serve to keep people at home and without such
interventions many amongst the Gaeltacht community now residing in the Gaeltacht
would be living elsewhere…you have to accept that there was a need for
this…’(10PP).
Such analysis from the data argues that this isolating of the deleterious influence of the
industrialisation programme and attributing to it the major cause of LS within the Gaeltacht
represents a very partial and deliberately truncated version of what happened and the extent
and complexity of the forces at play. This analysis counters the line of simplistic
argumentation which equates industrialisation with LS. It stresses the complexity of the
diglossia and the unbalanced and destabilising bilingualism which was long established
before the more direct and intensive forms of state intervention from the 1950s. It counters
the simplistic assumption that one aspect of state policy, limited primarily as it was to
industrial policy, could assume such a dominant and subversive force in undermining the
cohesion of social and linguistic networks and the attitudinal and behavioural patterns of the
families within their intimate, familial domains (66PP). The culture and language practice
inculcated by communities and by individual families is not properly considered in this
deeply patronising analysis and its concomitant, patriarchal view of the powerless community
and the dysfunctional family (7PAA; 20AE).
An intermediary view from the data argues forcibly that:
‘Ní hiad forbairtí an Údaráis a chothaigh na fadhbanna teanga atá inniu againn nó ar a
laghad ní hiad forbairtí an Údaráis a chruthaigh iad go díreach, b’fhéidir gur tharla
siad go hindíreach de bharr fhorbairtí an Údaráis….[creidim] murach na
hidirghabhálacha tionsclaíocha sin go mbeadh an Ghaeltacht i bhfad níos laige ná mar
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atá sí inniu…ní hiad na monarchana a chothaigh na fadhbanna teanga ...ach an córas
oideachais…’ (7PAA).
‘The language problems we encounter today were not created, or at least were not
created directly, by the developments pursued by An tÚdarás, maybe they are an
indirect result of the such developments…[I believe that] the Gaeltacht would be
significantly weaker today but for these industrial interventions…the language
problems were not caused by the factories…but by the educational system…’ (7PAA).
Findings from the data also broadly advocate the significant contribution that a targeted
approach to sectoral development and an evolving employment policy has made. This reflects
a partial attempt to introduce a new model of development based on the service economy and
in such a way as to attempt to foreground the linguistic challenge within the overall approach
(9AE; 10PP).
State-led status planning measures generated new obligations and commitments under public
law which public bodies were responsible for discharging (The Official Languages Act,
2003, for example). This in turn generated a demand for new skills and qualifications which
were inherently TML-based and which created a new economic sector, that of language,
technical and translation services (10PP). In this context, the TML was increasingly seen as
an economic resource in its own right (20AE). This policy departure, redolent of a more
heightened consciousness regarding the centrality of the TML within development discourse
set out to create as much language-based enterprises as possible. They, in turn, were to
provide a high standard of employment commensurate with the career ambitions and the
educational qualifications of the Gaeltacht community (media ‘glamour jobs’, for example).
In terms of structural provision, a dedicated proportion of the Údarás’s budget was to be
allocated to fund such sectoral initiatives where: ‘[go raibh] an Ghaeilge mar raison d'être do
na jabanna seo’ (where the Irish language was in itself the raison d'être for such
employment’) (10PP).
The sustained and progressive investment in the digital media sector and the investment in
broadcasting platforms (TG4, for example) were instanced regularly in the data as an
exemplar approach to economic and linguistic development which provided structured
careers for graduates and not just employment. These new economic opportunities effectively
created new occupational and social structures (7PAA; 9AE). The same can be said in terms
of the very significant investment in third-level institutional development in the TML
(Acadamh na hOllscolaíochta Gaeilge, for example). The data findings also refer to state
policy which attempted to relocate selected public sector employment in the TML and
Gaeltacht development institutions to the Gaeltacht districts (10PP):
‘[…] go mbeadh tionscal mór teanga [forbartha] agus go dtarraingeodh sé sin daoine
agus go mbeadh siad sin ag maireachtáil i measc an phobail …gus go mbeadh muid
ag tarraingt Gaeilgeoirí isteach sa Ghaeltacht…” (10PP) .
‘[…] that the development of a large language enterprise would draw people and that
they would settle in the community…and that we would attract Irish speakers into the
Gaeltacht…’ (10PP).
Such examples are offered through the data as an illustration of how status planning for the
TML, rather than a reliance solely on direct market-driven employment, can generate
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immediate and sustained economic impact (cf. Sections 6.1 – 6.11). It also highlights the
weakness and vulnerability of public-sector induced employment, exposed as it is to
retrenchment in public funding and competing expenditure priorities.
Local and natural resource sectors, particularly those of the largely unexploited marine and of
renewable energies, are also highlighted as examples of more relatively ‘appropriate’ and
sustainable sectors for development suitable to a Gaeltacht context where the TML had the
best opportunity of being ‘centred’ or normalised in the enterprise (11PP; 41PAA).
The capacity of state-led RED policy to evolve at the same pace as market-led, or other
societal and community development, is a key consideration highlighted in the data. This
dilemma is set out in the following:
‘[...] ó thaobh fostaíochta de…bhí dilemma ag an Údarás… tá [na gasúir Ghaeltachta]
ag fáil ardoideachais, is cuma cé chomh maith agus a d’éireodh leis an Údarás le
gnáth-thionsclaíocht, seanfhaiseanta ní rabhadar ag dul ag freastal ar mhianta chuid
mhaith de na daoine óga…agus b’shin dúshlán agus dúshlán an-mhór…’ (10PP).
‘[…] the Údarás faced a real dilemma from the point of view of employment
creation…Gaeltacht youngsters receive high standards of education, and regardless
of how well An tÚdarás might have succeeded in establishing conventional industrial
employment, they were not in a position to provide adequately employment of a type
which would meet the aspirations of many of the young people…and that was a
challenge, a very significant challenge…’“ (10PP).
11.11

The Iron Law of Unintended Consequences

The duality and tension between planned and unplanned change represents a significant
theme with the entire data set (7PAA). Equally, the paradox of successful development, its
benign, dynamic and positive dimensions set over and against its perverse and debilitating
impacts in sociolinguistic terms, assumes another critical thematic concern emerging from
the data (17PP; 41PAA):
‘’[…] there was never a holistic approach to Gaeltacht development, there was never
an attempt to do that…a holistic, integrated approach…it wasn’t done even at the
industry level, don’t mind at the Gaeltacht development level where you had the
socioeconomic variables to take care of…’(41PAA).
In the absence of an articulated, wide-ranging integrated development strategy with an
explicit sociolinguistic focus which accepted the TML as the default language of the
Gaeltacht, and given the inadvertent, perverse and unintended consequences of the RED
programme, the community underwent significant and transformative language shift (26AE).
Successive rounds of state and private sector investment created an economic and enterprise
base which sustained principally manufacturing employment, a form of employment which
was non-traditional within the Gaeltacht. Such new development processes invoked new
patterns of behaviour and attitudes towards productive and full-time employment. The
external investment was critical and its economic benefits substantial, helping to reverse the
longstanding patterns of emigration both seasonal and permanent, where the Gaeltacht

631

districts were haemorrhaging population with all its attendant distress and social fracture. The
industrialisation of the Gaeltacht was not in any way significantly different from what was
experience elsewhere in the country (23AE).
Amongst the avowed consequences resulting from such development was the counterintuitive phenomenon of in-migration within which local people who had emigrated in
previous years were repatriated as labour capital and relocated to home because of new
employment and market opportunities. The resulting impact on the social networks and the
relative weighting of linguistic and community capital was considered critically important in
two respects (26AE).
First, of those returning from elsewhere in Ireland or from abroad, many brought with them
spouses and families who had been socialised in a language other than the TML. Such
reverse migration and the high incidence of returners created huge pressures on the
socialisaiton networks, particularly on the education networks, where returners who were not
TML-speakers were introduced, thus creating profound change in local norms, mores and
habits (7PAA). One significant aspect of this cultural and linguistic change was that the
concept of a TML-exclusive, or at least ostensibly dominant, educational system within the
Gaeltacht buckled under the assimilative weight of these returners (9AE; 23AE).
Findings from the data cite a hypothetical example, but one drawn from an amalgamation of
real-life incidents aligned with the historical narrative from the 1960s to the 2000s. The state
invests in a landbank and builds enterprise accommodation. It succeeds in attracting external
private capital investment and secures the location of private investment for the local district.
The enterprises seek to recruit some three-hundred people, a figure well beyond the carrying
capacity of the local labour pool. With the state’s assistance, they are successful in recruiting
people from outside the district, amongst them returners and non-locals settling in the area.
The employment accrues and the economic benefits are tangible and significant. However,
the local educational services are inundated with children from exogamous or MJL-families
who are socialising their offspring through the MJL. This de facto alters the delicate
linguistic balance amongst the educational and other socialisation networks.
This scenario represents a fundamental problem of state planning for the Gaeltacht.
Employment creation objectives were pursued in isolation from the impact of that outcome
on the linguistic and educational socialisation networks (7PAA). There was no forward
planning between the Department, the Department of Education and An tÚdarás to assess the
likely impact of returners and their impact on the educational system. The fundamental
problem central to the inefficacy of state planning confirms that the state cannot deal with
complexity, with dynamic change, where sociolinguistic change is inherently highly complex
and challenging (7PAA).
Second, the entire process of development was a proxy for a broader societal modernisation
programme which was articulated internationally, nationally and regionally through the MJLdominated market processes and through state intervention (26AE). The attribution and
reinforcement of the utility and status of the MJL has longstanding historical antecedents in
the development narrative reaching back to the early work of the first Gaeltacht Commission:
‘[…] nuair a bhreathnaíonn tú ar an tionchar a bhí ag polasaithe an stáit ar an
nGaeltacht ó thaobh múnla tionsclaíoch agus eacnamaíochta…sílim go bhfaca daoine
go raibh tionscail á mbunú agus á reáchtáil trí mheán an Bhéarla agus dá bhrí sin nach
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raibh aon bhuntáiste ann dá gcuid gasúr an Ghaeilge a bheith acu…agus ar ndóigh iad
siúd a chuaigh ar imirce go deimhin chonaic siad gur míbhuntáiste a bhí sa Ghaeilge
dóibh agus tháinig na scéalta sin ar ais abhaile…’ (26AE).
‘[…] when you consider the influence of state policies on the Gaeltacht and the model
of economic and industrial development which was employed…I believe that people
recognised that industries were being established and managed through the Englishmedium and, that they therefore understood that there was little advantage to their
children in having Irish…and of course, those who were forced to emigrate fully
understood that the Irish language represented a very real disadvantage to them
abroad and such experiences made their way home…’ (26AE).
Such analysis argues that the establishment and concentration of MJL-dominated enterprises
reaffirmed the historical association of the MJL with progression, development, wealth and
welfare creation (26AE). The new modern enterprises reinforced all of these negative
implications for the TML, its status and utility, and underscored that prevailing sense of:
‘[…] linguistic fatalism which meant that the language was destined to pass because
all of the opportunities were mediated through English…the reversal of that
psychological condition which they (the first Gaeltacht Commission) identified as the
core of the language abandonment…the language shift…[the Commission’s]
identification of what were the key levers of that were…perceptions of socioeconomic
disadvantage and poverty, perceptions of backwardness…and the need to utterly
reverse that…’ (17PP).
Third, in the 2000s, it is argued that the level of new employment created in the Gaeltacht
exceeded local demand. Because of this, external labour was recruited and brought into these
districts to meet the demand for skills and labour which in itself brought additional, negative
influence to bear on local social and community networks (11PP).
11.12

Overall Assessment

11.12.1

The Analysis and the Model of Development

Salient themes emerging from the data argue cohesively that the establishment of the
Department of the Gaeltacht, of GE and An tÚdarás was dominated by a development
narrative which did not explicitly conceptualise or rationalise, let alone prioritise, those
development interventions which would focus on the LS phenomenon itself. Moreover, the
language of much of the ‘material measures of development’ was executed through the MJLmedium in the vast majority of cases referenced in the data. This illustrates simply that the
objective process of development was dependent on an externally driven dynamic. It was
informed, funded and managed by outside interests.
The state’s overall analysis was anaemic, underdeveloped and inarticulate in terms of its
understanding of the sociolinguistic development challenge. There is ostensible and publicly
declared support for the TML at a symbolic level, at the level of some form of
institutionalised, sovereign bilingualism, amongst the political and executive elite:
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‘[…] there is this ideological predisposition to assume that Irish is a permanent
feature [of institutional commitment]…without having to do much about its
maintenance, so when you look for the evidence, when you look for the initiatives,
when you look for the political will, it’s often ambivalent…to demonstrating a
commitment…’ (31PAA).
The challenge was essentially one of managing complexity and ‘[…] níor éirigh leis na
hiarrachtaí go dáta…’ (‘[…] to date, these efforts have not been successful…’) (66PP):
‘[…] tríd is tríd ní raibh sé [GDP] chomh éifeachtach is a d’fhéadfadh sé a bheith
agus bhí na srianta seo ann…srianta córais agus srianta airgeadais…agus bhí muid ag
brath ar phobal na Gaeltachta féin le creidiúint sa rud [GDP]…cén chaoi a meallann
tú daoine le luach na teanga a fheiceáil?…’ (20AE).
‘[…] overall GDP was not as effective as it could have been and these restraints
existed…restraints which had to do with both the system and with finance…and we
depended on the Gaeltacht community themselves to believe in GDP….how can you
motivate and attract people to recognise the value of the language?…’ (20AE).
Because of the fundamental flaws in the analysis, the data argues that the development model
was disfigured by dichotomy and contradiction. In short, the TML and Gaeltacht
development more generally was never advocated by the state system as a development issue
to any credible extent - nationally, regionally or even within the Gaeltacht itself. The logic
model was self-contradictory (56PAA):
‘[…] tabharfaimid daoine isteach leis an eacnamaíocht a fhorbairt…coinneoimid na
daoine sa mbaile agus tiocfaidh an Ghaeltacht slán mar phobal agus labhróidh siad an
teanga mar is í is fearr leo mar is é an rud nádúrtha dóibh é…’ (20AE).
‘[…] we attract people in to develop the local economy….we maintain local people in
their local areas and because of this we maintain the Gaeltacht as a vibrant
community and the people will speak the language because that is their natural and
preferred choice….’ (20AE).
The dominance of that ideology of development did not invest sufficiently or early enough
with an endogenous model of development. Moreover, in terms of the RED policies which
were implemented, their objective success against the matrix of economic development and
employment criteria is highly qualified and ultimately it is argued that:
‘[…] linguistically, I doubt if it has made any difference at all’ (41PAA).
There is a prevailing sense from the data that goal displacement became a very real issue.
Rather than functioning as an means to an end, the RED programme, and the very real and
tangible material welfare which it created and sustained, assumed the status as a goal unto
itself.
On the other hand, the data do not systematically engage with a considered assessment of the
undetermined magnitude of what might have come to pass in the absence of these
interventions since the foundation of the state, whatever their malleable defects and
institutional weakness (26AE).
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11.12.2

Status vs Development Planning

The data argue the critical importance of status planning. Contradictory interpretations
regarding the role of state policy are foregrounded in the data. It is argued that state policy
has afforded status, protection and generated a preferential bias towards the TML. By
extension, it is further argued, that without these state interventions the TML would be
eroded further. Its speakers and their speaker communities would be denigrated and
marginalised further without state-led status planning. They would as a result very likely be
considered in similar terms as the traveller community, as was the case in the nineteenth
century.
‘[…] ba é seasamh na Gaeilge sa stát, agus d’imir sé sin tionchar ar lucht a labhartha,
is é sin bhí an oiread measa á chothú ar an nGaeilge mar theanga, an dream a raibh sí
acu thosaigh daoine a bheith in éad leo beagáinín…bhí innealtóireacht shóisialta,
b’fhéidir nach d’aon turas a bhí sé ar bun ach dar liomsa bhí sé sin riachtanach do
shlánú na Gaeilge le céad bliain anuas…’ (10PP).
‘[…] it was the status of Irish within the state, and this directly influenced the
speakers of the language, in other words, such was the respect which was being
inculcated for Irish as a language, many were somewhat envious of those who spoke
the language…this might represent a form of social engineering although it may not
have been practiced deliberately but, in my view, this was critical to the survival of
Irish this past one hundred years…’ (10PP).
An opposing view emphasises the fundamental need to focus on sociolinguistic regeneration
as the central and exclusive performance indicator against which state policy has ultimately
to be assessed:
‘[…] an táscaire feidhmíochta is mó a d’fhéadfadh a bheith ansin ná “an bhfuil an
Ghaeilge níos láidre” agus dúirt siad [údair an SCT] amach neamhbhalbh “níl” …saol
[ré] fiche bliain a bhí ag an teanga ag an bpointe sin agus thaispeáin sé sin go soiléir
go raibh muid ar an mbóthar mícheart le píosa fada agus theastaigh athrú ansciobtha…’ (9AE).
‘[…] the most important performance indicator measure which could be used was
“whether the Irish language was stronger” and the authors of the SCT said
unequivocally that this was not the case… a twenty-year life span only was all that
was left to the language at that point and this clearly demonstrated that we were on
the wrong road for many years and that change was needed very quickly…’ (9AE).
and:
‘[…] but, and this is the most crucial thing of all, it (the Gaeltacht) is primarily a
community defined by language, “pobal sainiúil teanga” (a differentiated language
community), therefore… if you are talking about Gaeltacht development you couldn’t
assess either the need or the success of interventions by the normal socioeconomic
criteria, population stabilisation, increase in the standard of living, developed
infrastructure and so on…if at the end of that you had a community for whom the
transmission of Irish has stopped or had so weakened that it was fatally weakened…’
(17PP).
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The dichotomous and anomalous nature of GDP leads to similarly contradictory and selfdefeating outputs. The role of the developmental state is queried here and its management of
state structures and state-society relations. Findings from the data consistently argue against
assuming the easy conclusion and relentlessly admonishing the qualified failure of the state:
‘[…] ar bhealach b’fhéidir gur cineál míorúilt go bhfuil sí ag maireachtáil mar
theanga phobail más díbheo féin é ag an bpointe seo…níl tada ag tarlú ann ach an
pátrún céanna díreach a tharla sa gcuid eile den tír…is é sin gur imigh sí mar theanga
phobail…’ (40PAA).
‘[…] even accepting that the language is clearly moribund, that fact that it is still
surviving at all represents a miracle of sorts at this stage…we are seeing the same
pattern that historically occurred in the rest of the country…in other words, the
language ceasing to function as a community language…’ (40 PAA).
Status planning succeeded to a certain limited extent -the TML remains in use. It is variously
formalised, protected, recognised, valorised by the state and to this end the data argues that
certain policy objectives were realised. The TML has a profile nationally and internationally;
it has been secured in high order domains; and its status has been recognised, ostensibly
safeguarded and improved. However, in terms of territorial development planning, GDP has
not maintained the sociolinguistic base. These facts are indisputable and are vouchsafed in
the contemporary accredited and objective research. There has been no restorative extension
of the Gaeltacht districts. Within these districts the contemporary narrative talks to a collapse
of the sociolinguistic base within the TML-networks, a reality that irrevocably attests to any
objective and rationale assessment of the facts drawn from the state’s own data sources.
11.12.3

The Long Crisis and Political Leadership

The analysis of the data speaks of an attritional process of change from a sociolinguistic
perspective which has accelerated from the 1970s when the MJL came to dominate in all but
a few isolated districts within the Gaeltacht demarcation. There is a undeniable sense that the
urgent ‘crisis’ has been ongoing for decades (66PP):
‘Thosaigh rudaí ag athrú…tháinig an Béarla chun cinn, go háirithe ó na seachtóidí ar
aghaidh, agus sin an uair go raibh sé le feiceáil nach raibh polasaithe ag obair ó
thaobh cúrsaí teanga de ach go háirithe…’ (23AE).
‘Change took root…English assumed dominance, particularly from the 1970s, and it
was from this time that it became very clear that the particular policies being
deployed in support of the language were not succeeding …’ (23AE).
‘Is léir ón SCT nár leigheas sé sin ceist na teanga, go raibh an teanga ag éirí níos laige
agus níos laige i gcónaí, agus… creidim go gcaithfidh daoine a bheith ann agus
caithfidh fostaíocht a bheith ann ach go bhfuil na hathruithe móra sóisialta ag tarlú ag
réimse an phobail…go bhfuil siad ag déanamh dochair don teanga…’ (7PAA).
‘The findings of the SCT demonstrate that such measures did not resolve the language
problem, that the language continued to be further weakened, and…I believe that we
need to retain people and that there is a critical need for employment but that there
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are extensive social changes occurring at community level…and that these are
significantly damaging to the language…’ (7PAA).
Despite this, it is further argued that the lack of political leadership, as well as the
pronounced failure in terms of community agitation and mobilisation, are crucial issues.
There was a lack of political commitment to lead out on policy reform and development
which would address in a comprehensive, state-wide planned approach the particular and
distinctive challenges of spatial development in the Gaeltacht. The data findings are clear that
such an analysis is not simply an indictment of how the state assumes an aggressive,
ideological role in deliberately despoiling the concept of GDP in a planned and systematic
manner. Evans, P (1995) speaks of the: ‘the ineradicable necessity of the state in
contemporary social life and the grating imperfection with which states perform…’ (ibid: 4).
The state does not need to adamantly oppose or undermine GDP. It can simply refuse to
engage with the issue as a policy issue. In such a way the data speaks to the ‘invisibilising’ of
the Gaeltacht.
11.12.4

Invisibilising the Gaeltacht

The data are unanimous in its appraisal of the Department’s role as an agent of planned
change. The Gaeltacht development division with the Department has been considerably
weakened, its budgets drastically reduced. Institutionally, this division now forms a small
part of a small department with a much reduced capacity and authority in terms of its ability
to influence change across the state system. The Department is handicapped by a lack of
capability and planning and research competence (40PAA). Findings from the data further
argue that the state generally has neither real vision nor a credible strategy. Neither does it
have sufficiently skilled and resourced capacity so as to allow it to realistically engage with
the complexity of the development challenge locally, where it might conceive and implement
RLS measures in an authoritative, innovative and systematic fashion (11PP).
This lack of institutional planning capacity, of the undermining of the executive power and
authority of the Gaeltacht development institutions has seen GDP become atrophied as a
policy issue. Moreover, the scope for planning and implementing interventions in support of
the societal project has been greatly undermined, more particularly since the retrenchments
caused by the fiscal crisis in Ireland. The centralisation of decision-making and prioritysetting is now located firmly within the remit of the Department of Public Expenditure and
Reform and the Department of Finance. This undermines further the Gaeltacht institutions’
capacity to plan or manage new, innovative (and potentially expensive) policy interventions
in support of the TML-community.
11.12.5
Tollefson
ideology’
pervasive
recurrent

Neoliberalism and the Ideology of the State
(1991) argues that ‘[…] hegemony is the successful production and reproduction of
(ibid: 12). The ascendant dominance of neoliberalism and the increasingly
role of the market in the formulation and implementation of public policies is a
theme expounded within the literature reviews (cf. Section 5.8).

The data findings confirm that what happens in the Gaeltacht is an extension of what happens
elsewhere in Ireland. The model of development undertaken across the country is
undifferentiated and is based primarily on the attraction of external investment and the

637

stimulation of new private enterprises at local level, drawing on indigenous capital and
expertise. O’Hearn (n.d.) argues that global neoliberal market policies dominate in this
advanced stage of industrialisation. This has serious repercussions for the concept of the
developmental state and the practice of development which it inculcates and prioritises.
Historically, the traditional development state had an explicit role in policy intervention in
support of social cohesion, redistribution of welfare benefits and the regulation of markets
and capital.
The displacement of the development state through what has been described as a ‘withering
away of the state’ (31PAA) and the commodification of state practices and their delegation as
planning and delivery functions to private or semi-private contractors is a key concern. So too
is the fuller integration of the Irish state into international networks of trade and capital flows.
This factor has shifted the emphasis from an approach to development which foregrounded
the ‘local’, indigenous resources and an endogenous model of self-reliant development. As
Evans (1995) points out, the capital sources of industrialisation in Ireland lead to fundamental
questions about its sustainability. This analysis highlights Ireland’s ‘extreme dependence on a
limited group of foreign corporate investors’ (O’Hearn, n.d.: 1), where the form of
development is fragile, exclusive and severely limited.
It is argued in the data that the prospects for maintaining and developing key forms of social
capital are to be located within the ambit of a localised, highly sensitised model of
development. On the one hand, the development-state model provided for public welfare (of
different types, including linguistic and cultural development on its own terms), social equity
and redistribution of welfare gains. On the other hand, the neoliberal project guaranteed only
the right to participate in globally competitive capital networks (O’Hearn, n.d.).
However, in arguing for the primacy of the developmentalist model, there is much debate in
the data as to the critical role of the state in inducing or managing different forms of
development, not least whether or not it might legitimately undertake a process of societal
planning and policy intervention in support of minority groups and their minority languages.
Under the neoliberal ethic which dominates the form and practice of development in Ireland,
is it reasonable to ask whether a form of cultural protectionism in support of explicitly
linguistic objectives can achieve traction as a credible public policy objective?
Evans (1995) argues that the key characteristic of the development state is a commitment to
the ‘what’ of development and not just the ‘how much’. In terms of GDP, this is a crucial
distinction if it is accepted that a differentiated model of development is a necessary
precondition to approach investment (of private and public capital) in such a way as to
explicitly support the protection of the sociolinguistic fabric of these districts. The
development state initiates development and assumes a role well beyond that of light
regulation of private capital and market forces. It determines the form and trajectory of
ethical, sustainable development, and renegotiates its policies and practices in the light of
evolving societal needs which are informed by a range of stakeholders including community
and local interests.
In other words, the state is autonomous from and non-subordinate to the overriding influence
of private capital. This model of state-led development is characterised by a commitment to
integrated, multi-sectoral and spatial planning in a way that encompasses a diverse range of
development objectives. It must sponsor, promote and legitimise a course of development
which values public goods and societal values consistent with its declared policy objectives
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as set out in the statue and in public law. Private, investment-led development is often either
oblivious or inimical to the pursuance of such development objectives and resists the
regulatory or managing role of the state. On the other hand, the state, complex and stratified
as are its inherent and constituent elements, rarely engages with such processes on an
integrated, continuous and comprehensive manner but is riven by its own anomalies,
paradoxes and inconsistencies, where different power elites within the state-system vie for
control and hegemony.
The classification of what constitutes ‘collective public goods’, what institutional structures
and processes are required to support their delivery, is often a key issue here as is the extent
and range of state regulation and management. The limitations which the state adopts, or has
imposed on it, by private capital is the key issue ultimately in determining what constitutes
development and how its realisation should be achieved, measured and evaluated.
Does it imply an effective regulatory regime for legal, property and fiscal markets? Does it
include basic infrastructure, utilities or services? Or can it be extended to deal with
fundamental ethical concerns such as welfare equity and redistribution, social care for
marginalised communities and peripheral areas and the communities and cultures they
support? The state does this by using positive and negative control instruments, some
prescriptive, preventative and selective, others based on incentivisation, support and
legitimation, to achieve desired societal and public policy goals, including, potentially, RLS
measures in combination with local communities and agencies within a corporatist
framework.
What then of the role of the state as it relates to the market, the community and public goods?
In its current form, the data argues that it is difficult to ascertain a public or political narrative
which might argue for the re-assertion of the development state and an examination of its role
in supporting the totality of selective spatial development in an inclusive manner which
would protect public goods such as communities and the languages they sustain.
In such a context, the analysis fundamentally enquires as to how can we expect the TML to
survive on the economic, political and spatial margins? The analysis asks that if we accept
that development is or could be a local trajectory of progressive transformation, to what
extent are the challenges and the state’s response structurally determined or is their latitude
for agency? The answer to such questions, drawn from the elite participants and their
proposals in terms of arresting the decline, forms the basis of the next chapter.
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Chapter 12 Countering Decline: The Proposals of the State Elites
12.1

Introduction

This is the second chapter which sets out the findings generated from the semi-structured
interviews. It provides an analysis and interpretation of the data which elucidate the elite
participants’ proposals in relation to the policy interventions considered necessary to counter
the sociolinguistic decline in the Gaeltacht.
The findings are presented under the structure and sequence of those themes around which
the interview questions were designed. Remaining faithful to the analytical structure
employed in Chapter 11, the approach is designed around and is drawn from the established
categories of the elite participants, those representative of the distinct domains which include
the Public and Political (hereafter PP); the Administrative and Executive (hereafter AE); and
Policy Analysts and Academic (hereafter PAA).
The participants’ proposals regarding future Gaeltacht Development Policy (GDP) are
elaborated from the questions posed during the semi-structured interviews which enquired as
to how state development policy for the Gaeltacht could be made more effective. Related to
this, it sought their understanding of what should be the state’s immediate priorities in terms
of integrated and multiple development interventions which need to be implemented at a
territorial level.
Chapter 11 examined the comprehensive range of data generated from the questions which
focused on the elite participants’ understanding and assessment of the historical evolution of
GDP, its conceptualisation, its implementation and its impact. When set against, this the
returns from the questions in the interview schedule regarding future proposals for more
effective GDP, which are analysed in this chapter, generated significantly less data. An
assessment of the reasons for this are set out in the concluding section to this chapter.
The principal thematic areas which are extrapolated from the data are examined. In terms of
structure, the relevant, synthetic explanatory context is provided in each case, followed by a
summary of the recommendations in relation to the strategic orientation and the structure and
content of future GDP. Some of the recommendations relate to broader issues concerning
community solidarity and mobilisation, to questions of political representation and
governance capacity which, while not directly amenable to GDP per se, are nevertheless
crucial to establishing the framework of state-society relations within which public policy is
ultimately constructed.
12.2

The Politics and Problems of Leadership

The critical and overriding need for political and communal leadership is a core
recommendation given the complexity and obdurate nature of the challenges inherent in this
societal project (40PAA; 9AE; 56PAA). There is little systematic evidence to support an
analysis which identifies a state-wide approach to prioritising the urgent need for a
committed programme of significant, transformative change (41PAA). The paradox of the
state’s position is a key, recurrent motif in this context (cf. Sections 11.7 and 11.10):
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‘[…] in Ireland, on paper, you have all the apparatus to guarantee, if not success, at
least a tolerable future for Irish and yet despite all those powers, the political class
have refused to use all the powers available in an integrated and holistic
manner…[this] maybe related to a deep colonial experience…’ (31PAA).
‘Ostensibly…the Irish government is certainly symbolically committed to
bilingualism in its public affairs…elements of the political class…and senior civil
servants are often ostensibly committed to the Irish language, the difficulty I find is
when I ask for results and outcomes…there is this ideological predisposition to
assume that Irish is a permanent feature without having to do much about its
maintenance, so when you look for the evidence, when you look for the initiatives,
when you look for the political will, it is often ambivalent…’ (31PAA).
This is contrasted with the forcible example of public and political leadership which drove
the transformative projects which redirected the shape and substantive content of economic
policy in the late 1950s and early 1960s. Such a long-sustained political commitment at all
levels of the state apparatus is explained in terms of the accumulated political capital which
was mobilised around this development objective, the urgent degree of consensus amongst
the elite policy custodians and political class as to the overriding importance of this societal
objective geared towards securing fundamental economic and social restructuring (9AE):
‘[…] teastaíonn ceannaireacht freisin, teastaíonn ceannaireacht ón bpobal…le go
mbeidh dóchas ag an bpobal go bhfuil rud éicint in ann dóibh mar phobal teanga agus
ní dóigh liomsa go bhfuil sé sin acu faoi láthair, agus ní dóigh liom gur cruthaíodh é
sin…’ (40PAA).
‘[…] leadership is also required, the community needs leadership…so that the
community may invest some hope in their future prospects as a community of
language and I don’t think that such leadership is currently evident, nor do I believe
we ever created this…(40PAA).
It is argued that urgent and vital political courage is demanded to state the basis of the
problem and to reimagine the conditions of possibility which might underpin a more
sustainable approach to GDP. This contribution locates such a political commitment in terms
of a public and political rationale which would explain to an irate, largely disenfranchised
public that despite retrenchment and cutbacks, the state was committed to adequately
resourcing the Gaeltacht development ‘project’, and maintaining and developing the TMLcommunity. This participant considered that failure to do so will be a massive historical
indictment of the state if it is complicit through inaction, leading to the Gaeltacht ‘project’
collapsing under the weight of the state’s indifference. This line of enquiry asks:
‘[…] if we had unique custodial responsibility for an ecosystem that was off the
coast…that it was an endangered one, that essentially there were steps that could be
taken, it would still be endangered almost for the foreseeable future because of tidal
movements and pollution…but nonetheless there were a whole series of measures that
had prima facia possibility of improving the situation and…it was our responsibility
and we said “not at all, let it go” – what would be said?’ (17PP).
At a local, intimate community level, it is further argued that there is little connection
between the local, acknowledged community representatives and the majority of the TML-

641

community. This relationship is replete with questions regarding exclusive, local elites, with
the typical splits and divisions evident amongst and across the social networks (40PAA;
31PAA).
Recalling the dichotomous views regarding state capacity and autonomy as set out in Chapter
11 (cf. Section 11.5), there are contrary views as to what the state’s optimum role might
conceivably achieve. It is argued that the state cannot protect the ‘mystical heartland’, where
attempts at protecting a particular societal form where territory and identity are conjoined and
anchored in a collective understanding of the past is decried, as a form of ‘false
consciousness’ (31PAA). The state historically failed to achieve such a planned outcome
even in the context of a uniform, mostly homogenous national population in Ireland and
Britain. New forms of modern sociolinguistic and political identity demand a different
conceptualisation of the challenge:
‘[…] look at the rational behaviour of individuals in terms of the outcomes available
rather than their fidelity to a pyrrhic nineteenth century view of identity…’ (31PAA).
In the context of the contemporary multi-ethnic, multi-cultural population, state policy should
aim to create and sustain the ‘conditions of possibility’ for people to choose and to behave
against the tenets of their own particular values and social mores (31PAA), including to
valorise and promote the TML as a medium with which to interact, to make the TML more
attractive, to have it recognised as a conduit for progression, for advancement and as a form
of social and public capital, of cohesion and solidarity within new communities of interest. It
must ensure that the TML and the MJL are not considered in opposition in the context of
local diglossia (31PAA).
It is recommended that the state elite commit to a rational and clear articulation of the current
development challenge in transparent and unambiguous terms and provide clarity as to the
rationale and justification for its development and investment strategy in support of GDP.
12.3

The Crippled State - the Contradictions of State Policy in relation to
Gaeltacht Development

The central role of the state is foregrounded as a recurrent and significant motif which binds
together many of the disparate thematic concerns in this chapter as was also the case in
Chapter 11. It was argued through participants’ contributions cited in Chapter 11 that the
rationale for state support for TMLs is deeply embedded in the formal acknowledgement of
the TML, how it is valued and respected as the indigenous language of the territorial
sovereign state, where it is considered primarily as a symbol:
‘[…] distinguishing us from our neighbours and enemies…primordial, pre-existent,
historically legitimate, the font of all culture…and the badge of distinctiveness…’
(31PAA).
In this context, there is a moral, democratic and cultural imperative which drives the public
responsibility to invest in measures to protect and develop the TML (31PAA). Moreover,
such an approach demands policies dedicated to the support and stabilisation of the TML, to
its perpetuation and for increasing its capability and capacity for sustaining processes of

642

secular development. There is a need for: ‘[…] a reflex of differentiation at every stage’
(17PP) in conceptualising, implementing and monitoring policies.
The critical impact of state policies in providing key public and social services to the TMLcommunity is underlined (20AE). The anomalous and contradictory nature of state provision
in key policy domains (37PAA), particularly, health and education services is considered a
fundamental challenge in conceptualising and implementing a range of integrated measures
which are sociolinguistically literate. This ambiguity, dissembling and contradictory
approach to TML-development, and in the Irish context to GDP, can lead to a situation where
the state’s role becomes:
‘[…] a circus act if it is not deeply engrained into the public consciousness, into the
expectations of politicians and public servants and professionals and workers, it either
becomes a sham or a difficult balancing act to satisfy some elements of society whilst
denying the resources to allow that language to flourish…’ (31PAA).
It is argued that the state must decide to accept de facto, that the ‘reflex of differentiation at
every stage’ (17PP) in support of the provision of public services in the TML-medium is an
inalienable responsibility of the state and a collective, public right of the TML-community
(20AE).
12.3.1

Political Commitment and Instability

Contributions to the data collected argue of the relevance and importance of political
commitment and stability in pursuing long-term strategic development interventions of the
type required for successful RLS measures. It also concedes, however, that:
‘[…] there is no necessary consistent view that the state has always the interests of an
official language minority uppermost in its mind…much depends on political
opportunism, historical, ideological [disposition or political allegiance]…’ (31PAA).
This is contrasted not only with the secure and stable base underpinning other policy
domains. For example, health and safety policy is not only largely impervious to political
change, its dynamic is one of progressive accretion, of growth and maturity:
‘[…] language is highly political…you can have a reversal of policy in practice, if not
in name, just by turning off the tap, by not investing in higher education, or teacher
training, or bilingual schools or clinics, you just let it wither for a while and the
cumulative effect of course is atrophying…you don’t have to be antagonistic, just
…claim either that you don’t have the fiscal wherewithal or that there is a pressing
interest in developing cancer (care), geriatric wards, dementia services because all of
us benefit universally from the majoritarian services and only a minority benefit from
an Irish-medium school, so in the name of democracy the majority comes first…’
(31PAA).
Moreover, it is further argued that:
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‘[…] an córas stáit fós, ní fheiceann siad go bhfuil normalú á dhéanamh nó go
bhfuil gá, normalú a dhéanamh in aon áit, in aon rannóg bheag fiú amháin…’
(20AE).
‘[…] it is still the case that in the state system, no normalisation is happening
or that there is an actual need for such normalisation even with a small
department of state…’ (20AE).
There are deeply contested views across the participant domains regarding the state’s
capacity, autonomy and will to control and reshape the process of sociolinguistic
transformation which is being played out in the contemporary Gaeltacht. The analysis argues
that the core issue must focus on the state’s commitment to implementing its ostensible and
publicly declared policies in support of the TML, anchored as they are in both constitutional
protections and regulatory responsibilities.
It is recalled here the extent to which the state has access to and ownership of unique power
and influence yet, at a systems-wide scale, it cannot or will not implement its own policies.
The polar distinction between the state’s refusal to implement the provisions of the Official
Languages Act (2003) in a coherent and absolute manner is contrasted vehemently in these
data to its scrupulous, legally-binding and irrevocable commitment to implementing other
legislation, the Health and Safety and Quality Standards’ legislation, for example (20AE;
11PP). It is argued that the state system is unyielding to change. However, there is a need for
transformative change, not incremental adaption, revision and augmentation. Such an
incrementalist approach is insufficient to address the complexity of the structural policy
challenges:
‘[…] mura bhfuil bunús faoin bpolasaí sin (Straitéis Fiche Bliain)… táimid ag
iarraidh a bheith ag iomrascáil leis an gcóras atá ann seachas a bheith ag iarraidh
bunús níos fearr a chur faoi agus sin í an bhunfhadhb is dóigh…’ (26AE).
‘[…] if there is no basis to this policy (the Twenty Year Strategy)… we are left having
to wrestle with the existing system rather than trying to develop a sounder foundation
to build policy upon and that essentially is the basic problem…’ (26AE).
In this analysis, to all intents and purposes, language planning in support of the MJL, to the
exclusion and detriment of the TML, represents the net effect of current state policy.
It is recommended that such a public and political commitment, with a clearly articulated
Prior Ideological Clarification (PIC), be considered axiomatic in order to create the linguistic
habitus necessary for providing the required (or only) best prospect of success for the
establishment of the necessary RLS measures (20AE; 56PAA).
12.3.2

Deinstitutionalising the Gaeltacht

The basic concept of the Gaeltacht is increasingly under attack and is being progressively and
unofficially deinstitutionalised by the state system of which it forms a marginalised and
precarious constitutive element. The case of the current implementatio n arrangements for the
delivery of the current EU-funded LEADER programme (2015-2020) represents a stark and
salient demonstration of the ‘invisibilising’ of the Gaeltacht as a planning and administrative
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demarcation. The Department of Agriculture’s handbook is a case in point (September 2015):
it contains not a single reference to the Gaeltacht let alone a provision for supporting its
differentiated development needs and challenges.
The Gaeltacht concept is being progressively eroded from within and from without. There is
an acceptance among contributors that the concept of the Gaeltacht as a differentiated
language community is in final and terminal decline. There is no social mobilisation from
within, the community itself is not willing to fight for its retention, its consolidation, its
development (40PAA). The external threats also include non-Gaeltacht TML-speakers whose
discourse includes references to non-territorial, non-contiguous networks as legitimate forms
of a new conception of the ‘Gaeltacht’. Such an interpretation weakens the concept of a
spatial heartland or a language territory. Social and familial language networks in urban or
other rural settings are fundamentally different to an understanding of a language heartland or
habitus, characterised by critical mass, by social density, of contiguous, overlapping
community structures. This form of interpretation departs from the concept of a community
language in situ, a form of community dependent on propinquity (31PAA). Insisting on such
an interpretation erodes the very concept of the Gaeltacht territory. Moreover, it renders
residual and diminished the case to maintain Gaeltacht specific institutions and bears very
serious structural and institutional implications which are economic, social and linguistic in
their potential impact (40PAA).
12.3.3

Marginalisation and Emasculation

The institutional landscape within which the Gaeltacht development agencies operate has
undergone significant structural change. A participant argues that the structural changes
wrought by the provisions of the 2012 Act have serious and far-reaching consequences:
‘[…] the Údarás’s emasculation has been a disgrace from the point of view of what
needed to be done and what it had been able to do…now, nobody could feel that after
2008 that there would not be resource shortages everywhere…[but] not to dismantle
something, its structure of governance, to dismantle it, removing its legitimacy, to a
considerable extent… and compromising its independence by having it semiclientalist to the county councils… and then saying that its responsibility would be in
language planning, which had not been its strength particularly…it has been quite
clearly not only not thought through, but a complete and utter off-the-hoof thing,
shambolic…’ (17PP).
Furthermore, the Department now effectively functions as a discreet unit within a boarder
Department which has overall statutory responsibilities for the arts and heritage policy areas.
This broader Department is considered situated at the lower level of the established hierarchy
of power, status and influence within the overall governance system. It is argued that while
its staff are as ardent and conscientious as they ever were, institutionally they have been
critically weakened and remain as ‘[…] an cloch is faide siar ar an bpaidrín’ (‘the lowest rung
on the ladder’) (17PP). The Department now has relatively less access to funding and, from
its weakened position, is in a less powerful position to influence public policy objectives and
implementation practices which are the responsibility of its more ‘senior’ counterparts in the
mainstream infrastructure, services and economic development portfolios. All of these policy
domains have tremendous influence on the material, lived reality of Gaeltacht communities
(23AE).
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It is recommended that the issue of the current and systematic deinstitutionalisation of the
Gaeltacht be addressed as a priority and that a full appraisal be initiated of the resources
required to implement the 2012 Act (40PAA; 17PP).
12.3.4

The State as Evangelist, Protector and Advocate

It is argued within the different contributions drawn from the participant domains that the
state deploy interventions in support of institutional and societal bilingualism working
towards the objective of its increasing normalisation (10PP), arguing for its enhanced status
and the advantages it confers (9AE). The state needs to advocate, support and reinforce the
advantages of bi- and multilingualism. The state must commit to a deliberate, explicit
advocacy role as is the case in Canada, for example (31PAA). Such measures have material,
instrumental and economic value and should not be considered only in terms of their
symbolic or public value. However, and in the context of subtractive bilingualism, it is
contended that co-equality of languages is essentially an idealised abstract. While possible to
attach equivalence in status terms within the codices of public law, or under certain protected
environments, in the material world no such parity is possible (31PAA). The universality of
many of the MJLs and their status as global languages needs to be fully recognised.
It is crucial for the state to counter the traditional negative stereotypes which have
undermined TML-vitality and has led to a lack of conviction and belief in the innate value of
the ethnic culture, of the inherent cognitive resource which is carried within the TML-lode.
At play here are the very fundamentals of power and privilege and long duration discourses
regarding the role of the ‘minority’, howsoever defined, in state-level politics and ideological
discourse (31PAA). It is argued that in Ireland, Wales, the Basque country and Catalonia,
there has been radical change in the public acceptance of the minority condition. Minority
language speakers have been increasingly accepted as a legitimate and permanent set of
citizens:
‘[…] not as a differentiated target group who are a nuisance, or an extra drain on the
economy or a contradistinction to the majority as being different, but as citizens…’
(31PAA).
It is argued that two key factors are at play here at a local and international level. First, in
terms of local mobilisation, grass roots TML-communities are increasingly articulating local
issues as important global issues and taking responsibility for their own development. Such
an approach, prioritising the commonality of local issues located in the wider societal
context, locates the TML-community in the Gaeltacht in a generic or universalised
phenomenon of mobilising and mainstreaming local issues into an EU or global context. Like
other minorities, the TML-communities need to articulate their own solutions to development
problems (31PAA).
Second, this analysis underlines the critical importance of a more generalised political
commitment to diversity, to unity and subsidiarity as key concepts with high potential for
making space for minority issues to be prioritised and for tackling the apathy or hostility of
the state system. It can help ‘[…] legitimise the minorities’ role as permanent members of the
EU’ (31PAA) and not as a caricatured begging-bowl interest group within one member state.
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So as to ensure that minority policy issues, including GDP, are engaged with and afforded
some degree of dignity, equality and respect under public law, it is necessary to make it a
permanent element within the state provision of public goods and services, to ensure that:
‘[…] the minority condition is being integrated into a public good, public discourse,
public rationale…’ (31PAA).
Consequently, it is argued that investing in capability development, investing in linked
measures reinforcing self-belief and individual and institutional confidence in ethnic, cultural
and linguistic identity is a key dimension of creating the imaginative, innovative space within
which entrepreneurship develops, consolidates and deepens (37PAA; 56PAA). The negative
or positive impact of LS, its impact on the individual, the family, and the community domain
is a critical dimension for creating the necessary habitus for development, of the repository of
skills, aptitudes and values which create the necessary dynamism for sustainable and ethical
development.
State GDP must progressively work towards a clear and explicit overall policy objective
where the TML is identified and reinforced as the ‘presumed’ language of the Gaeltacht
(31PAA). This approach must legislate and plan for internal and external levels of opposition,
where some locals and incomers will rail against it as a policy objective and where the TML
is not considered a common public good. If this commitment is not clearly articulated and
acted upon, seeds are laid down for a permanent disconnect between policies for industry and
broader economic development and policies for other public services and for education
(31PAA).
It is recommended that the state implement a range of status planning measures with
differentiated target groups within and without the Gaeltacht to promote the value of the
TML as an individual and communal resource.
It is further recommended that GDP be positioned and accepted as a longterm, publicly
accountable set of development issues to be addressed in a structured and progressive manner
including all issues cognate to territorial development (31PAA).
12.4

Managing the Evolution of Policy Development

12.4.1

Policy Ghettoisation and the Spatiality of Development

Notwithstanding its limitations, it is argued here that dimensions of explicit GDP related to
RED have evolved from an engagement with an overt exogenous model, very heavily
dependent as they were on recruiting external capital and expertise, to a more comprehensive
and nuanced understanding of the totality of development in the new service-based economy
(20AE; 56PAA).
A key recommendation relates to the need for the state to commit technical, planning and
material resources to reconceptualising the development challenge and to constructing a
robust strategic model capable of managing complexity. Mindful of other TML-territories
and the advantages accruing from an international comparative approach, and of the
collaborative opportunities which were foregone in the past (cf. Chapter 11), it is
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recommended that a transnational planning group be established to engage systematically
with centres of excellence and accredited expertise to continuously develop and refine such a
model (40PAA).
Selected participants recommend a commitment to establishing explicit policy objectives, to
policy monitoring, to innovation, revision and flexibility in conceiving explicit GDP
interventions and also in terms of gauging the overall impact of state policy in general as it
impacts on the TML-community and their territorial enclaves (20AE).
The double-bind of spatial fragmentation at a territorial level and the historical legacy where
Gaeltacht policy was isolated, marginalised and confined to a single government department
is a key concern for participants (40PAA). It is recommended that these constraints which
undermine and disfigure the development potential of the Gaeltacht need to be addressed:
‘[…] ceann de na deacrachtaí leis ná go bhfuil na ceantair scoite thar sheacht gcinn de
chontaetha agus tá deacrachtaí ansin agat, agus an deacracht eile leis ná go gcaithfidh
an rud a bheith trasghearrach tríd an chóras agus níl siad (na húdaráis) sásta é sin a
dhéanamh…níl aon ghéilleadh air sin…baineann sé le Roinn na Gaeltachta [amháin]’
(40PAA).
‘[…] one of the difficulties relates to the spatially dispersed nature of these districts
located across seven different counties, the other difficulty is that the approach must
be cross-cutting across the entire system and the authorities refuse this
approach…they will not relent…(dedicated Gaeltacht development) is isolated and
confined to a single department, Roinn na Gaeltachta…’ (40PAA).
12.4.2 The Institutional Model of Development
Contributions to the data argue that there is a critical need to constantly innovate, to recreate,
to constantly assess the potential of different and differentiated models of integrated spatial
development so as to be sufficiently capable of continuously assessing the impact of GDP
and other state-led development interventions at a community level. It is recommended that
the state must commit to an all-encompassing, systems-wide, 360-degree approach built on
strategic, multi-sectoral development that is integrated territorially and which identifies the
local resources capable of sustaining development over the longer term (41PAA; 7PAA;
40PAA):
‘Le caitheamh leis an dteanga i gceart, caithfidh tú déileáil leis an cheantar ina bhfuil
sí á húsáid mar cheantar sainiúil speisialta difriúil…’ (9AE).
‘To deal properly with the language issue, you must commit to recognising and
dealing with the territories in which the language is spoken as differentiated
development districts…’ (9AE).
and
‘[…] Má táimid dáiríre, theastódh ‘re-aligning’ a dhéanamh ar na struchtúir éagsúla sa
gcaoi gur féidir déileáil leis an nGaeltachtaí mar aonad amháin do na réimsí ar fad…’
(7PAA).

648

‘[…] If we are serious, a realigning of the different development structures is
necessary in order to be able to deal with the Gaeltacht as a single unit across the
different domains and sectors…’ (7PAA).
It is further recommended that the state commit to consult in a credible and comprehensive
manner with the TML-community in relation to all public policy domains and incorporate
within them the expressed needs, views and opportunities as identified by the local
community and have them form the bases for integrated state interventions (40PAA).
Such a model needs to be characterised by its potential to predict, manage, and actively
engage with the complexity of accelerating and dynamic conditions on the ground. It must be
built on an analysis and practice of development which is sociolinguistically literate and no
less than capable of capturing multiple and ever-changing complexities, of negotiating the
different relevant discourses which lie at the heart of the specific TML-development
challenge (11PP; 20AE). A project of comprehensive strategic public planning at all spatial
and planning levels is recommended, moving out and across the national, regional hierarchy
and onto the county and local government level (9AE). All of these intersections are
considered critical (40PAA). The crucial need for cross-cutting, horizontal and multi-sectoral,
integrated planning, including physical and land-use planning, structured explicitly so as to
secure the implementation of interventions in support of the TML territory is recommended
(7PAA; 26AE). Such planning demands to be built on systematic evidence-based research,
which is fully linguistically informed and based on a comprehensive, but locally sensitised
approach (41PAA; 40PAA; 7PAA).
Such recommendations, however, are highly qualified by those who offer them on the basis
of their experience of the state system historically. They argue that it has neither the political
will nor the technical capacity to address such complex challenges in a comprehensive and
innovative manner (40PAA; 7PAA). In terms of agency, it presupposes that the state elite are
willing, or can be convinced at an ideological and material level, to commit to what is
described elsewhere as ‘[…] a collective project of transformation’ (Evans, 1995: 233). It is
argued that this is a critical juncture on the route to agreeing the parameters and substantive
content of future GDP. It is cautioned that there is ample evidence of a fundamental lack of
belief amongst the policy elite that such a transformative project is possible. This belief
creates a hypocritical stance amongst the state elite vis à vis the state’s declared, ostensible
public declarations in support of GDP. This in turn leads to ineffective, underdeveloped
interventions (7PAA; 11PP):
‘Is deacair dom a rá go bhfuil… mórán de na daoine atá ag obair sna hinstitiúidí sin…
a chreideann gur féidir é seo a dhéanamh …a chreideann sa bpolasaí féin…agus is
fadhb an-mhór í seo…’ (7PAA).
‘I find it hard to say that…not many of the people working in those institutions
…actually believe that this can be done…they don’t actually believe in the policies
themselves… this represents a huge problem…’ (7PAA).
Participants argue across the domains that such a model of development must be sufficiently
skilled and resourced to ‘build a bridge’ (11PP) between the traditional disparate and often
contradictory policy objectives of wealth creation and cultural reproduction (31PAA).
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12.4.3 The Status Quo Ante
The interview schedule asked whether the state’s position is immutable and obdurate or if an
alternative construction of GDP is possible, one which would be more sensitised, robust and
capable of continuous adaption. A common and recurrent theme from the data generated
through the interviews points to the historical experience where the state effectively
undermines its own objectives. It recalls ‘[…] the bureaucratic apparatus of the state
(becomes) not an instrument for the realization of national goals but an impediment to their
attainment’ (Evans, 1995: 233).
The research hypothesis argues throughout that the RED an LP are not simply linked
together, but that the relationship is causal and that both discourses reinforce and assist in
mutually constituting the other (Evans, 1995). They are arguably part of the same problem or
phenomenon. Moreover, in the Gaeltacht context, the structural, institutional problems
dominate in certain narrative lines from the data:
‘[…] the Údarás is placed in an unenviable situation. It is asked to deliver on
economic and sociolinguistic goals without it being positioned adequately to do so, I
won’t even say resourced, I’m talking about positioned, it’s in the wrong place in the
field…if Údarás said…“we should have more integrated development”, they don’t
have the powers to have integrated development…the powers…that are vested in
local authorities in Finland where they have a much broader range of local
functions…Údarás was never…statutorily empowered, never mind resourced, to
pursue an integrated agenda like that…’ (41PAA).
This participant cites the vociferous and often trenchant criticism to which An tÚdarás and
the Department have been subjected over many years. This participant argues that An
tÚdarás was wrongly positioned institutionally from the outset (which also has resource
implications) to undertake the job of integration that it was expected to deliver (41PAA). It
was forced to work under huge constraints and was compelled to bear unrealistic
expectations. It is argued here that a more legitimate criticism would point to the
organisation’s failure to seek additional, comprehensive powers and for a lifting of those
constraints which curtailed its interventions within the ambit of a rural industrialisation
model (41PAA).
In this context, it is considered legitimate across the participant domains to ask whether both
the state’s structure and its institutional character is amenable to change (37PAA). Can we
foresee a set of conditions which would lead to a transformation of what Evans calls ‘[…] the
state’s capacity to behave as a coherent corporate actor’? (Evans, 1995: 230). The political
economy of the neoliberal dispensation essentiall1y argues for a reduction in the state’s role
and the reach of its influence and regulatory capacity on the basis that this will create greater
effectiveness and efficiencies. In this context, where a laissez faire rather than an explicit,
dirigiste approach to policy dominates, can the state elite envisage a very comprehensive
ratification of a new, and in neoliberal terms, a deeply anachronistic role in support of a
progressive, developmental and deeply interventionist strategy? The experience of the
National Spatial Strategy (NSS) (cf. Sections 8.3.15 and 8.3.16) is recounted as a powerful
illustration of how the state can fully ignore or undermine its own explicit policy (41PAA).
This further enquires as to which elite determines and controls the limits of state action.
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It is recommended that the state progressively ‘market’ the TML as a public good, advocating
its value as an integral dimension of the economic and social resource-base of the Gaeltacht
(40PAA). It is argued that the state must reinforce the TML’s symbolic and utilitarian value,
how it functions at different, related levels: that of a social marker and identifier; of a link to
tradition and as a form of atavistic social cohesion; how it forms part of the ethic and practice
of local development; how it is inherent to a sense of community well-being; how it forms
part of the indigenous resource-base that is held collectively and valorised by the community
generally as well as the community of language; how it is part of the enrichment of
socialisation, of social innovation, and how it contributes to local energy and development
capital (40PAA).
An isolated, outlier view argued that there is, in fact, no need for new policies, structures and
interventions. In its stead, what is demanded is a basic stated need for the state to fully and
conscientiously implement the existing raft of policies and statutory provisions in a
comprehensive and effective manner across all policy domains (social services, including
health and education, enterprise and economic development, etc.) and to do so in a
sociolinguistically informed manner (7PAA).
12.5

Territory and Language – Historical Fallacies and Future Prospects

The historical narrative recounted in Chapter 8 (cf. Sections 8.2, 8.3, 8.4) and in Chapter 10
(cf. Sections 10.3, 10.4) speaks to the initial demarcation of multiple Gaeltacht districts.
Their revision in the 1950s (cf. Sections 2.2.1, 2.2.2, and 8.4) is generally seen to have been a
poorly conceived and executed public planning intervention in support of the Gaeltacht
community and the TML-community in situ. The Gaeltacht boundaries were not evidencebased boundaries, they were ‘politically exaggerated’ (31PAA) amounting to an aggregate
collection of non-contiguous, fragmented spatial districts. The initial designation (and the
revised spatial configurations which followed over the intervening decades) incorporated
large swathes of historically MJL-dominant areas. Because of this, the concept of an a priori
TML heartland was fundamentally flawed within the concept itself (31PAA), amounting to
an integral fundamental weakness at the core of the designation.
Despite these contradictions and challenges, the spatial density of TML-networks located in
contiguous zones offers some degree of critical, differentiation en masse (31PAA) which
supports the development and integration of socialisation domains and creates demand for
public services. The idea of an integrated and proximate language heartland is crucial,
forming the operational locale which combines territorial contiguity with TML
predominance:
‘[…] if it’s viable and possible, it’s essential…what you want is the unconscious use
of the language as almost a lingua popula, a default language …the language of
normal, everyday life, and if you can sustain a territory wherein the language is, if not
always predominant, at least integral to the wellbeing and lifeblood of that
community, I think it is essential…’(31PAA) .
12.6

The Optimal Sectors for Economic Development

Across the participant domains, there is consistent support for an overall approach to
economic development and local regeneration which maximises local social capital, natural
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resources, indigenous entrepreneurial skills and expertise (7PAA; 9AE; 40PAA; 56PAA;
31PAA). The rationale, justification and structural advantages of such an endogenous
approach are clearly articulated in the literature review (cf. Section 5.8). Such an endogenous
model for development argues for a return to traditional planning coordinates and
development of a certain character and scale. This must draw, it is argued, on sustainable
development concepts including the objectives and organising principles associated with
interventions which are ‘organic’, ‘green’, ‘quality’, ‘cachet’, and ‘differentiation’ (31PAA).
Such an approach needs to be built on an understanding of heritage in the broadest sense, on
the differentiated, intimate and localised resource base of the community. This model values
and promotes ‘spontaneous’ development (41PAA). In such a scenario local agents identify
opportunities and pursue a self-reliant model of development, identifying synergies and
economies of scale (56PAA) which are rooted in the territory, in the productive local assets,
and constructed through and by local human capital and intelligence while simultaneously
giving sufficient consideration to the impact of their prospective scale and their potential
longevity (7PAA; 41PAA), where:
‘[…] saintréithe atá sa cheantar a úsáid chun gnóthaí a fhorbairt…’ (56PAA).
‘[…] where the distinctive local resources and assets are used to develop
enterprise…’ (56PAA).
Holistic and integrated development is argued as the necessary alternative to a growth model
which is based on imitative and exogenous models, dependent on the lowest common
denominators (37PAA; 31PAA; 41PAA). There follows from this the creation of tangible
opportunities to create dense, networked clusters of related, and inherently interdependent
and mutually reinforcing, linkages between sectors with forward and backward production
relations. In such an environment can TML-centred projects foreground the rationale for their
creation and sustenance where the pathways to career progression for local people can be
mapped out (7PAA; 9AE; 56PAA). This presumes a uniform interpretation and
understanding of the basis of the development challenge (in other words, an explicit Prior
Ideological Clarification (PIC) amongst the relevant public bodies and state agencies.
Furthermore, it also assumes that prioritisation of measurable policy interventions is
structured against credible short- and long-term time horizons which are ultimately amenable
to progressive implementation rather than attempting to realise remote, ill-founded and
unattainable goals (7PAA).
It is further argued that the type, standard and sustainability of employment opportunities
supported by state investment needs to be evaluated against specific criteria (9AE). For
example, the employment and professional aspirations of the graduate-qualified local
workforce is a key requirement. Creating sustainable professions is critically important rather
than funding transient occupations (9AE).
The diversity of the economic resource base, of those productive factor endowments which
are unique to the Gaeltacht are stressed, including: the totality of the marine and coastal
resource and other natural resources; sustainable and renewal energy generation; organic
produce; cultural and educational tourism; eco-tourism; high-added value artisan products
and local services; and the digital and creative media sectors (37PAA; 26AE; 7PAA; 40PAA;
56PAA). A territorial, sectoral approach rather than one lead by a project-based strategy is
further advocated (7PAA).

652

The creative and innovative sectors are recommended as a priority. These can be exploited
drawing on natural genius, on the TML-community’s inherent creative capacities (40PAA).
They can produce objective measures of development, they can generate development,
wealth and welfare and drive different forms of capital, social, private and intellectual, all of
which are critical for sustainable and ethical forms of development (40PAA).
One outlying contribution recommended that development should be restricted to the state
supporting only those interventions or domains which have the potential to centralise the
TML within them. Such an approach, it is argued, would limit or mitigate the impact of
economic processes on the TML (37PAA).
12.6.1

The TML as an Endogenous Economic Resource

The need to continually defend and develop the TML as an economic resource in its own
right stands as a central recommendation, despite the limits of its carrying capacity as an
employment driver (26AE; 7PAA; 9AE):
‘[…] caithfear dul i dtreo meoin a thuigeann go bhfuil acmhainn fhíorthábhachtach
anseo sa Ghaeltacht (An Ghaeilge), gur rud mór í ó thaobh cultúir ach gur rud mór í
mar acmhainn nádúrtha an cheantair agus ar nós aon acmhainne go gcaithfear í a
chosaint agus a fhorbairt…’ (9AE) .
‘[…] we must move towards an understanding of the language as a critically
important resource in the Gaeltacht, that it is highly significant not only in terms of
culture but also as a local natural resource and, similar to any other resource, it
needs to be protected and developed…’ (9AE).
Much has been achieved in this field, it is argued. The establishment of the broadcast and
production facilities (public and private), third-level institutional development, the
development of language-services industries and the funding of local services is recounted in
different contributions to the data:
‘[…] the growth of the service sector… the desire to push it out beyond products
(táirgí) and have it ‘teangabhunaithe’ [language-based], was the opposite to creating a
dependency culture…it was easily the most dynamically creative one which sought
most creatively to link language behaviour to employment creation and to
prosperity…’ (17PP).
It is also recommended that there is a need to examine how best to fund local and micro (as
opposed to internationally traded) services that can be delivered in the TML and to argue for
their inclusion on the basis of their sociolinguistic impact as much as on their economic case,
given how they contribute to the totality of language habitus development (7PAA; 56PAA).
There is less clarity within the data as to how this might be brought about or the policy
instrumentation required to deliver this, give the restrictive and unavoidable criteria for
funding under state-aid rules which dominate issues of deadweight and displacement within
and across the different service sectors.
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12.6.2

‘Professionalisation’ and Exclusion

Contributions to the data generated from the empirical work speak to the concept of the
‘professionalisation’ of the TML in economic terms, where TML-competency becomes a
highly-valued professional asset which opens up a range of high-yield professional
occupations. For example, the digital media and communications sector generates
employment which is, for the most part, dependent on third-level educational qualifications
and experience. This is profoundly understood by those not so qualified. It is argued that
within the broader TML-community, those who are TML-competent use the language as an
economic resource for advancement within a self-selecting local elite (40PAA). In policy
terms, the creation of employment suitable to more generic, non-graduate qualified skills in
what was termed the ‘screwdriver industries’ (10PP), will remain an imperative given the
broad cross-section of skills and employment expectations (26AE).
On the other hand, the economic and social advantages of advancement accruing to Gaeltacht
families is increasingly stratified and restricted. The professionalism of the TML as an elite
activity for those in state or state-supported employment is contrasted to the economic
prospects of the rural working class, those for whom the TML is no more and no less than a
community vernacular:
‘Braithimse go mbraitheann go leor den phobal nach mbaineann an cheist leo {ceann
na pleanála teanga nó an RLS]…nach mbaineann sí leo ar chor ar bith…agus nach
bhfuil éirithe linne a chur ar na súile dóibh go mbaineann an cheist leo…’ (40PAA).
‘I sense that a majority of the community do not believe that the question has
relevance for them (that of language planning or RLS)… that it does not connect with
them…and we failed to convince them that these questions are central to their lives…
(40PAA).
While state-led interventions have created a form of micro-‘planned economy’ based on
TML-competence and working the resource of the TML itself (in creative and digital media,
language services, public sector employment, etc.), a parallel process is underway where state
policy has retreated from those support schemes which set out to provide material,
differentiated support for TML-families and individuals within the families.
It is recommended that this trend should be examined carefully and to reconsider the impact
of policies at the level of the family and how policy gains traction at local level amongst
heterogeneous linguistic groups (40PAA).
It is further recommended that the systematic implementation of key integrated supports over
long-term periods needs to be developed in support of the TML-community in situ, as against
the practice of providing one-off grants for individuals and individual family units on the
basis of essentially improving their material welfare (9AE). Stability, progression, and
adequate resource provision are critical to realise strategic objectives in this policy domain
(31PAA).
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12.7

Education Policy

Contributions regarding the foundational importance of education policy for TML-vitality
(and the conspicuous failure historically to agree a dedicated Gaeltacht-specific education
policy) are elucidated in Chapter 11 (cf. Section 11.9). The basic functional concept of a
Gaeltacht school was refused in policy terms over long periods: ‘[…] Ní raibh aon pholasaí
do scoileanna Ghaeltachta…mar scoil a bhí ag feidhmiú i dteanga difriúil…’ (‘There was no
dedicated policy for Gaeltacht schools…which identified them as schools functioning in a
different language…’ (9AE). The failure to plan for coherent education provision for the
TML-community within the Gaeltacht is lamented as a grievous example of the state’s
failure:
‘[…] na lochtanna sa chóras oideachais… an rud is mó gur féidir do mhéar a leagan
air… tá an oiread sin tionchair ag an gcóras oideachais orainn uilig…dá mba rud é go
raibh polasaí láidir oideachais ann ón dtús [bheadh sé ina chabhair]…bhí an Ghaeilge
ag éirí níos laige sna bunscoileanna….bhí nucleus beag de Ghaeltachtaí láidre fágtha,
Cois Fharraige, Gaoth Dobhair agus Corca Dhuibhne…de réir mar a bhí an Ghaeilge
ag cúngú isteach bhí an brú ag teacht ansin ar na meánscoileanna…ní raibh siad sin in
ann a bheith ag feidhmiú go hiomlán [trí Ghaeilge]…bhí tú fágtha b’fhéidir gan ach
meánscoil lán-Ghaelach amháin i ngach ceantar Gaeltachta…ní raibh an polasaí
ann…in ainneoin go raibh 10% sa bhreis agat as a bheith ag múineadh trí
Ghaeilge…bhí an oiread sin cur i gcéill faoin rud ar fad….’ (23AE).
‘[…] the most significant failing you could identify was the systemic failures in the
educational system…the educational system has enormous influence on all of us….if
there had been a strong educational policy from the outset (it would have been a
great support)….the language was failing within the primary sector…there remained
a small core nucleus in Cois Fharraige, Gaoth Dobhair and Corca Dhuibhne…as the
language retreated and contracted the second-level schools came under
pressure…they could not fully function exclusively in Irish….you were left maybe with
a single TML-medium post-primary school in each Gaeltacht region…there was no
policy…despite the provision for the additional 10% pay for teaching through the
TML… there was evidence of plenty of hypocrisy …’ (23AE).
In this context, the new draft proposals for a dedicated Gaeltacht education policy (2015) are
considered of fundamental importance as an integral dimension of future GDP (9AE). They
are considered: ‘[…] an rud (polasaí forbartha) is suntaisí ó bunaíodh an stát’ [‘[…] the most
important policy initiative since the foundation of the state’] (7PAA). Moreover, their
importance extends well beyond the actual remit of education policy in its narrowest
interpretation. It points to how a crucial player in Gaeltacht development, one that was not
historically necessarily acknowledged (by itself or policy end-users) as a Gaeltacht
development body per se, has undertaken to prepare a draft policy, enter into a widespread
and comprehensive public policy consultation with key local Gaeltacht stakeholders and to
engage with them in a meaningful manner. Can such an approach to policy development be
replicated in other policy domains?
Contributors argue that it remains to be seen how the draft proposals will transfer into
formally articulated and binding policy in this critical domain. It is argued, for example, that
the prospects for establishing a robust Gaeltacht education policy are highly vulnerable to
executive capture:
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‘Beidh the ‘powers that be’ ag iarraidh é a bhlocáil…’ (20AE).
‘The powers that be will try to block it…’ (20AE).
12.8

The Role of the TML-Community

Research participants recount a recurrent and significant line of enquiry related to the extent
of the state’s intervention through planning or through its abrogation of planning
responsibilities. It enquires as to what is legitimate in terms of the expectations and
obligations to be borne by the state in conceptualising, funding and managing RLS measures.
Moreover, the answers to these questions, contributors argue, need to be more fully
considered in terms that also incorporate an extensive appraisal of the role of the TMLcommunity, its autonomy and its capacity, to manage the terms of engagement locally vis à
vis community-led planning and institutional development (20AE). For example, the
Comharchreidmheasa (Credit Union) movement is cited as a case in point where this vital
community service is managed outside the reach of state management at an operational level
although the services are delivered within the ambit of general state fiscal regulation (20AE).
It is recommended that there is little instrumental value in speaking of the state ‘being
against’ the TML. The analysis reminds us that the state is against many things. Accordingly,
there is a need to move away from the stereotypes and caricatures which speak of the ‘them
and us’- of the TML community being for or against the minority language, of external forces
being railed against the prospects for introducing successful RLS measures (40PAA). Since
the 1950s, the concepts of ‘minorities’ and ‘majorities’ were regularly counterposed as
competing and alternative sets of interest groups. However, the majority in a democracy ‘will
trump’ (31PAA) and this inevitably leads the TML-community to revert to special pleading
and requests for subsidising at the behest of the MJL-community. Given that the MJL are the
electoral majority, it is imperative that they be integrated into the analysis and the pursuit of
solutions favourable to TML-vitality.
This argument is contested in another narrative for the same participant domain where
emphasis is placed on the lack of community-level commitment to action despite their
general benign, favourable disposition to the TML (41PAA). Participants argue that, since the
1960s, the emergence of an approach to development based on a sharing of responsibilities
between the state and the community through localised governance structures, represented a
key innovation. The work undertaken by the Comharchumann Forbartha (development
cooperatives) in the provision of local services (water-schemes, transport services, enterprise
initiatives, social services, etc.) demonstrated the potential for the coinciding of enhanced
initiatives with the state assuming a shared role through partnership with local structures
(17PP).
The TML-community needs to mobilise through demonstrating local leadership, agreeing to
coordinate and drive an agenda at grass-roots level demanding of change at a political level.
They need to force the hand of the state through political action (40PAA; 41PAA). It is
argued that:
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‘[…] the Gaeltacht community goes in for self-empowerment, self-empowerment in
partnership with the state and self-empowerment by shaming the state, by challenging
the state if possible…’(17PP).
This recommendation argues that while the community do not control all the variables, they
control many (41PAA). It is recommended that the community commit to making decisions,
to re-establish and assert their attitudinal and practical support on their own terms as to the
future of the TML in their local areas and, given the dominance of the MJL-community, to
ascribe to a declaration of belief that change can happen (7PAA; 41PAA; 9AE):
‘[…] minorities…must provide the evidence and the discourses for our own salvation;
we have to be increasingly concerned with the role of the majority…’ (31PAA).
The community needs to set the agenda for development rather than reacting in an ad hoc
piecemeal way to the state’s action or inaction (40PAA; 9AE).
12.8.1

Incomers, the new Community, the Family and the Individual

The demolinguistic profile of the contemporary Gaeltacht includes diverse and highly
differentiated social and political constituencies. The lack of social mobilisation in the
Gaeltacht is recounted within the data as a significant factor and there is compelling evidence
cited in the contemporary period of what has been described as the lack of ‘[…] organised
and activist strength of large numbers of people with dedicated leaders and a willingness to
struggle’ (Evans, 1995: 237).
The fragmented community is a recurrent theme highlighted in the data, a dislocation of the
traditional community-level cohesion in these rural districts. There are multiple communities
within the Gaeltacht differentiated by language, place of birth, settlement location with high
incidences of incomers, returners, and economic migrants. Furthermore, within the TMLcommunity itself, there is evidence of conflict, apathy, indifference, and a range of contested
and contradictory positions taken in relation to the TML (40PAA).
It is recommended, consequently, that there is an immediate need to focus policy efforts on
integrating incomers, those new entrants to the linguistic and social market place. In the
contemporary Gaeltacht, one of the principal challenges concerns the issue of returners and
incomers and the high incidence of exogamy, although it is not considered as acute or
extreme a development challenge as it was historically (20AE). In this context, there is a
perilous path to be navigated between normative forms of compulsion and the facilitation of
key social and community services in the TML built on an understanding of the importance
of incentives based on positive discrimination:
‘[…] affirming of [language behaviour] through incentives is not in itself sufficient
though it may well be desirable and necessary in order to get certain things
done…language behaviour patterns would need reinforcement by…best practice, by
endorsement, by affirmation, by help…and even with the full battery of these services
you could not in advance guarantee…[success]…’ (17PP).
While the state can undertake certain programmes and development initiatives, language
behaviour is ultimately a choice for the individual citizen (10PP). In the context of co-equal
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languages, the doubled-edged sword governing the outworkings of freedom of choice
between the TML and the MJL is a critical issue (31PAA; 20AE; 37PAA).
It is also recommended that proper emphasis is placed on the role of the community, on the
social infrastructure and institutions which relay the TML as a community vernacular within
the boundaries of its intimate domains. This valorisation and inculcation of the TML is not
exclusively or critically dependant on the state to demarcate and patrol the boundaries of the
possible (20AE). The full and proper role of the state is:
‘[…] go gcabhróimid leis na pobal seo le bheith cinnte go bhfuil na háiseanna seo
ann…. Ní féidir “social engineering” a dhéanamh go dtí an “tenth or hundredth
degree”…creidim gur féidir dul thar fóir leis… ach gur féidir leis an stát [idirghabháil
a dhéanamh] agus ní mór é a dhéanamh go sofaisticiúil…’ (20AE).
‘[…] that we assist and support the community so as to ensure that they have the
necessary facilities…it is impossible to engage in a process of social engineering to
the tenth or hundredth degree….you cannot go overboard here…but the state can
make interventions and these need to be highly sophisticated…’ (20AE).
12.9

Realisation of a Tale Foretold – challenging the Confirmation Bias of the
Catastrophists

The role of policy analysts and researchers, who were described in one interview as the
‘catastrophists’ is emphasised. Reference is made to their lack of ‘hope’ for the anticipated
change and the reversal or containment of longstanding historical patterns of language shift.
It is argued that their confirmation bias will undermine efforts for Gaeltacht survival and
development (11PP; 20AE; 10PP). There is a sense of reluctance, if not caution, emanating
from such research participants to proclaim the ‘crisis’ as a ‘crisis’ for fear that the elite,
those in power who exert influence and control both material resources and the substantive
development agenda, will accept that the ‘game is up, that the language is dead’. Such elites,
it is argued, hear what they want to hear, that is, that the language is dead, rather than to
accept that the TML has ceased to function as the principal community language in certain
spatial areas which, heretofore, sustained a community base where the TML was the
unquestioned dominant community language (10PP).
The notion of self-fulfilling prophecies of doom articulated amongst purist commentators are
signalled within the data (20AE; 10PP). Moreover, critical emphasis is placed on the
inevitable ‘delayed reaction’ in terms of language behaviour generated from planning
interventions. An outlier position argues that RLS is not about instantaneous results, it is
often an inevitably slow, intergenerational process:
‘[…] feiceann tú tionchar [thar thréimhse]… má chailleann muid an dóchas agus
mura ndéanann muid an iarracht, mura ndéanann muid an infheistíocht, caillfidh muid
‘definitely’….tá dúshlán ann ach má táimid foighneach agus má chuireann muid na
hacmhainní [ar fáil] agus má tá plean réasúnach ann agus má thuigeann muid an
pobal…. [éireoidh linn]…’ (10PP).
‘[…] you see the influence [over extended periods]…if we give up hope and refuse to
make the effort, if we do not commit to investment, we will definitely lose…there is
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certainly a challenge but if we remain steadfast and patient and if we provide the
resources and if we have a reasonable plan and if we understand the community we
can succeed…’ (10PP).
12.10

Community Language Planning (CLP)

Contributions to the data argue that the Gaeltacht Act (2012) represents an important policy
departure, howsoever qualified (11PP; 20AE). It forms part of the Irish Government’s
response to the development challenges recounted above. It sets out the statutory basis for a
range of measures which attempt to stabilise and develop the TML-community within the
Gaeltacht. This represents a policy challenge of the first importance which needs to be
addressed in a comprehensive, innovative and integrated manner. Within this overall
challenge it is possible to isolate two different but interrelated complex considerations, the
resolution of which will be fundamental to the prospects of securing the status and viability
of the TML as the minority community language within the Gaeltacht.
The first relates to the state’s capacity to introduce a new policy and practice of language
planning at national level and at local level within the Gaeltacht. The second relates to the
development of an integrated model for development. This model should ensure that the
socioeconomic development strategy to be implemented in the Gaeltacht will be erected
within a conceptual framework and a practice of development which will provide optimum
protection to the language heartland. Furthermore, it is crucial that a generative and catalytic
model for the language’s development be identified and implemented.
It is argued that there are fundamental questions relating to the state apparatus generally, and
to the Gaeltacht development institutions specifically, in terms of their ideological
commitment, their technical competence and whether or not they have the requisite levels of
authority and influence to engage with the complexity of the measures envisaged under the
Act (11PP).
The core provisions of the 2012 Act provides an opportunity, and places an onerous burden,
on local, community-based development coalitions to prepare RLS plans within
predetermined territorial units (26AE). These community plans are being prepared under
statute but will have no explicit statutory authority guaranteeing their implementation and
enforcement. A significant and general narrative line within the data set asks as to what
structurally has changed to lead us to believe that the state will respond in any way
significantly or consistently different to such local RLS planning measures as opposed to the
state’s response to other planned or proposed interventions historically? Given the structural
power differential between the state and the community, this represents a fundamental issue
(37PAA). On what basis can we assume that these community-led language plans will
generate the type of positive, progressive and innovative responses which have been so
singularly and spectacularly absent this past fifty years? To implement the measures
envisaged in the Act would amount to standing the apparatus of public policy on its head:
‘[…] níl aon cheist ach go bhfuil an t-ualach maidir leis an bpróiseas pleanála teanga
leagtha ar eagraíochtaí pobal deonach agus ar an bpobal….cé go bhfuil...an Roinn
agus an státchóras ag iarraidh a bheith ag tacú leis sin trí mhaoiniú a chur ar fáil do na
heagraíochtaí pobail tríd an Údarás…dáiríre,….an leor é?...tá an dá dhearcadh ann, ní
fiú rud éicint a bhrú ón mbarr anuas, caithfidh sé a theacht ón mbonn aníos agus sílim
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i gcás na pleanála teanga cinnte dearfa…ach caithfidh mé a rá go mbeadh comhartha
ceiste agamsa…faoi cá bhfuil ár dtriail…?’(26AE).
‘[…] there is no question about it but that weight of responsibility for the language
planning process has been placed on voluntary community organisations and the
community…despite the fact that the Department and the state system are trying to
assist by providing funding to these community groups through An tÚdarás…but
really…is this sufficient…? Two views exist here, it is futile imposing measures in a
top-down fashion, it must be driven locally and from the bottom-up and this is most
certainly the case in terms of language planning…but I would have to say that I have
reservations and questions as to where this will eventually lead us…’ (26AE).
12.10.1

Language Planning and Strategy Overload

A specific approach to development planning is recommended, one which deliberately is not
stated in explicitly ‘RLS’ terms. The Gaeltacht community is debilitated by strategy overload
and is ‘weary’ of state interventions howsoever formulated. The approach to planning is
critical here. The policy development narrative needs to concentrate on new approaches to
development built on identifying and mobilising innovation, imagination and creativity which
‘assume’ implicitly the centrality of the TML, rather than building an approach on explicitly
stated RLS-measures and articulated in those specific terms. Because of the burden of the
historical legacy, the TML-community is fatigued and a covert approach to RLS is required
(40PAA).
It is further recommended that, given the levels of apathy and fatigue at community level,
that there is an absolute need to change the public and policy discourse. Next generation GDP
needs to bring the TML-community with it, where the TML is considered as a form of public
good, where it becomes valorised by the community and integrated, in a deeply sensitised
and delicate way, as a form of the accepted social capital of the community, much in the
same way that we speak of community health, security and cohesion (40PAA; 9AE).
12.10.2

Prospects for Community-Led Planning

It is argued that for the community-led regeneration plans which are envisaged under the
2012 Act to succeed, funding and implementation are the key concerns:
‘Níl aon mhaith sa bpleanáil teanga mura dtéann sé go croí an phobail…nuair nach
mbreathnaíonn siad (public policies) ar mhianta an phobail, teipeann orthu…tá an
chontúirt ann leis an bpleanáil teanga nuair nach bhfuil an Ghaeilge mar fhórsa láidir
eacnamúil sa nGaeltacht go bhfeicfear í mar rud teibí ag lucht na Gaeilge, ag na
Gaeilgeoirí…mar tá dhá aicme Gaeltachta ann, an dream a labhraíonn an teanga mar sin
atá acu….agus na Gaeilgeoirí agus…gur preserve na Gaeilgeoirí a bhéas anseo…agus ní
preserve chuid mhaith den phobal bocht…’ (10PP) .
‘Language planning is pointless if it does not penetrate the heart of the community…when
development policies are not cognisant of the community’s wishes they inevitably
fail…there is the danger that when the Irish language is not a powerful, dynamic
economic force in the Gaeltacht, that language planning will be understood as an
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abstract pursuit for language supporters, for the Gaeilgeoirí…because there are two
classes of people in the Gaeltacht, those who speak the language because it is the
language they speak…and the Gaeilgeoirí… that the Gaeltacht becomes a preserve for
Gaeilgeoirí… and not a preserve for many of the poorest in the community….’ (10PP).
This participant argues for a longterm perspective, stating that RLS results are very
incremental and that patience and forbearance are very important, that short-term agendas for
radical change are merely illusory. Responding to a question regarding the state’s ability or
potential to engage with community-led planning initiatives as envisaged under the Act, this
participant’s analysis was couched primarily in terms of the lack of additional or new
budgetary provision to implement those proposed development interventions which might
emerge from the community plans. The focus here is on securing funding as a priority, not on
coordination, on mainstreaming of the plans within existing programmes and development
budgets, or embedding or institutionalising the plans and their implementation. This analysis
does not consider fully the prior and massive state investment in all of the sectors and policy
domains which need to be redirected and reprioritised in what is envisaged under the 2102
Act. It advocates an approach focused on seeking new and additional funds, one which will
prove very difficult to access under the current fiscal retrenchment. This participant (10PP)
argues that state activity and commitment will be ultimately judged by the extent to which
these plans can access new funding rather than in the reconfiguration of policies drawing on
mainstream budgetary lines so as to explicitly proof them against sociolinguistic criteria.
A separate contribution argues that the form of community-led LP as envisaged under the
2012 Act is more a vivid illustration of the abrogation of state responsibilities rather than an
exemplar of bottom-up, localised development where the central role of the community is
prioritised:
‘[…] I am not persuaded at all that a model of partnership where communities have to
take ownership for language schemes because they don’t have the expertise firstly,
because the notion of language use is much more complex… I think that is a copout…it’s part of the withdrawal that has been going on for some time in terms of the
state’s commitment…’ (17PP).
and:
‘This is not devolving in any sense. You can’t devolve a crisis to those who are its
subjects…this is the last despairing throw of the dice, they just want buy-in from the
community leaders whom they trust and whom they know feel as passionately about it
as some of them (the state elite) do themselves… there is no bad faith here…’ (17PP).
It is argued here that the state cannot expect, let alone assume, community leadership at a
time of crisis. The state must commit to enter into this experiment:
‘[…] to have, even at this very late stage…[the need for] a serious…attempted
stabilisation programme, it would require not the state reducing its own input of
resources and asking the community to take responsibility for itself, for its own
survival, but for the state redoubling its resources, effectively doing an inventory of
the key things that are needed…’ (17PP).
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12.10.3

What form of Gaeltacht are we Planning for?

Similar to other rural districts, participants refer to the transformative change which has
occurred within community structures and socialisation networks. Reference is made to
increasing social mobility, to the movement of people into and from the Gaeltacht districts, to
the significant differences in community interaction patterns, of a fragmenting of social
cohesion, of the extent to which the very basic function and form of community life and
social interaction has changed fundamentally:
‘[…] ní bheidh an Ghaeltacht mar a bhí sé….agus níl an saol mar a bhí sé…más
Gaeltacht à la 1900, ní bheidh sí ann…’ (10PP).
‘[…] the Gaeltacht will not revert to type…that world now is not as it was…there will
be no return to the Gaeltacht á la 1900…’ (10PP).
This view of the inevitability of change is further recounted through another contribution:
‘Language purists fear change, they fear pluralism, they fear alternative bases of
identity because they are much more comfortable with defending what is declining
than predicting what is going to grow… but if it is inevitable that your growth of
population is going to be more plural, more multi-ethnic, more multi-faith, more
multi-cultural, you have to tackle that at its source if you want your language to be
vibrant and relevant… [you must consider] how to attract new speakers, new blood,
new migrants…that takes confidence…’ (31PAA).
However, within modern Ireland there are very many language-community networks
supporting economic migrants to the country and their numbers have increased significantly
over the last decade. These are strong and sustainable and maintain their own TMLcommunities in a bilingual context. In terms of their language affiliations and ethnicity, these
networks are not necessarily representative of ‘community by propinquity’ (31PAA).
‘[…] ní gá go mairfeadh daoine taobh le taobh níos mó le go mbeadh pobal teanga
[ann]…. An féidir na spriocanna don Straitéis Fiche Bliain a bhaint amach?… Is
féidir…bhí dhá sprioc ansin, ceann náisiúnta agus ceann Gaeltachta, ní féidir ceann
amháin a chur ar aghaidh gan an ceann eile, caithfidh líon na nGaeilgeoirí laethúla a
bheith ag fás tobann taobh amuigh den nGaeltacht…. Má leanann sé sin, tiocfaidh an
Ghaeltacht slán agus vice versa… caithfidh an dá rud tarlú…’ (10PP).
‘[…] it is no longer necessary for people to live side by side for to maintain a
community of language…is it possible to realise the objectives set out under the
Twenty Year Strategy?...they can be achieved… the strategy contained two objectives,
a national objective and one relating to the Gaeltacht, it is impossible to pursue one
in the absence of the other, it is critical that the number of TML-speakers outside of
the Gaeltacht grows vigorously…if that continues, the Gaeltacht can survive and vice
versa…the two objectives are related and need to be realised…’ (10PP).
This recalls the critical distinction between spatially dense networks of TML speakers as
opposed to TML speakers networked in the broader society which was set out in the previous
chapter (cf. Section 11.9). This participant stresses the critical interdependence between the
Gaeltacht and its prospects for survival and development with the fate of the TML located
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outside of the Gaeltacht demarcation. Moreover, the participant argues that the prospects
within the Gaeltacht are actually causally dependent on growth in other parts of the country.
This is explained in terms of the need for a repopulating of the Gaeltacht districts by outside
‘positive influences’ in terms of language vitality. It is argued that this is now essential
because of the collapse of the traditional internal linguistic base within the Gaeltacht and
which also results from the overwhelming influence of incomers. The survival or otherwise
of the Gaeltacht cannot be secured based on a redundant model relying solely on territorial
proximity and traditional forms of community solidarity and social cohesion (10PP).
This analysis also speaks of the preservationists (‘lucht na caomhnaithe’), those that are
trying to resurface an idealised Gaeltacht as a residual relic (‘iarsma imeallach’)
counterposed against the ‘revivalists’ (‘lucht na hathbheochana’), those dynamic revivalists
who are committed to a form of expansionist bilingualism in all domains and areas of the
country and who consider it is a project of national scale and importance. This emphasis is on
the expansionist, revivalist project rather than on ‘preserving’ the Gaeltacht as it was (10PP).
12.10.4

Planning Skills and Facilitation

It is recommended that there is a critical need to break out of the current myopic discourse
and to engage with community-led planning facilitated and managed by highly skilled
operatives (41PAA). RLS planning is highly complex and fraught with overwhelmingly and
intractable societal development issues as they relate to the TML. These include: what or who
represents the TML-community? what constitutes a community? what of its values and
mores? what of the need to integrate disparate and often conflicting developmental and
societal objectives which are held to fastidiously by different sections of the local community
into which they invest such energy, commitment and belief? The current Gaeltacht is
constitutive of a range of spatially isolated, fragmented heterogeneous communities,
fractured across a range of social and community factors. This represents formidable
planning challenges for the state and for the community alike.
Where planning interventions have been undertaken in the context of a ‘local state’, similar to
Wales, Scotland, Catalonia or the Basque country, there has been a better chance of
establishing a ‘dual, parallel state approach’ (31PAA). It is argued that the ‘local state is the
clear generative factor’ (31PAA) where its interventions serve to legitimise the TML, to
resource its protection and development and to build the conditions for future generative
growth. Under such conditions, it is feasible to adopt an approach where the two languages
are planned in tandem (the TML and the MJL), where TML-public services are deemed to be
a ‘common public good’ which serve specific target groups rather than attempting to meet the
demands for a complete, ‘… separate and equal system’ (31PAA). The exception admitted in
this analysis relates to the context of education policy where the immersion systems need to
be protected (31PAA).
Furthermore, the TML must be recognised by the state and the TML-community alike as a
resource and capacity issue which needs to be carefully managed and planned for:
‘[…] it would require very skilful people in terms of leadership, motivation and skills
to affect change…you have a community out there, there is a residual language there,
a language capacity there, what isn’t there… is a motivation to speak the language, to
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preserve the language and to ensure that it is spoken…that is not there…and that it
would take something that we haven’t seen yet…to turn that around’ (41PAA).
The need for high-order audit and planning competencies, for facilitation and conflict
resolution skills as a prerequisite for engaging with the development challenge is
recommended (9AE). Such skills sets are crucial in undertaking this type of planning work in
a manner that will not deepen or poison existing divisions, or exacerbate local community
tensions (40PAA; 41PAA). Such interventions demand significant timelines for design and
implementation (7PAA).
12.11

RED and LP: SociolinguisticInterventions

Proofing

of

Development

In institutional terms, it is recommended that the primacy and functional responsibilities of
the Gaeltacht development institutions be protected, resourced and further underscored. A
related recommendation considers how such institutions might leverage and mobilise other
state funding in support of the implementation of its overall strategy. For example, it
recommends a more thorough appraisal of the mechanisms by which An tÚdarás draw on the
resources and expertise of the Industrial Development Authority and Enterprise Ireland in
support of consolidating and developing the employment base and the supporting economic
infrastructure (26AE).
The enterprise and development role of An tÚdarás is considered critical. Without a
dedicated Gaeltacht development agency, the alternative scenario would see public
investment undertaken by national organisations without express and meaningful
commitment to the integrated, territorial development of the Gaeltacht. This would remove
any credible possibility of further examining and developing the options for mainstreaming
the RED/LP linkage and provide resources to build its conceptualisation and implementation
in a structured and coherent fashion (26AE).
It is further argued that the current Údarás-led approach to regional, rural and enterprise
development be overhauled with a view to establishing protocols and procedures to fully
assess, ex ante and ex post, the impact of development interventions in specifically
sociolinguistic terms above and beyond any other material indicator of growth, development
or performance (26AE).
The historical and international context for the RED/LP linkage is argued (31PAA). In the
post-war planned ‘welfare societies’, economic and other policies were highly segregated
into discreet and ‘silo-ed’ policy domains. Such ‘high disciplinary orientated policies’
bifurcated policy instruments where RED discourses were dominant and where LP, to the
extent that it was considered at all, was considered residual and separate and not amenable to
integration (31PAA):
‘[…] those two silos….were not seen as forming part of the same whole, they had
separate and unequal responsible policies, the driver was economic development
because that was wealth creation and growth and satisfaction of employment levels,
the linguistic aspect was a sideshow, and when language was ever counterposed
against economics, by definition it lost out…because it was seen as being primordial,
irrelevant, unable to be quantified and, therefore, unable to be targeted and priced so
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you could not evaluate the language added-value that any industrial or economic
development brought…it was a spiritual consideration in the background…’
(31PAA).
Regional TML-economies have been marginalised as dependent economies for the last two
hundred years. In such a political economy, it was not feasible to insist on strictures or extra
legal provisions where TML, LP or RLS considerations assumed sufficient political weight as
to be become ‘a reason to disallow investment’ (31PAA). In this prevailing environment, any
reasonable development proposal for investment which demonstrated some credible degree
of potential medium-term success was embraced in an effort to optimise development
potential or as an attempt to stave off structural poverty. The logic model, recalling the ‘JobsAt-All-Costs’ trope (cf. Section 8.4), insisted that economic penury demanded jobs in an
often almost ‘panic driven quest for employment’ (31PAA). It then fell to non-economic
public bodies, and the residual TML-communities, to attempt to deal with the consequences
of state-incentivised private investment and build around it and try to reinforce the TMLsupport measures as a compensatory reactionary measure to the outworking of the industrial
development plan (31PAA; 7PAA).
Both RED and LP policies need to be integrated in the same discourse to have a successful
holistic plan, they need to be ‘[…] debated in the same discourse if not financed to the same
level’ (31PAA). This is a prior condition because the integration of TML-specific outcomes
within economic discourse demands an understanding of the RED-impacts on the TMLcommunity as well as gauging and controlling the impact of other public policies (housing,
health services, education and formal LP-measures) so that the totality of the experience can
be predicted and carefully targeted. Essentially, this demands a sophisticated, planned
response to inherent complexity where all the variables need to be held constant (31PAA).
To the greatest extent possible, therefore, state-funded RED should be explicitly linguistically
proofed and anchored in the TML both on a sectoral and functional basis (7PAA). This needs
to be interpreted on a consistent and coherent basis (9AE). It is argued that for there to be a
bona fide response from the state to the crisis described in the accredited contemporary
evidence, any response must be fully aligned with ‘language-franked development’, a model
of development which asks:
‘[…] language-franked development…what are the multiple and integrated steps that
are required by the state itself across all of its operations that would offer the prospect
of language stabilisation and of a slight improvement in language transmission?…in
other words, the extent to which language transmission as measured through language
behaviour from household to the Naíonra (crèche) to the clós scoile (school
playground) [improves]?’ (17PP).
The participant argues that this is the ultimate index and arbitrator of GDP success or failure.
If this fundamental criterion is not agreed upon and invoked through policy formulation, it is
feasible to achieve a perfectly successful rural development programme in the Gaeltacht
which sustains the viable local economy but which is ignorant of the sociolinguistic
conditions on the ground (17PP):
‘[...] what defines this community, compared to other communities who are similarly
circumstanced by all the other objective socioeconomic criteria is…that they are the
transmitters of a language which is an endangered language in which the state itself
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has acknowledged as an integral part of Irish identity… the continuation of which is
[a stated public policy objective]’ (17PP).
This is argued as the key priority to establish the rational basis for future interventions and
the practice of their implementation. Linguistic proofing needs to be designed-into the
interventions ex ante and based on normative baseline and objective criteria. In other words,
interventions need to be sensitised to, and structured against, the concept of unplanned for
and dynamic changes which are or could potentially become deleterious to TML-vitality
(7PAA). Such impact assessment models can feasibly be grounded in the analytical and
methodological approaches which created and sustained the rural-proofing, poverty-proofing
and sustainability-proofing measures which have been mainstreamed over the last twentyyears (56PAA). This is summarised in the concept of the Linguistic Return on Investment
(LROI) (cf. Section 13.7.2).
It is recommended that RED and LP policies should be planned for simultaneously in an
integrated manner and the priority should be given in planning measures to both the ‘planned
for’ and ‘unplanned for’ consequences and outcomes of policy interventions (31PAA;
7PAA).
It is recommended that a new prescriptive and differentiated policy approach should be
introduced. This approach would prioritise proofing or vetting mechanisms which calibrate
the impact of policy in explicit sociolinguistic terms (26AE; 7PAA).
12.12

Conclusions

Across the different domains there is widespread, virtual unanimous consensus as to the
extent of the development challenge and the fundamental reconsideration of the institutional
model of development required to deal with the effective management and reversal of the
historical trajectory of dislocation, fracture and collapse. The extent of this challenge is
located in what is considered a malaise of sorts, where:
‘There is a deliberate…a self-conscious act of not so much destruction, but in our case
of turning away, of permitting to decay… “rud ag dreo” (something rotting), seeing it
rotting in front of you and knowing that there were steps that could be taken, they had
no guarantee of success…[but] there are steps that could be taken and that it is in your
responsibility to take some of those steps at least, and not to do it…is I think an act of
national shame…shame through fáilí (neglect) and through cowardice…’ (17PP).
In sum, contributions to the data argue that future GDP should be built on the following
objective principles:
o Clarity of Objectives (PIC)
o Appropriate Resource Capability and Technical Capacity
o Mobilisation of existing Development Infrastructure and Resources without an
overreliance on sourcing ‘new’ (and for the most part unattainable) additional
resources
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o An Institutional Model of Development fully congruent with the norms and
practices of Integrated Strategic Development
o Constitutive of a Territorial and a Multi-Sectoral Approach which are
mutually integrative and reinforcing
o Located within the nested hierarchy of a state-led, strategic and operational
functional planning hierarchy
o Subject to a full ex ante and ex post assessment based on the LROI model in
terms of output, impact and outcome analysis
The next and final chapter sets out an analysis and synthesis of these recommendations
generated from the data and considers there implications for future policy formulations.
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Chapter 13 Interpreting the Findings, Recommendations and Conclusions
13.1

Introduction

Identified amongst the methodological literature reviewed, there is a call on the researcher,
when writing the final chapter, ‘[…] to return to the literature and the larger world in order to
explicitly identify the fruits of the research in that context’ (Wertz et al., 2011: 94). What
follows attempts such a synthesis wherein the findings from the data are assessed in terms of
how they correspond with, converge, diverge and cohere with the existing corpus of research
in the field. It also emphasises the extent to which the data can disclose new, relevant and
innovatory insights into the theoretical and policy domains in terms of the analysis and the
findings generated from the empirical data (Seidman, 2013).
In drawing together the interpretation of the findings, the implications and recommendations
for GDP, and in setting out the conclusions drawn from the study, the chapter is structured as
follows: the first section (13.2) recalls the research hypothesis and purpose; the second and
third sections (13.3, 13.4) provide a summary of the findings of the research as set out in
Chapters 11 and 12, with reference to the relevant literature reviewed in Chapters 3, 4. 5 and
6 which, inter alia, examined the theory and practice related to State Autonomy/Capacity,
RED, LP and REDLP discourses. The substantive form of these findings are interpreted and
recommendations and conclusions are drawn regarding the basic research hypothesis. The
implications of this interpretation are considered in terms of how future GDP might be
conceptualised and formulated drawing on the related concepts of PIC and LROI (cf.
Sections 13.5 and 13.6).
Section 13.7 provides an analysis of the how future GDP might be conceptualised and
formulated.
The final sections (13.8 and 13.9) respectively assess the limitations of the research
undertaken and reflect on the methodology employed; and denote the research domains
identified within the research project which are considered important for further research
investigation. Section 13.10 summarises the main findings and conclusions. The final section
(13.11) sets out the concluding remarks.
13.2

The Research Hypothesis

The central focus of the research was to critically assess the capacity of the state to intervene
in support of the sustainable development and the linguistic vitality of the minority language
community in the Gaeltacht. In order to do so, the research hypotheses undertook to examine
the integration of models of Regional Economic Development (RED) and Language Planning
(LP) in a threatened minority-language (TML) context. The empirical focus of the thesis
examines the extent to which Irish government policy relating to the development of the
Gaeltacht has been successful when critiqued against stated government objectives. As part
of this critique, the research also attempted to locate an analysis of the principal factors which
undermine the vitality and development prospects for TML-communities in the context of the
regional economic and institutional structures within which such processes of minoritisation
are played out.

668

Gaeltacht communities speak a minority language in what are mostly marginal and peripheral
economic districts. Marginal areas are, in this way, conflated with minority languages at an
intuitive and symbolic level. Moreover, economic and linguistic realities converge and
overlap on a constant basis. The economic processes which marginalise remote communities
are, to a significant extent, the same forces which have historically initiated processes of
language shift and dislocation in a minority-language context. The hypotheses argued,
therefore, that it is pragmatic and legitimate for both public bodies and Gaeltacht
communities to develop a comprehensive understanding of the dynamics and impact of such
processes. This in turn would better position their collaborative efforts to introduce remedial
local development regeneration efforts which have a credible chance of mitigating the impact
of the non-threatened, dominant language on the subordinate local language. The thesis
claims to be innovatory in analysing the extent to which policies and initiatives relating
specifically to language maintenance and development in the Gaeltacht operate in
conjunction with broader state policies relating to RED. It is also innovative in terms of a
methodological focus on the different elites involved in state policy-making and
implementation who are responsible for determining the scale and content of policy
intervention.
13.3

Relating the Data to Current Theory and Practice

This section sets out to provide an interpretation of the main findings in light of the literature
reviews which are set out in Chapters 3-6.
The research hypothesis was conceived on the normative assumption that the state is
possessed of the capacity to intervene, regulate and manage significant dimensions of societal
change (cf. Section 3.2). The working definition of the state used throughout was summarised
as ‘[…] a relatively unified ensemble of socially embedded, socially regularized, and
strategically selective institutions, organizations, social forces and activities organized around
(or at least involved in) making collectively binding decisions for an imagined political
community’ (Jessop 2001: 40, cited in O’ Sullivan, 2003: 38) (cf. Section 3.2).
It is upon this assumption that the interview schedule enquired as to the capacity and
autonomy of the state in introducing a range of RED and LP measures in the Gaeltacht.
The methodological approach adopted restricted the range and profile of interview
participants to a select, cross-section of elite actors drawn from three separate but related
domains; the Public and the Political (PP); the Administrative and Executive (AE) and the
Policy Analysts and Academic (PAA).
The data generated from the interviews provides an account of state policy interventions and
abstentions, of commissions and omissions.
13.3.1

State Autonomy

Explaining the State’s Policy Position
The combined literature review (cf. Chapters 3 - 6) enquired as to whether the potential for a
credible, robust and innovative development model for the Gaeltacht was undermined by
policy conservativisim and inertia. It also set out to determine the deliberate influence of
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those powerful institutional and societal state actors who were not engaged with, nor were
committed to, the stated policy objectives declared in statute by the state itself, particularly as
they related to the preservation of the TML and the development of the Gaeltacht as a
differentiated development district.
The identified empirical evidence generated from the data concurred with key findings from
the literature review which consider the state as fundamentally a very particular form of
authority. The state exhibits distinct and exclusive power through its regulatory and
developmental institutions. The state functions on the basis of differentiated power and
knowledge and is committed to particular strategic, and often hegemonic, interests. Such an
assertion is fully supported in the data in relation to the empirical context of the Gaeltacht
and Gaeltacht Development Policy (GDP).
The literature review also mapped out a range of conflicting views regarding state autonomy.
An extreme view argues that: ‘The impact of organisational and structural changes on
people’s emotive, cognitive and behavioural attitudes towards Gaelic is a long-term process,
and one in which policy cannot directly intervene’. (MacLeod, M., 2008: 296). This contrasts
with the important thematic coherence from the review where certain theories extol the
autonomy and separatedness of the institution of the state from general society. They argue
that the state functions as a unified (if idealist) construct, coherent and whole, self-willed and
impervious to societal forces for change or consolidation (Krasner, 1984 cited in Adshead et
al., 2008: 15; Mitchell, 1991: 88).
The data from this research fully concurs with this view and sets out the historical and
contemporary circumstances through which the state articulates a very particular set of
objectives and priorities which are self-formed and independent in many ways from societal,
political or economic interests (Mitchell, 1991: 86). Such development objectives and
priorities, it is argued in this analysis, have clearly not fully recognised or included an
assessment of the prevailing sociolinguistic conditions which form the essential backdrop to
the contemporary development narrative within the Gaeltacht.
The Ideological Socialisation of State Policy
The findings from the data also fully support and extend the analysis generated from the
theoretical literature review which contends that the dominant state ideology establishes
categorically both the parameters and the substantive content for policy interventions. This is
manifested in its attempts at enforcing policies which prioritise comprehensive centralisation,
standardisation and rationalisation, of seeking out homogenisation through uniformity (cf.
Section 3.2.3). Drawing on the combined sources of its authoritative and exclusive power, the
consensus view sustained by the findings from the data argues that the state, through its
articulated policies and, most particularly, by dint of its exclusions, denials, abstentions and
omissions in policy terms, has indeed the capacity to effectively circumscribe and control
people’s moral, political and ethical dispositions and worldviews (Lachmann, 2010). It does
so by providing certain choices, and denying the legitimacy of others, what is described as
‘the no-choice condition’ (Bauman, 2001, cited in Lenoach et al., 2012: 16). The provision of
public services in the TML in the Gaeltacht is cited as an example in a contribution to the
data:
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‘[…] a choice is only a choice if it is a real choice, you cannot choose between being
able to do something easily and successfully and at great profit and being able to do
something …that makes climbing Croagh Patrick at Christmas Eve a dawdle
…choices are real choices, they are choices when there is no disadvantage in saying
one over the other…’ (17PP).
Such exclusionary and marginalising processes dominate the development narrative across a
spectrum of interrelated factors. These range from the apex of the dominant ideological
belief-system of the elite to the practice of formalising and privileging certain analyses, and
the attendant policy formulations which serve to implement these analyses, over others.
Central to the emerging themes which were identified through the literature reviewed was the
contested consideration as to whether, and to what extent, the state elite is insulated from, or
tactically distanced from, dominant socioeconomic and political interests, those significant
‘[…] politically weighty social forces’ (Skocpol, 1985: 9). Equally, it argues for an
estimation of the extent to which policy end-users, the declared community of interest which
state interventions ostensibly set out to engage with or to serve, are incorporated (or coopted) into the planning process (cf. Section 3.2.6). Furthermore, the ‘Instrumentalist’ view
which dominates this form of analysis considers the state as the ultimate expression of power
wielded by dominant and exclusive social forces which emerges from a process of conflict
and resolution and compromise amongst different state elites (cf. Section 3.2.2).
A consistent and significant theme emerging from across the interview data speaks to the
explicit neoliberal, free-market orientation of contemporary state policy and the supporting
organisational culture embedded in those institutions which are responsible for policy
formulation and implementation. This analysis of the data is fully consistent with the views
articulated in the literature review (cf. Section 3.5) that the general orientation of mainstream
state intervention through policy formulation was, and still is, intrinsically bound up in the
explicit and implicit structures and ideologies of state institutions themselves.
13.3.2

State Capacity

Altogether aside from questions of individual as opposed to institutional agency, it is argued
here that a legitimate reading of the interview data would support a central conclusion that
the state-system has committed its capacity and its resource base (inclusive of its regulatory,
planning, incentivisation and coercive authority) to supporting a particular interpretation of
the political economy. This draws its legitimacy and its functional competence from a very
particular and exclusive form of development. This form of development is a localised
version of a strictly market-led, competitive neoliberalism.
Highly consistent with the findings of the literature reviewed (cf. Sections 8.3, 8.4 and 8.5)
findings from the data concur that the state has had considerable periodic success in
introducing structural and transformative change within the economic and productive sector.
Both the review of the theoretical literature and the empirical data stress the state’s
considerable capacity in this domain – it has, for example, been deeply implicated in the
management of a neoliberal growth model built around a proactive industrial policy and also
in managing aspects of certain redistribution processes within the welfare state (Smith, 2005:
120). The growth model has been dominated by a commitment to the FDI model, through
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ensuring low corporation taxation and minimal interference in private commercial enterprises
(Smith, 2005: 130).
Against this, there is also considerable reconfirmation within the data findings that the state
has failed to introduce a similarly comprehensive set of structural interventions in those noneconomic domains which include social provision and welfare transfers, and the securing of
an equitable redistribution of social, cultural and spatial capital. Moreover, the state is limited
in its role in attempting to manipulate the market for the purposes of broader, comprehensive
and more integrated development. The ‘competition state’ (from Cerny’s definition cited in
Smith, 2005: 128) designs and relegates social policies in such a way as to subordinate them
to the imperatives of the international market (cf. Section 3.3). It is argued that a state like
this attempts to achieve flexibility rather than engage with developmental objectives,
including redistribution, cohesion and equity.
13.3.3 State and Gaeltacht Development Policy
In Ireland, the general model of development which the state has adopted seeks to integrate
more fully the domestic political economy into the domineering ‘competitive-state’
paradigm. The consequences of abandoning the welfarist and egalitarian model of state-led
development for such a marginalised interpretation of a growth-centric (as opposed to
development-centric) political philosophy are articulated across a wide range of societal
domains, not least in terms of social services provision, housing and regional development
discourses, for example (cf. Sections 8.3.15 and 8.3.16 for a particular illustration). Findings
from the data confirm this general structural trend where the ascendant economic and
political dispensation embraced under the neoliberal state inculcates a practice of
development and public management which prioritises privatisation, deregulation and
liberalisation and the downgrading of regional development policy goals (cf. Section 5.9.3).
In this analysis, the state has failed to support sustainable models of inclusive and egalitarian
development including the identification, protection and development of common, public
goods which encompass the integrated territorial development of rural regions, not least that
of the Gaeltacht territory. Specifically, it has not adequately engaged with any informed and
consistent management of the particular and highly differentiated challenge of Gaeltacht
development stated in explicitly sociolinguistic terms. The data findings in relation to the
Gaeltacht territory, and to GDP generally, support Breen et al.,’s (1990) argument that this
failure is attributable to discernible patterns of abstention and omission - the policy of nonpolicy.
Such findings also support an analysis which argues that the deliberate policy of
marginalising
state
interventions within a highly-limited,
linguistically-blind
and
conservative rural industrialisation policy, is deeply complicit in the creation and sustaining
of serious social and economic fracture and, in terms of the Gaeltacht, to linguistic and
community dislocation. In such a policy context, community, linguistic or language planning
has gained little traction or currency as legitimate state-wide policy imperatives.
Findings from the data also point to the unequivocal and highly negative implications of such
an exclusive market-led policy dictum for the sustainable development of the Gaeltacht as a
differentiated development territory and of identifying and prioritising the maintenance of
localised socialisation networks without which minority languages cannot secure the
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conditions for their own perpetuation and development (MacLeod, M., 2008; Lenoach et al.,
2012).
Given the range and diversity of the research participants, there is a highly significant degree
of consensus amongst and between the participant domains regarding the conceptualisation,
formulation and implementation of state policy in relation to the Gaeltacht. This consensual
view across and between the domains also locates the outworking of general state policy
within the empirical context of the historical and contemporary Gaeltacht experience. It
supports unequivocally the analysis elucidated within the literature reviews that the dominant
and consistent goal of state development policy since independence has always privileged, if
not exclusively focused on, the provision of employment opportunities to counter
unemployment and emigration (cf. Section 3.3). This confirms a central and recurring
thematic concern from this research, namely: the refusal or failure of the state-system to
engage with and develop a differentially sensitised model of development which would be
technically capable and sufficiently competent to address the entrenched complexity of the
Gaeltacht development challenge and to do so according to development principles
commensurate with the inherent, fundamental nature of this unique development challenge.
In terms of GDP specifically, a recurrent theme from the interview data highlights a critical
dimension regarding the knowledge base and technical competence which forms, or inhibits,
the locomotive of public sector planning. The data findings argue that the ideological
socialisation of policy is further reinforced by the lack of technical capacity for policy
planning and analysis in complex domains where territorial, functional and sectoral variables,
which are characterised by tension and conflict, need to be held constant. Maintaining the
Gaeltacht territory, including the challenge of TML-community sustainability and
development, represents a detailed outworking of the causes and consequences which are
generated through those processes arising from the imposition of maladaptive models of
development.
In sum, the data argues that in terms of state autonomy and capacity, the state-system, in the
sense of the state definition as set out above (cf. Section 13.3.2), has ultimately failed to
identify and engage with the structural conditions underpinning the processes of LS and
community dislocation within the Gaeltacht. Committing to a full engagement with such
structural conditions is necessary to create the momentum and the planning ‘space’ to
conceptualise, construct and implement a model of development which can become internally
coherent, inclusive, sustainable and equitable – a model fully commensurate with the bases of
the differentiated development challenge within the Gaeltacht.
Contributions from across the participant domains argue that the requisite sociolinguistic
knowledge and research capability which could have provided a more robust and clearer
explication of the relevant and accredited facts, those ‘[…] particular, situated, and contextual
attributes’ (Scott, 1998: 346), was not always available to the state throughout the outworking
of the development narrative in the Gaeltacht. Up until the mid-2000’s, it is argued through
the data that the state opted in its stead to retreat into a dependency on overtly positivistic
models of economic development. This interpretation argues that specifiable errors and
incompetencies can be clearly identified. They are primarily based on a faulty analysis (or
through ignoring certain other analyses) and they have led to partial, misguided or
overconfident planning models.
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13.3.4

The Gaeltacht and the TML as a Public Collective Good

The literature review argued that the state privileges those sociopolitical and cultural values
which it claims for itself (Adshead, 2008: 51). It seeks to realise an independent set of
‘general interest’ goals specific to the state which demand a collectivist and integrated
response (for example, security, sovereignty, limited forms of public welfare). The Marxist
analysis argues further that, notwithstanding the tactical distancing of the neoliberal state
from the community it represents or seeks to serve, the state system effectively functions as
‘[…] essentially a superstructure that serves to rationalize more fundamental forces stemming
from class relations based on the means of production… [the state] is a mechanism that
reproduces the normative social order so that particular, not general, interests are protected
and enhanced’ (O’Sullivan, 2003: 35).
The findings from the data concur with such a reading where state-determined normative
values limit fully the extent to which policies can be proposed by elements within the state
elite. In Castells’ terms, these values are dynamic and contested and include fundamental and
oppositional concepts within which discourses of domination and legitimation, between
development and distribution, are in perpetual conflict (Castells, 2004: 360). The state also
determines exclusively the means by which such policies will be accepted by the community
at large and their likely impact on the social practices of individuals. In other words,
contributions to the data argue that the state controls the terms of engagement and insists on
enforcing ‘[…] a framework of ideas and standards that specifies not only the goals of policy
and the kind of instruments that can be used to attain them, but also the very nature of the
problems they are meant to be addressing’ (Hall, 1993: 279).
The data generated through the interviews includes a discussion of how and to what extent
the Gaeltacht and the TML are considered by the state as a form of collective, public good in
their own right, where they form part of the conditions for an agreed interpretation of societal
development. There are serious divergences within the data set regarding the extent to which
such a specific categorisation is evident and, to the extent that it is, there exist fundamentally
contradictory views within and between individual participants across the selected participant
domains as to its origins and outworkings. Certain contributions to the data speak to the
widening chasm between the rhetorical, publicly declared commitment to the exalted civic
and political objective of TML-maintenance and development within its own historical
linguistic habitus. They also speak of the public administrative and development institutions
which largely ignore or evade their statutorily declared responsibilities to support this state
policy objective in a credible, coherent and comprehensive manner. The outworkings of such
evasion, denial or active dis-engagement with statutory responsibilities is played out through
processes where GDP is ghettoised and balkanised with the institutionally ‘weaker’ or more
‘isolated’ development infrastructure.

13.4

Integrating Regional Economic Development (RED) and Language
Planning (LP)

The summative evaluation of the specific, dedicated literature review which considered the
theory, policy and practice of RED is set out in Chapter 5 and the policy review is undertaken
in Chapters 8 and 10. The interpretation of the review argues that traditional and mainstream
RED theory remains dominated in its general perspective and in the range of its defining
674

influences by economic considerations (Hodgett, Johnson and Royle, 2007: 13). This
interpretation argues that market dynamics create spatial disequilibrium and cumulative
polarisation effects which reinforce, rather than ameliorate, patterns of uneven regional and
spatial development. Such patterns of uneven and unequal development, and the implications
they have for TML communities, are vividly recounted in the data.
Since the 1970s, there is evidence of a considerable structural realignment which has seen the
evolution of regional development theory and the promulgation of a more deliberately
structured endogenous, self-reliant regional model of spatial development (Shannon and van
Egeraat, 2013; Diochon, 1997). This can be understood as a continuum beginning with
theories which delineate processes of production, settlement and investment, evolving
towards theories which engage with the concept of regional space understood as an
integrated, multi-faceted network sustaining multiple and complex economic, socio-cultural
and political dynamics. Significantly, the new theoretical models postulate a move from
government to governance within a structure more committed to creating the ‘[…] capacity
for putting in place more co-ordinated and comprehensive development programmes tailored
to local needs and resources, for developing local linkages […]’ (Breathnach, 2014: 2268).
Contributions from the different participant domains emphasise these structural shifts within
policy orientations. There is a significant degree of consensus within and across the
participant domains regarding the need for an overhaul of the development model which has
been dominated in its analysis by relatively narrow production and distribution concerns (cf.
Section 3.2.1). It argues that contemporary analysis needs to incorporate the broader priorities
and the effects of structural/sectoral, demographic, sociolinguistic and environmental change
on the future prospects of Gaeltacht districts, their local regional economies and the TML
communities that they sustain.
There exist within the data considerable levels of support for the introduction of a
multidimensional and integrated conceptualisation of development. Contributions to the data
argue that such a model of regional development needs to be committed to the interrelated
spatial and sectoral objectives which represent discreet stages in the general development
process. These include quality of life indicators, the sustainability of the socioeconomic base,
the requisite social infrastructure (critically including education) and the progressive
development of institutional capacity and community coherence. The model to be adopted
needs to build on the progressive and effective development of local and regional resources,
competencies and capacity.
Such a model needs also to adopt a strategic approach to local/regional development:
o that sets out to realise gains for the community through productivity
enhancement and the creation of local assets (rather than relying on
redistributive transfers);
o that addresses market failures in the local/regional economy;
o that emphasises the process, participation
stakeholders and their resource bases;

and

potential of different

o that utilises systematic analyses of local internal dynamics and their linkage to
broader, external processes and dynamics.
675

Furthermore, in terms of social and civic development, outputs delivered through such policy
interventions need to encourage and facilitate the emergence of enhanced citizenship, social
cohesion and solidarity and assist in progress towards socioeconomic equality. For rural and
regional development, community and locally-led development processes are signalled as key
dimensions for maximising local resources, capacity and skills through endogenous processes
(Breathnach, 2014).
In terms of Gaeltacht development specifically, it is highly significant to recount within the
data that the ‘Jobs-At-Any-Costs’ mantra of the 1970s continued to be articulated right up to
the contemporary period. In this analysis, the purportedly causal relationship between people,
employment and language was set out almost as a dark parable, somehow enshrining
‘universal truths’. The basis of such an analysis is widely contested across the research
participant domains. That this analysis was to dominate policy prescriptions is a recurrent and
significant thematic motif within the data. The data findings also argue that such an analysis
was anticipated in the construction of the 1979 Act establishing Údarás na Gaeltachta. The
provisions and restrictions enshrined within the Act were seemingly reverential of this idea
that industrialisation of its own accord could negotiate and manage the outworkings of
massive sociolinguistic change. Contributions to the data argue that it was also acutely
conservative and supine in terms of refusing a full engagement with the sociolinguistic reality
being played out on the ground amongst the TML-community.
A number of interpretations stand scrutiny: such an approach could be interpreted as an
example of poor collective judgement amongst the policy elite. Alternatively, it could be
construed as a callow unwillingness to face the facts, a feckless, spurious, shallow and
dysfunctional appraisal of what was needed in policy terms (Bacevich, 2008: xiii). However,
the data findings support a conclusion which argues that, deliberately or otherwise, the policy
elite at the very least, through their policy prescriptions, fundamentally misconstrued the
specific circumstances of the Gaeltacht development challenge.
13.4.1

Policy Ghettoisation and Balkanisation

Findings from the literature review (cf. Sections 3.2.1 and 4.7.1) demonstrated that the state
itself is often conflicted in a Weberian sense with respect to significant, often conflicting,
strategic goals. Such contradictions and anomalies, in extreme cases even creating the
‘Balkanisation’ of fragmented state interests (Adshead et al., 2008), can inhibit and
undermine, even paralyse the state’s autonomy and its capacity for coherent, integrated
planning and regulation (Rueschemeyer and Evans, 1985: 47).
The data findings report that this is particularly evident in the implementation of state policy
with respect to Gaeltacht development. A considerable majority of the participants agree with
the analysis which argues that within the governance and planning arrangements for the
Gaeltacht, the problem remains of the decomposing of different state policies into
mechanistic, static and independently functioning programmes. In this context specialisation
and compartmentalisation represent two sides of the same silo’ed approach. The integration
and coordination of sectoral policies at the point of delivery, and their different material
impact on the actual territory of development and the TML community, represents a longstanding structural problem (Healy and Reynolds, 1998). The literature review (cf. Sections
8.3.15 and 8.3.16) elaborated on the policy narrative which recounts the experience of the
NSS and its implementation. It stressed the ongoing challenge of integrating and reinforcing

676

sectoral programmes at a disaggregated spatial level: ‘The NSS therefore failed to transcend
the lack of interdepartmental interaction that has long been a deep-seated feature of Ireland’s
highly centralised system of government, as was highlighted in a recent evaluation of the
Irish public service by the OECD which identified a major problem of fragmentation leading
to a lack of ‘‘coherence in policy development, implementation and service delivery’’
[OECD, 2008, p. 12]’ (Breathnach, 2014: 2277).
For example, the state was active in introducing certain micro-programmes and development
initiatives in support of education in the TML and its related socialisation within the TMLcommunity resident in the Gaeltacht (Scéim na gCúntóirí Baile [Scheme for Home
Assistants], Scéim na gCúntóirí Teanga [Scheme for Language Assistants], for example). The
outworkings of such small scale projects were very important in their own right and produced
critically important interventionist initiatives. However, their impact on the structural
conditions must be assessed in terms cognisant of the state’s refusal (prior to 2014) to
introduce a formal, differentiated and dedicated Gaeltacht education policy. The findings
from the data argue that such a policy was crucial in order to engage explicitly with
maintaining and developing the TML as a community language with a clear focus on the L1community. Such initiatives as were introduced have been vulnerable to ad hoc, piecemeal
and fragmented interventions. They can properly be considered as remedial, compensatory
and reactive. Paradoxically, and given that these interventions were in themselves statefunded measures, they sought to mediate the longstanding consequences accruing from the
absence of a committed state policy in the specific domain of L1-educational socialisation.
The state has received generous recognition for the range of statutory, governance and
planning interventions which it has instituted and resourced in support of the TML, of
societal bilingualism and of the Gaeltacht jurisdiction (Lenoach et al., 2012; Ó Giollagáin,
2012). These range from constitutional and statutory provisions, developmental, regulatory
and co-ordinating institutions which have as their ostensible objectives the resourcing of
public and community interventions committed to the defence, support and extension of the
TML. The range of institutional and policy instruments is considered as comprehensive as it
is unique in a TML-context and form the object of jealousy and emulation by other TMLcommunities. However, and despite such planning provisions, the capacity of the
development infrastructure to engage with and manage the processes of LS within the
Gaeltacht and the L1-community specifically is considerably more complex, fraught and
contested (Ó Giollagáin, 2012: 196; Ó Curnáin, 2012).
13.5

Implications for State Policy and for Gaeltacht Development Policy

There is a general acceptance within the social sciences that it is appropriate and necessary to
fully consider the consequences of any research undertaking drawing on the important
concept of ‘critical accountability’ (Wertz et al., 2011). This section attempts such a
consideration.
In terms of the fundamental question regarding state autonomy and capacity, an objective and
rational assessment of this research’s contribution to the current policy debate can be stated
in simple, uncontroversial terms and is summarised in a single question. The legitimacy of
this question is drawn from the body of theoretical work, from the empirical context within
which the research hypothesis is located and from the data generated from the elite
participants. We can therefore enquire: has the Irish state mobilised in a coherent and
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systematic fashion the full arsenal of its policy, planning and funding resources to explicitly
engage with the stated public policy objective of Gaeltacht development and the maintenance
and perpetuation of the TML within this territorial context? It is stressed that this simple
question should not be confused or conflated with any recounting of legislative discourses or
policy narratives which seek their legitimation in appealing to incidences of high-order
(sometimes symbolic) status-planning, constitutional or statutory protections or to other
public or political commitments (see Lenoach et al., 2012; Ó Giollagáin 2014a,b).
The accumulated evidence from this research overwhelmingly supports the contention that it
has failed to do so. Imputing the motives and rationale which expound on why the state has
failed to comprehensively address these complex planning challenges is beyond the
parameters of this research and is a task of a different order. For the state to undertake a
coherent and rational approach to Gaeltacht development the following sections offer some
guidance and framework in terms of policy conceptualisation, implementation and review.
13.5.1 The TML-community
The community networks within the Gaeltacht are limited and fragmented and have been
eroded from within and without by the complexity, scale and pace of LS (Ó Riagáin, 1971;
1992; Williams, 2000). Moreover, much of the entrenched official discourse takes refuge in a
form of analysis which ultimately attributes the causes and dynamics of LS to the disposition,
attitudes and self-identification of individuals and communities. It is argued here that such
analysis, deliberately or otherwise, forfeits the possibility of developing significant
alternative policy formulations. The contemporary critical narrative argues in its stead that a
fuller, more adequate understanding of such processes needs to be located within
interdependent sociolinguistic factors. Highly significant amongst them are the modalities of
relative power over and against displacement and disempowerment, resource competencies
set against structural infirmities, critical mass versus dissipation and a hollowing out of the
core demolinguistic base (Lenoach et al., 2012: 5).
In this context, it is argued that it is neither practicable nor defensible to demand of these
ruptured communities that they take ultimate responsibility for resolving the current impasse
through the implementation of their identified role as decreed under the provision of the
Gaeltacht Act (2012). These are typically fractured communities whose functional,
socialisation and regenerative capacities are exhausted and under duress. They do not
necessarily have the resources or the capacity to transform the state’s response to the crisis
which they themselves are enduring. They cannot be held responsible for swaying or
assuaging political opinion in relation to future Gaeltacht development. Nor can the prospects
of their future viability as language communities ultimately be left vulnerable to the selected
approbation of the state elite or to the protracted contingencies of political change and
instability.
The data presented within this research is in significant convergence regarding the
fundamental issue of identifying different and discreet policy end-users. They accept that
there is no single, unitary or homogenous social group within the Gaeltacht which can be
identified and problematised. However, an important conclusion from the analysis priorities
the specific and highly differentiated development needs of the L1-community.
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Focusing on such an increasingly more isolated and demographically weaker group is
vulnerable to criticisms of elitism and privilege, to preferential treatment above and beyond
the more general dispensation of mainstream state interventions. However, and from a
sociolinguistic perspective attuned to the fundamentals of LS and the possible recourse to
RLS strategies to support its amelioration, not to legislate specifically for the L1 core will not
only create a deepening and acceleration of LS. It will also necessarily create further
alienation and apathy within this TML constituency precisely at the same time that the state
has transferred onerous responsibilities on such communities to plan and strategise for their
own redemption. The L1-cohort has historically suffered the proximate and ultimate
consequences of this lack of disaggregation in terms of the state’s analysis and its generalist
policy prescriptions both at a spatial and a sectoral/functional level.
It is properly to their own ethnic state that the legitimate expectations of this community for
its own continuity and development are submitted. It is only the state that has the ultimate
autonomy and capacity to mediate the circumstances of public governance and to put in place
the warranted conditions for the TML’s perpetuation. This is not to argue that the state can
ultimately determine who will speak what language to whom and when. Rather, the
substantive body of accredited theory argues that it is more critically the case that the creation
of many of the enabling conditions fundamental to successful, viable and sustainable
intergenerational language transmission are crucially and exclusively functions of the state.
In certain jurisdictions, such functions as these are couched within and justified by their
appeals to high order public policy objectives which are enshrined within statutory legislation
and afforded constitutional protection.
Socialisation is a key policy objective of the state. Introducing deliberate and comprehensive
policy measures to embed socialisation practices in support of the TML-community in situ
clearly represents a very advanced, if not the ultimate, form of social engineering through
public policy. This demands a sustained complex of interventions. They range from an
insistence on a strictly exclusive form of primary socialisation in the TML during the critical
early stages of language acquisition to the creation of measures to protect the territory and
functional domains upon which such socialisation depends (Lenoach, 2012: 99; Ó Curnáin,
2012: 285). Such a development demands of the state-system a radical overhaul of how it
conceives of GDP and of the development of the TML.
Such a development model would necessarily have to contend with the dislocating
sociolinguistic problems of incomplete TML-acquisition, of reduced and deteriorating
linguistic competency and code-switching (Péterváry et al., 2014); the introduction of
measures to isolate an exclusive approach to TML-only acquisition during the critical earlystage socialisation processes in a deferred bilingual setting (‘an dátheangachas moillithe’, cf.
Ó Giollagáin, 2012; Ó Curnáin, 2012); as well as the more recognised structural challenges
of rural and regional economic sustainability and the coordination of public services. The
policy and resource implications of such a realignment of public policy in support of the
TML are as radical as they are comprehensive and far-reaching.
However, it is argued here that to require the state to honour its own objectives and to respect
the full implementation of its self-declared public responsibilities with regard to those
socialisation processes considered integral to the differentiated, multi-sectoral development
challenge of TML perpetuation, represents no more than a modest and defensible appeal to
common sense and good practice in public governance.
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13.5.2 Spatial Territory and Policy Boundaries
The Gaeltacht demarcation has a very limited and poorly articulated functionality in
administrative and planning terms. The conceptualisation of the Gaeltacht as a development
district has not been ‘embedded’, legitimised, let alone mainstreamed, within the public
governance or development institutional procedures which determine the trajectory of
development within the state. The anachronistic and anomalous structure of the Gaeltacht
territory is becoming increasingly ‘discordant’ in spatial terms (Ó Riagáin, 1992; Breathnach,
2014).
Whatever popular resonance the ‘Gaeltacht’ concept might traditionally have had as a
‘popular territorial identity’ (Breathnach, 2014: 2275), it has for local communities been
progressively displaced and dissipated given the radical restructuring of the social and
linguistic networks which form the bedrock for community cohesion and solidarity. The
collective sense of sameness or uniqueness, of some form of publicly recognised
differentiation in social, cultural or linguistic terms, has become marginalised and
increasingly residual. In terms of political governance and representative structures, the
abolition of popular elections to the board of An tÚdarás has removed this legitimate channel
to mobilise interests against a shared development agenda on a Gaeltacht-wide basis and has
further contributed to ‘invisibilising’ (cf. Section 8.4.6) the Gaeltacht at a representative and
institutional level.
In status and functional terms, the designation has become increasingly irrelevant. It has
become subordinated to the overriding spatial ordering of development in terms of the
planning and administrative coordinates around which the sectoral and sectional outworkings
of everyday economic and social processes are configured. The Gaeltacht Act (2012)
provides for a recasting of the logic of differentiation against sociolinguistic rather than
territorial priorities. However, the recasting of priorities critically needs to become accepted
at the administrative centre rather than being left to the communities at the spatial and
administrative periphery to reorder. There is no evidence to suggest that such a
comprehensive reworking of the state-wide systematic response, of the scale and order
required, is currently being contemplated by the state elite.
A number of examples illustrate decisively the extent of this dislocation and the parameters
of the policy challenge which must be overcome for a credible, rational and effective form of
GDP to be introduced. First, in terms of current rural development policy, the administrative,
planning and governance structures which the state has adopted to oversee the
implementation of the current round of EU LEADER funding has refused to accept the
Gaeltacht territory as a cohesive (if spatially disjointed) and unitary development designation
requiring a dedicated and differentiated approach to development with an overarching
managing institution capable of catering for the different districts within a unified strategic
approach. This is in stark contrast to the provisions which were adopted since the
introduction of the programme in the early 1990s, where the territory was recognised de facto
as a discreet planning and administrative area and where a single structure oversaw the
programme’s management. The programme will now be administered in the different local
authority jurisdictions by different organisational structures, many of them based outside of
the Gaeltacht.
It fell fully within the statutory authority of the state to dictate by means of progressive and
enlightened policy that this rural development fund would be mobilised and managed by the
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state in such a way as to optimise its potential for reinforcing current GDP, to support the
delineation of the statutorily demarcated Gaeltacht designation, to ensure that it was managed
and implemented in such a way as to realise important measures of integration and synergy in
support of the specific development requirements of the Gaeltacht. The state did not avail of
this option.
Second, the provisions of the Planning and Development Act (2000) 50 contain a mechanism
by which the relevant local authorities had the right and the opportunity to introduce specific
area-based planning interventions restricted to the Gaeltacht districts specifically. Such a
dedicated planning framework had very considerable potential to mount a programme of
interventions by means of regulation, incentivisation and control that would likely have been
significant in reinforcing a Gaeltacht-specific approach to planning. Not a single Gaeltachtspecific plan was undertaken. The planning authorities declined or opted not to recognise or
to prioritise such a planning intervention.
Third, in terms of institutional autonomy and integrated development planning, the overhaul
and downgrading of the structure and functions of An tÚdarás represent a further illustration
of this trend. The strict delimitation and downgrading of the governance structures of the
organisation and the massive reduction in exchequer funding (in the order of 80% since
2008) have very serious consequences for the capacity of the organisation to pursue its
development mandate. It represents a further lucid articulation of the state’s authoritative
capacity to ignore and undermine its own stated policy goals and objectives.
It is salutary to consider the implications of such maladaptive and incoherent approaches to
state-led development within the Gaeltacht. Certain contributions to the data argued an
extreme interpretation of the current policy narrative, indicting the state’s abrogation of its
responsibilities. Other views contend that, at the very least, it represents a deliberate
undermining of the significant development potential within the existing statutory provisions
and the failure to mobilise fully the authoritative competency of the state system in support of
GDP. These and other examples are as manifestly clear and abundant as they are ultimately
deleterious to the practice of sustainable development in a Gaeltacht context and require no
further elaboration here.
Central to this analysis are two competing, sometimes contradictory, sets of assumptions. The
first relates to the physical territory of the Gaeltacht. The concept of a designated territory, a
linguistic habitus providing a safe anchorage or sanctuary for the TML-community is a
longstanding conceptual challenge identified in the literature review and alluded to as a key
thematic concern within the data. The analysis presented here stands with the articulated
demand for defending and developing this territory and the TML-community it sustains in
situ.
The second concept relates to bilingualism as a policy and societal objective in its own right.
The value of pursuing a strategy of ‘de-territorialised societal bilingualism’ (MacLeod, M.,
2008) is self-evident and provides a planning framework for working towards this end in
support of raising the status, profile and functionality of the TML in a non-Gaeltacht context.
However, programmes supporting official bilingualism are not a ‘substitute context’
(MacLeod, M., 2008: 296) for GDP nor should they be confused with it. A credible and
50 ‘Part 2, Section 19.—(1) (a) A local area plan may be prepared in respect of any area, including a Gaeltacht area, or an existing suburb of
an urban area, which the planning authority considers suitable and, in particular, for those areas which require economic, physical and social
renewal and for areas likely to be subject to large scale development within the lifetime of the plan’.
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defensible reading of the literature and an interpretation of the data demand that GDP is
necessarily territorially-bound with a clear focus on the L1-cohort. This requires not some
localised form of bilingualism but the practice of spatial integration across the sectors
supporting this identified TML-cohort drawing on a range of measures and policy
interventions which are designed explicitly to realise such objectives. This demands of the
state a systemic, longterm commitment to a patterned behaviour which centres the GDP
challenge at every stage of policy formulation.
The inescapable conclusions from the data argue with an overwhelming unanimity that the
Irish state has never accepted, or at least worked pragmatically on the basis, that the TML is,
or could potentially become, the default language for the Gaeltacht community. Despite the
complex of statutory and regulatory provisions established in support of the TML which seek
to protect and enhance the status and utility of the language, the current practice of state
policy confers, through the constant reiteration of public custom and administrative practice,
a very different type of status, one which is ultimately characterised as ‘disfavoured’
(Harrison, 2007 cited in Ó Giollagáin, 2012: 209). Moreover, despite the current statutory
provisions, to all intents and purposes, the Gaeltacht demarcation has little functional
meaning as a development designation across the state system generally, above and beyond
circumscribing the highly limited development role and spatial remit of the Department and
An tÚdarás.
In terms of policy formulation, there is significant and recurring consensus within the
research contributions relating to three separate but highly related factors. The first argues
that the dominant political ideology which determines the socialisation of policy is embedded
in a neoliberal political economy. This in turn is plausibly construed as an explanation for the
continuing and widening divergence between policy rhetoric and pragmatic policies and the
subterranean strata of deliberate non-policies which are ultimately articulated through the
impact of their abstention from engaging with the core issues. It identifies an ultimate
disconnect between marginalised and disempowered communities of language in situ and the
prerogative and authority of a state elite who refuse to fully engage with their predicament in
a comprehensive and fastidious manner and on terms which are credibly aligned with the
fundamental nature of the structural conditions which have hollowed out the integrity of such
communities from within and without.
The third interprets the current situation in terms of the failure of existing policy mechanisms
to arrest and manage the collapse of the sociolinguistic base as fundamentally a problem of
analysis, of how the policy challenge has been construed. It argues that policy needs to be
evidence-based, built on the principles and precepts of warranted knowledge, an acceptance
of the legitimacy of accredited data (Ó Giollagáin, 2012: 208; Ó Giollagáin and Ó Curnáin,
forthcoming) and neither prone to commitments to blind faith nor susceptible to a
fundamental ignorance of the material conditions on the ground.
The fourth argues that the mechanisms for integration at a territorial level are entirely
inadequate, even fundamentally contradictory in terms of their conceptualisation, formulation
and implementation.
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13.5.3

The Legislative Context and the Development Model

The 1979 Act did not form an authoritative template for action. The nature of its presentation
and provisions concealed a contested, fractious and problematic reality where the contingent
reality of massive LS was overlooked in favour of an espousal of RED as the organising
principle for the dominant policy interventions. This was constructed in such a way as to
arrogate to itself an interpretation argued as being as self-evident as it was inevitable,
stressing the marginal and ignoring the immediate priorities. TML-specific analyses were
subsumed within a policy narrative which failed to recognise the reality of transformative
sociolinguistic change on the ground.
It is accepted that all development policies are vulnerable to political change and instability
and are exposed to the vagaries of political and policy competition and goal displacement
(7PAA). It is also accepted that there are non-state forces at play here which follow their own
deterministic structures. They include the market, supranational structures and development
initiatives and the private and familial domains nested within community networks. In light
of this, it is further accepted that the role of the state will always be ultimately and inherently
partial and contingent (O’Leary, 2015). This reflects perhaps a further example of the marked
shift away from state intervention in many critical domains and sectors. Moreover, while
there has been an extensive programme of policy action in the economic field, the statesystem is considered to have ‘[…] failed to achieve significant redistribution and address
social exclusion’ (Smith: 2005: 128).
The empirical findings reach conclusive unanimity in relation to current GDP. At its most
basic iteration, GDP is extraneous and relatively isolated from the mainstream of government
development policy. This is true across all of the significant public policy domains which
cumulatively reinforce each other as they impact on each other and on the key socialisation
domains of education, social services, economic and enterprise infrastructure and physical
planning and spatial settlement. This is true both at the level of policy conceptualisation and
the practice of its implementation. The ghettoisation of GDP within dedicated Gaeltacht
institutional structures has further minoritised and undermined its visibility, its political
resonance, its credibility and its relevance as a public policy discourse across the complexity
and diversity of the governance systems.
However, and mindful of such qualifications, it remains a credible and justifiable position to
call on the state elite to take responsibility for implementing fully those interventions born of
its unique authority, its responsibilities and prerogatives which are formally and publicly
declared in constitutional and statutory terms. The central axiom underpinning the concept of
Prior Ideological Clarification (PIC) is of foundational importance here and is further
elaborated upon in Section 13.7.1. Contributions to the data argue that political equivocation
or dissembling have to be addressed and confronted in a rational and systematic manner.
Moreover, contributions to the data argue that it is unlikely that a formal rejection of the
TML development objective, particularly as it relates to the Gaeltacht, will ever be
contemplated as a stark, public and unambiguous declaration of desertion by the state. Such
a: ‘[…] public confession of denial by the sovereign state of the importance of Irish would be
hugely counter-productive’ (31PAA).
It is further argued that in Ireland there is little evidence of a full understanding of the
implications of any given ideological commitment to Gaeltacht development. There is a
prevailing sense that the idea of a Gaeltacht TML-community is in some way important.
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However, no corresponding commitment in terms of long-term strategic planning and no
practical demonstration of what is constitutive of such a publicly declared responsibility is
evident. This ambivalence relating to demonstrating a fully articulated and planned for
commitment to GDP is explained in terms of: ‘[…] ultimately…a difficulty of power...that
you cannot transfer a rhetorical commitment into a sustained political will which delivers
money, investment and planning…’ (31PAA).
Given the current extent of the accelerating LS, it is reasonable to enquire as to whether the
state will introduce an explicit, structured and longterm form of social engineering driven
through highly differentiated public policy interventions in support of GDP. In the context of
the deeply centralised nature of public policy planning, such interventions would have to be
superimposed on the existing administrative, regulatory and development institutional
infrastructure. Is it credible, realistic or rational, therefore, to contemplate such a scenario
given the evidence of a very different policy heritage and its particular path dependency?
One alternative is to abandon the GDP project because the long legacy of anomalous and
contradictory policies has undermined the credibility of the development concept and the
policy and practice of implementation in support of its realisation. Contributions to the data
argue that the implications of such incoherence, infirmity and inconsistencies have had a
divisive, corrosive impact on what remains of the TML-community. It has deepened the
sense of anomie, of fracture and the attendant social dislocation which form the emblematic
patterns of language shift.
13.6

The Integration of RED and LP

The research hypothesis specifically set out to engage with the existing or potential
possibility of integrating processes of RED and LP. It sought to elucidate the verifiable,
direct causal relationships which inform the outworkings and the linkages between such
processes, to assess the nature of such impacts and the direction and magnitude of the
causality involved. These processes have not been explicated in a comprehensive and
systematic fashion within the data set. In this respect, the research objective has largely fallen
well off the mark insofar as the specific findings from the study are insufficient to claim any
authoritative conclusions regarding the basis, orientation or substantive content of such
interrelationships.
The data generated through the interview schedule does not consistently provide an
authoritative and complete rationale for the interconnection between both narratives
identifying a single, unifying discourse. Less so do they elucidate any comprehensive
articulation of how, under a different and overhauled development model, such policy
interventions might more critically support the realisation of their common and mutual
objectives. This failing is more fully considered in Section 13.10 below.
What the data did generate was a full and vivid account of the historical development
narrative within the Gaeltacht. There is significant consensus within the data which speaks to
the traditional dominion of RED processes over LP priorities. In such a way has the orthodox
RED narrative been consistently presented as in some way canonical, an empirically
demonstrable, almost self-evident normative truth, non-negotiable and highly deterministic
(Smith, 2005: 174). However, the data also argue that it is not as simple or exclusive as the
insistence on polarised policy choices between the one and the other. Historically, it has been
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rather more a case of the ignoring or subsuming of the LP discourse within the RED
framework, often in subtle ways which are barely cogent or recognisable.
The RED interventions which were deployed within the Gaeltacht can be defended precisely
on the very grounds which form the basis of their sustained criticism (Kiberd, 1995: 615).
Development strategy for the Gaeltacht has always been consistent with, and deeply
embedded within, a more general government strategy which prioritised support for private
venture capital, both indigenous and foreign. Historically, the state’s overall policy objective
has been to reduce unemployment and emigration and to drive productive growth: ‘The
fundamental principle on which the programme [for economic development] was based was
the need to use public spending to support productive projects’ (O’Leary, 2015: 81). In light
of this, the form and structure of industrial policy in the Gaeltacht was ‘of its time’ and was
fully defensible when considered against the terms of its own articulation. It embraced and
justified objective, material indicators of progress and development which were never stated
in sociolinguistic terms.
Chapter 6 presents a dedicated literature review concerning those theoretical attempts at
understanding and predicting the RED-LP linkage. At a micro-level, contributions to this
theoretical work have concentrated on sectoral issues such as minority-language labour
markets; how public policies in support of bilingualism might create a limited number of
employment opportunities for ‘[…] suitably qualified minority-language labour’ (MacLeod,
M., 2008: 294); of the ‘economising’ of cultural and linguistic practices. While certain of
these RED-LP processes are amenable to integration and have the potential to support each
other, this research argues in support of the assertion that ‘You cannot guarantee a language
spin-off from an economic policy… [there is a]…half-way house between two ambitions,
economic wealth and cultural reproduction’ (31PAA).
Overall, the recommendations from the data in relation to the key RED-LP linkage are
limited in range and in depth. It is argued here that this can be accounted for by the inherently
complex and intractable nature of this relationship and its outworkings. Locating an
explanation for the relative paucity in terms of specific recommendations regarding the REDLP linkage must necessarily engage with a critique of the suitability of the methodology
employed, the selection of research participants and the skills and aptitude of the researcher
himself. These issues are more fully considered in Section 13.8: ‘Reflections on the
Methodology’.
For present purposes, it can be argued that the REDLP discourse which was examined in
Chapter 6 of the literature review is limited in its own right reflecting the early-stage
development phase of the multidisciplinary effort. This is further explicated in light of the
overall approach to policy development within the general site of institutional governance in
Ireland which is not only deeply centralised but also fragmented through sectoral
specialisation. The paucity of specific recommendations concerning the formulation of
integrating the RED-LP linkage is unsurprising given the dearth of dedicated research, policy
formulation or cross-discipline collaborative approaches between policy-makers, policy-end
users and analysts.
The data findings regarding the state elite’s significant proposals to counter decline which are
set out in Chapter 12 relate more articulately to the broader political, structural and
institutional environment. For example, and recalling a singular contribution to the data, the
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proximate causes of LS are not easily attributed to the economic dimension. This contribution
to the data argued that taking up employment in a state-supported private manufacturing
enterprise or a software studio when you are twenty-five years of age is unlikely to change
the rational patterning of your language choice. What happens in the first formative ten-years
is the core issue (Lenoach et al., 2012). The broader institutional and socioeconomic
environment is more complex than an analysis dominated by economic considerations alone
might readily admit.
For the researcher, one of the key learning outcomes from the study is that these general
contextual questions need to be more comprehensively addressed before the detailed
conceptualisation and policy development required for a sustainable, progressive concept of
REDLP linkage can be more properly undertaken. The importance of such institutional
frameworks were anticipated in the review recalling Bourdieu’s analysis (1991) which
supports such an emphasis on research and policy formulations and processes which ‘[…]
links local interaction systems, within which language behaviour occurs to the wider
economic and social systems which impinge upon them’ (cited in Ó Riagáin, 2009: 95). A
contribution to the data concurs and elaborates the need to ‘[…] set the conditions of
possibility for the broader infrastructure, not the specific industrial concern, for the
environment…within which their children will grow…’ (31PAA).
One of the key findings from the data relates to the epistemological assumptions
underpinning development discourse generally and specifically as it concerned itself with
whether or not the state can control development, above and beyond its regulatory and
governance prescriptions. For example, to argue that the state-led industrialisation
programme was primarily responsible for introducing and driving the factor conditions which
triggered the dynamic of massive, consistent and structural LS from the TML to the MJL
represents no more than a partial reading of the development narrative. The spatial location of
private capital investments, the settlement patterns arising from the free movement of
incomers to the Gaeltacht, of relocaters, of native returners and in-migrants all work through
the logic of their own impacts. A further dilemma in assessing the ‘performance’ of policy
elites (in terms of prioritising or privileging one set of objectives over another in RED-LP
strategies) is the issue of popular mandate and community endorsement within the TMLcommunity for such prioritisation. To all intents and purposes these dynamics may be
considerably separate from, or at least are not fully dependent on, state-led development
programmes.
An tÚdarás has responsibility for a critical aspect of state-led RED within the Gaeltacht.
Economic development, and RED specifically, is primarily about business development
(O’Leary, 2015). This is construed as a particular form of capitalism which is partly funded
by the state. Industrial development within general RED-policy is prioritised and venerated in
policy terms above all other considerations because of its critical impact on employment,
exports, imports and its contribution to GDP (O’Leary, 2015: 14).
However, enterprises in different sectors and of varying scales can establish and grow within
the Gaeltacht fully independent of, and in some cases, in ways which are not at all aligned
with, the development strategy of An tÚdarás. Providing grant-aid to businesses is an
important, often crucial, development function but it is ultimately only a single variable
amongst many others which need to be held constant within any given analytical framework.
For example, the ultimate arbitrator of where and when private capital locates in establishing
an enterprise is fully statutorily determined at the discretion of the planning authority and is

686

an explicit function of its powers. New enterprises of all scales and in different sectors can
and do establish and consolidate within the Gaeltacht without the support of the Gaeltacht
development agency and outside of the objectives of its strategic rationale. The tourism
sector is a key illustrative consideration here. Such enterprises cannot, however, do so
without formal permission from the planning authority based on its particular due diligence
which informs the preferred patterns of physical, economic and spatial development. The
extent to which the local planning authority considers itself a key instrumental agent in
protecting the linguistic habitus in a TML-context comes into tight focus here as a
fundamental question.
In this analysis, the role of the state through its RED policy is to supply ‘[…] certain
resources, in financing the supply of other resources and in regulating industries and markets’
(O’Leary, 2015: 5). Nowhere has RED policy committed explicitly, and in a manner
amenable to external review and verification, to changing language behaviour or reversing
language shift. The FDI-led trajectory of regional and industrial development policy is a key
process and cornerstone of national development. This extends irrevocably into the Gaeltacht
districts.
Notwithstanding
their
nominal differentiation
as
statutorily-demarcated
development districts, to all intents and purposes this has meant that these districts have
benefited overwhelmingly from the investment programmes of the Department and of An
tÚdarás. Critically, these districts have benefited, however, on terms set down by national
development structures operating through the implementation of general policies which have
neither an explicit commitment to, nor a responsibility for, a form of development which
could be construed as sociolinguistically informed. The implications of how such
programmes might, in a benign, neutral or negative manner, have had an impact on the core
challenge were never considered.
The review and the empirical data underline how, in the Irish context, government has
consistently failed to deal with spatially integrated development which privileges a territorial
model of development. In light of this and in the case of GDP specifically, the state system
would not only have to address this planning and policy deficit. It would, moreover, need to
introduce a new form of development, one which would seek to proof policy interventions in
terms of their cumulative sociolinguistic impact. It is barely imaginable at this stage that such
an undertaking could be placed credibly on the national policy agenda given the
acknowledged failure of the state to implement the existing statutory provisions. For
example, there has been widespread criticism of state agencies’ refusal to implement the
Official Languages Act, responsibilities which are more administrative in their orientation
rather than developmental and which, in relative terms, are not excessively onerous.
In this context, to argue for a dedicated spatial model of development based on the full
integration of the RED and LP policy discourses might not stand robust scrutiny by the state
elite, given the principles and practices redolent of the historical and contemporary
development narrative. Such a new model might be considered no more than an encumbrance
on an under-resourced state system, falling well outside the pale of conventional,
undifferentiated planning practice.
The overall findings from the data did, however, generate an assessment of how the
interstices between RED and LP policy considerations can be narrowed further within an
overall, integrated framework. The literature review necessarily combined a consideration of
three separate, although related, policy concerns: RED, LP and the formulation presented in
this work which is characterised as REDLP within which both disciplines find a common and
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fertile ground for potentially explaining and predicting how state-led interventions might
coalesce and reinforce each other in support of TML-communities.
The evolved model of RED which is explicated in the review is built on a number of related
organising principles (cf. Sections 5.10 and 5.11). The review of the LP literature arrived at a
similar set of principles (cf. Sections 4.8 and 4.9) albeit derived from a different analytical
tradition and the policy formulations and development practices which sustain it. There is a
significant conflation of these principles within both discourses which are robustly argued for
in the literature.
The principles of such an integrated spatial development model are set out in the following:
Model of Integrated Regional Development for TML


Include a complex of integrated conditions and factors which release the endogenous
development potential of a region



Address redistributive measures to reduce disparities



Multi-level and interdependent policy interventions



Combining and constitutive of Linguistic, Sociopolitical and Economic Goals



Stressing the value of extra-economic ‘public goods’



Identification of networks and
infrastructural)



Amalgamation and efficiency between sectors



Institutional Development and Governance

scale issues and soft supports (as well as

It is within the framework of such organising principles that future GDP can be
conceptualised and formulated.
13.7

The Conceptualisation and Formulation of Future GDP

This research argues that there is a fundamental and defensible need for a differentiated form
of development model required to support TML-communities in situ. For it to be more
effective and resilient and to possess the capacity to introduce and sustain structural change,
the postulates of such an institutional model of planning must be based on an explicit
approach to development which commits to integrated, spatial development across all policy
domains and socioeconomic sectors within the TML-territory. An exclusive policy
prioritising employment-led development, while critical in terms of objective development
outcomes, is not sufficient to address the totality of the TML challenge (56PAA).
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The transformation of the Gaeltacht economy since the 1950s has paralleled the more general
development narrative across the state’s territory. It has witnessed significant levels of
investment arising from the processes of state-led industrialisation, the highly significant
rounds of employment creation and other related economic outturns (cf. Sections 8.4.6 and
8.5). These crucial interventions have contributed significantly to the stabilisation and
reversal of the traditional patterns of economic atrophication, outmigration and social anomie
which characterised many rural regions in Ireland. Achievements such as these stand as an
impressive and proud statement of the reach and authority of the state’s putative influence.
The significance of such state-led investment demonstrates in vivid and uncontroversial terms
what the state can achieve through fastidious and deliberate policy interventions over long
timelines. Such policies are invariably driven by a clear ideological and pragmatic
commitment to a particular and highly mediated course of action which has been ceded
legitimacy as the key determinant of socioeconomic modernisation and restructuring.
Measured against the breath of its objective success, RED policy only serves to underscore
the limitations and infirmity of the state’s response to the more entrenched and complex
dimensions of community stabilisation and regeneration, not least in terms of its capability or
willingness to address the interlocking sociolinguistic dynamics which determine the
outworkings of LS within the Gaeltacht.
Such planning interventions demand a fully articulated strategic response over long-term
time-horizons, encompassing the necessary critical supporting infrastructure and an
integrated systems-wide exercise in detailed forward planning for public services and
interventions. The approach needs also to be linguistically-proofed through the LROI
mechanisms elaborated upon in this chapter (cf. Section 13.7.2). The conceptual antecedents
of such a model are lucidly extrapolated upon within the literature review. The historical
experience of Gaeltacht development provides vivid examples of the cogency and
applicability of the models of ethnolinguistic vitality as developed by Bourhis et al., (cf.
Section 4.5) in the formulation of new strategies for GDP.
13.7.1 Prior Ideological Clarification (PIC)
The importance of the Fishmanian concept of PIC (cf. Section 11.6.1) is not proposed here
only in terms of its potential functioning as an heuristic model. It is argued here that the PIC
concept is embedded in material reality and has significant instrumental value in political and
policy terms. The PIC concept argues that the discourse of ideas, of ideology, of political
demeanour and commitment are all crucial factors in the policy-making process. These
discourses lay claim to importance equal to that of the warranted value of objectively
verifiable facts. The current ideological stance of the Irish state and its commitment to a
laissez-faire policy in relation to the Gaeltacht is a case in point, where it has not sufficiently
intervened even when it was obviously critical for the state to do so (Lenoach et al., 2012).
The PIC approach argued for here begins with an acceptance and a reaffirmation of the
inescapable reality of language shift, community fracture and crisis (Ó Giollagáin, 2012; Ó
Giollagáin and Charlton, 2015). Assuming that the postulates adopted upon which to
construct the PIC are adequately robust and clear in forming the basic rationale for
intervention, it argues for an approach to engaging progressively with the totality of
development in a TML-context. In such a way must the state system accept the responsibility
it uniquely has to embrace fully and in a credible manner its role as ‘[…] a convinced
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adherent of the ideal’ of TML-regeneration (Breathnach, R.A., 1956: 129) and to implement
policy in accordance with this tenet. The two-stage process of establishing the informing PIC
is a prerequisite for the conduct of the remaining empirical and conceptual analysis set out in
what follows, and the policy prescriptions which emanate from it and the governing
conditions proposed for its implementation.
The first stage is to accept one of two scenarios. The first we can describe as a reinforcement
of the status quo ante (Ó Giollagáin and Ó Curnáin, forthcoming). This essentially accepts a
form of analysis dependent as it is on a model of non-territorial societal bilingualism. This
forms the bases of current state policy orientation and the rationale, structures and objectives
of policy implementation which are most fully articulated in the Twenty-Year Strategy. If the
PIC agreed by the state elite confirms this as the legitimate and overriding analysis of current
conditions, there is no material or rational basis for introducing new or alternative measures
of change at a conceptual, policy or structural level.
It is accepted that it is perfectly valid and legitimate for the state elite to cleave to its
traditional approach and to disallow consideration of an innovative and transformative policy
prescription in support of the Gaeltacht, the TML-community and those cohorts within it
categorised as L1s. Adopting such a position, however, demands of the elite that they provide
a full, public articulation of the substantive dimensions and the implications of their adopted
policy. The elite must also provide a robust critique of their consequent refutation of
alternative analyses and policy interventions. In order for this to be accepted as valid, it is
reasonable to contend that their position should elaborate on the new empirical data which
supports its adoption or on the reinterpretation of the extant data in such a verifiable manner
that it would stand peer-scrutiny against the normative criteria which required to be satisfied
by credible scientific analysis.
At the very least, such a position needs to state unequivocally the consequences of its
acceptance. In so doing, the state elite needs to argue against a legitimate interpretation of
their position which might reasonably contend that the state-system has explicitly accepted
that the traditional concept of the Gaeltacht as the territorial expression of a differentiated
language community has been formally abandoned (Ó Giollagáin, 2014; Ó Giollagáin and Ó
Curnáin, forthcoming). The template of the contemporary critical analysis identifies a
specific path dependency and a clear trajectory of change which it explains and predicts. It
argues that if state policy intervention continues unchanged, it effectively accepts the
continuing dynamic of LS within what remains of the Gaeltacht and its continual
deterioration towards the inevitably of the final outworkings of the LS process which are
statistically set in stone based on the SCT analysis (SCT, 2007; Ó Giollagáin, 2008, 2012).
The second and alternative PIC scenario recognises the de facto reality of the sociolinguistic
crisis above and beyond all other political, policy or practical considerations. Such a PIC
position would accept the basis and the implications of the contemporary accredited data
(which in themselves are based on state-sourced data and whose compilation was funded by
the state) and build its GDP policy interventions on this analysis. Such a PIC position would
necessarily accept that these data vouchsafe and demonstrate empirically the extent of the
current sociolinguistic dislocation and fracture rather than being merely considered one
amongst many variable analyses and counter-analyses of what is happening within the
Gaeltacht community. These different interpretations underscore the existence of different,
discordant empirical realities in terms of the understanding of the Gaeltacht ‘problem’ and
the strategies proposed to tackle it.
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Regardless of the extent of any qualification, or the extent to which the data or its analytic
conclusions can be reworked or reinterpreted, the 2015 data confirms the intensity and
trajectory of the accelerating LS. It unambiguously recognises and locates the structural and
territorial marginalisation of the TML-community within its own traditional heartland. The
contemporary analysis argues that the traditional understanding of the Gaeltacht as a specific
language community has been so eroded by processes of LS that it is potentially no longer
viable nor sustainable (Lenoach, et al., 2012). If such a PIC is agreed upon across the
political and executive elite, it can become the cornerstone of reaffirming the authority and
capacity of the state to act as a catalyst and a manager of structural change. It can become the
first step in arguing that it still falls within the ambit of pragmatic possibility that a range of
policy measures and development interventions could be conceived of and implemented by
the state. These policy interventions need to explicitly engage with the causes, the
outworkings and the consequences of societal fracture and LS within the contemporary
Gaeltacht.
Its conceptualisation ultimately depends first on agreeing the constitutive elements of what
‘development’ in a TML-context unambiguously means and what it might potentially mean
in its idealised form. In other words, it needs to set out unequivocally the ‘meaning and
measurement’ of development, its determinants and outcomes (Diochon, 1997: 320). It
depends on realising practices of development which are integrated and integrating, which
are cohesive and which accept that the different causal factors influencing change are
structurally and critically interdependent and mutually reinforcing (7PAA). The literature
surveyed in the RED and LP review concurs fully with this hypothesis. The introverted, selfreliant and endogenous approach to sustainable and ethical development which is set out by
Amin (cf. Section 5.9.1), by Friedman, Myrdal and Ohlin (cf. Section 5.8.4) arrive at, the
same climatic juncture, albeit from a different starting points located in traditionally separate
disciplines. They recognise and privilege concepts and material resources such as localism,
the importance of endogenous productive factors, the inculcation of area-based capital, of
local intelligence and skills, and call for significant measures of political and planning
autonomy and devolved control. These, it is argued, must combine within an integrated,
territorial model of self-reliant development, rather than being freighted into externallyowned and managed models of extractive, even predatory forms of development, imposed
from without. This integrated response of state-led RED and LP measures needs to be
implemented in all socialisation domains.
It is argued that the concept of PIC needs to be introduced as a fundamental dimension of a
new ‘discursive construction’ of GDP (Smith, 2005: 177). This draws on both the ‘Ideational’
and the ‘Interactive’ dimensions of discourse (Schmidt, V.A., 2002) and how it influences,
even determines, how public policy is formulated. Ideational involves two functions, the
cognitive and the normative. The cognitive delineates what is accepted as logical and
necessary by policy-makers. The normative delineates what is desirable and appropriate.
Schmidt maintains that sound cognitive function is insufficient for effective policy
formulation. Such formulation and prioritisation must contain a normative function which
resonates with underlying civic and societal values which articulate a form of public interest
(Smith, 2005: 180).
In Schmidt’s analytical framework, the Interactive dimension involves two functions, the
coordinative and the communicative. The coordinative function operates by enabling elites to
construct new policy programmes, it provides a ‘[…] a common language, vision and
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framework through which elites can debate and deliberate over policy programmes’ (Smith,
2005: 181). The communicative function operates through persuading the general public of a
policy or programme’s appropriateness and legitimacy (Smith, 2005: 178). Public policy, for
it to be considered legitimate in the first analysis, needs to convince the public, it must
resonate with voters’ perceptions and values: ‘[…] no amount of discourse will succeed in
promoting a new policy paradigm where it does not address the interests of societal groups,
in particular powerful groups. This could simply mean giving voice to such interests. But
more likely it also means attempting to overcome entrenched interests, by altering
perceptions of interest not only cognitively, by arguing that change is necessary and in the
best (material) interest of all, but also normatively, by arguing that change is in the public
interest (or common good) and therefore the appropriate thing to do’ (Schmidt, 2000, cited in
Smith, 2005: 182).
Drawing on this analytical framework, the PIC which will underpin future GDP must
establish unambiguous ideational and interactive dimensions and explicitly set out the
legitimating terms of its conceptualisation, formulation and implementation. The literature
and the empirical data consistently argue that policy-making is oligarchic and that public
policies are politically authored. In light of this, it is argued here that the public and political
elite must set out its PIC in relation to GDP and so justify and defend its ontological basis, its
political rationale and the case for committing scarce public resources to fund its consistent
and comprehensive implementation. In this sense, GDP needs to become progressively
mediated by the elite to the public at large and to the executive and administrative elite.
Political authority and leadership must be invoked to articulate adequately the bases of the
problem and the contingent policy responses. In assuming such political and public
responsibility for the current crisis, the elite must set out, rather than obscure, the actual
processes affecting social and political change. It must argue against the accepted orthodoxy
which claims that ‘[…] social outcomes are predetermined by exogenous forces rather than
contingent upon the conduct of human agents [and accept that]…it is the choices and actions
of human actors that ultimately shape the social world in which we live…’ (Smith, 2005:
197/198). Such a PIC needs to accept the centrality of ideology in policy formulation and the
deliberate manner in which ideology always serves as a mechanism for ‘sharply narrowing
the range of policy debate’ (Bacevich, 2008: 81). The false logic of certain ideological
positions can refuse any consideration of alternative polices and so effectively provide an
alibi for the institutional orthodoxy. The PIC must confront ‘[…] the role of discourse and
ideology in shaping policy outcomes in Ireland. In turn, these are “[…] influenced, shaped
and constrained by the particular economic, political and ideological terrain” (Taylor, G.
cited in Smith, 2005: 142)
What could be described as the instrumental, normative and contextual elements of future
GDP were proposed from the assessment of the RED-LP linkage set out in Chapter 6 (cf.
Sections 6.1 – 6.13). They are restated in Table 28 below. In this analysis GDP formulation
invariably begins with the PIC statement. Thereafter, it can conceivably begin to construct
policy interventions against the logic of these characteristic functions as set out below:
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Table 28: Analytical Policy Framework for REDLP

Instrumental Principles

Normative Scope

Contextual Environment

Policy must provide guidance Policy must embody a set of
for action and be future oriented objectives and arguments for
their realisation
Move beyond explanations of
how factors have behaved in the Seeks transformative change
past and predict and manage and systemic improvements in
future interventions
local conditions
Demands clear goal articulation
Assess the
different goals

interaction

Reconcile
conflicted
divergent views

Describes an analysis of
relationships
and
understandings necessary for
effective action
Understanding of the context
and the obstacles to objective
probability

and

of
Critique the viability of Goals

Determine when, how and
where interventions should take
place
Have predictive
relation to outputs

power

in

(drawn from Betancur and Gills, 1993)
It is argued here that GDP policy must fully articulate its internal logical coherence in these
stated terms. Based on the data generated from the research, we can further augment the GDP
policy construct by including the outline concept of LROI which is elaborated upon in the
next section.
13.7.2 Linguistic Return on Investment (LROI)
The proposals at hand argue that the utility of the PIC combines ideational and interactive
dimensions, it focuses on ‘[…] its discursive construction rather than its material “reality”’
(Smith, 2005: 167). Situated at the opposite end of this analytical spectrum rests the outline
concept of LROI which is located centrally within the outworkings of such a material reality.
The path between the ideational and the interactive arguably travels across a theoretical and
policy landscape which has been prefigured in Ó Giollagáin’s (2012) analysis. Here he
locates the particular, interdependent and reinforcing discourse analyses which have the
potential to recount and explain those factors which determine relative TML-vitality within a
dominant MJL or multi- lingual context. These discourse domains are categorised as:
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Political and
Legalistic

Unstable and
Entropic
Bilingualism

Cognitive and
Educational
Development

Threatened
Minority Language

Preferred and
Progressive
Outcomes

Implementation
and
Administrative

Sociological
Determinism

Figure 13: Related Discourse Narratives recounting TML vitality (as per Ó Giollagáin,
2012)
The terms of the model’s deployment engage specifically with the material reality referred to
above and the implications and consequences of policy formulations and development
models as they make impact on conditions on the ground. The development of the LROI
concept legitimately asks what the conditions of satisfaction for a coherent, effective form of
GDP might be (Everett, 2012)? The framework proposed by Ó Giollagáin (2012) as set out in
Figure 13 above needs to be fully incorporated within the policy model for future GDP. In
other words, these operational principles and contextual factors need to be incorporated into
the conceptualisation and implementation of future GDP. Asking as to what represents an
‘ideal’ type of policy paradigm or spatial model for GDP brings us inevitably to consider the
outworkings of the LROI concept. By way of illustration, a generalised example offered
within the data is considered in what follows.
A development agency serving a TML-community has committed to developing initiatives to
establish and consolidate manufacturing and industrial employment in a relatively remote
region. The agency acquires a landbank and builds factories and supporting infrastructure
with public funds. The agency secures external private investment supported through public
incentives, including grant-aid and other financial incentives. The enterprises establish and
begin to recruit up to 300 people. An important public good, employment, has been secured
and the concomitant impact on the local, regional and national economy adds to the value and
the return of the public investment.
The traditional ROI (Return on Investment) calculations in this case are not overly complex
and can be considered in terms of the typical indicators including cost per job created and
sustained, the payback timelines for the investment in land and economic infrastructure, the
return to the exchequer through direct and indirect taxation, the opportunity costs (positive
and negative) accruing from the overall investment, including the costs to the exchequer of
the social welfare transfers to those who would otherwise be unemployed. These indicators
and the processes of their combination have a long and auspicious standing in the economics
literature.
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The workers in the enterprise are recruited from the local labour pool. Because of the longstanding tradition of enforced migration and economic dislocation, many of the economically
active cohort have traditionally left the rural area to relocate elsewhere within the state or to
other countries. These ‘returners’ come home and bring with them an enormous resource
pool of experience, skills, some investment monies and significant social capital. The positive
demographic impact is considerable and adds to the objective social and demographic
sustainability of the area. The returners also bring home with them husbands and wives and
children, the great majority of whom do not speak the local TML and have been socialised in
community and educational networks which were dominated by a MJL, that of English, for
example. The local established sociolinguistic networks are literally inundated by the
infusion of this new dynamic, by the impact of the returners and by others, not native to the
region, who have relocated to take advantage of the employment opportunities.
The impact of this new demographic on the schools, on community and social networks and
on the general linguistic cohesion of the traditional community has been played out countless
times. The literature speaks to its impact on driving forces of LS which accelerates under the
momentum of its own intensity over time and which displaces the ‘local’ dominance of the
traditional, now increasingly, marginalised community TML. The overall objective of the
public investment by the agency was to create economic value (through employment, etc.) so
as to support the sustainability of the rural community.
However, it can be argued that the calculus of the investment impact assessment was not
sufficiently robust, comprehensive or sensitised to build into the ex ante analysis the
consideration of any linguistic return (or loss) of investment. For example, in an idealised
scenario, the regional development agency would have assessed very carefully the scale and
intensity of the proposed investment. This would have considered the extent to which the
employment targets could be realised from local, indigenous labour, which would in turn be
drawn predominantly from the TML-community. In this scenario, the state was aware of and
committed to achieving this recruitment target and that, regardless of the objective rationale
of its basis as an economic objective in the first instance, that it could not be met exclusively
from local labour sources. Moreover, part of the rationale for the investment in the first
instance was to provide incentives to enable emigrants to return home. The logic model
should, therefore, have further considered the impact of these families and individuals on
local networks.
For example, if some two hundred people were expected to return to take up employment,
and assuming that half of these returners would constitute family units with on average three
children, one could reasonably argue that some three hundred children would enter the local
educational system at preschool, primary or post-primary level. Given their linguistic profile
and their prior educational experience and socialisation through the MJL (for the most part),
it would seem reasonable that the agency would consult in detail with the school authorities,
with the Department/Ministry for Education and with the relevant support agencies so as to
ensure that additional interventions, services, facilities and infrastructure would be
established and developed to ensure the full and inclusive integration of such families into the
educational and other socialisation networks, on terms which would support the maintenance
and development of the increasingly threatened TML.
Contributions to the data argue cogently that such integrated and comprehensive planning
never took place. The ROI was explicated in strictly utilitarian, instrumental and economic
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terms and stood scrutiny only against this rationale. Such a logic model was ignorant (or
dismissive) of the LROI and the impact of one set of public policy interventions (economic)
on the capacity to sustain and develop a separate but related set of public objectives
(linguistic). Their isolation from one another as policy objectives is the key point. The lack of
capacity, autonomy or willingness on behalf of the state, acting through public agencies, to
integrate the core concerns of economic and linguistic development has created policy
dysfunction. The crucial issue here is the lack of integration and the failure to construct a
system’s-wide response to the differentiated development needs of the TML community.
It should be stressed that this lack of horizontal integration is not particular to the specific
challenges of these policy objectives. It is redolent of a longstanding debate in the literature
as to the primacy of sectoral and functional concerns over and against spatial and territorial
considerations. From a sociolinguistic perspective, there is a need to establish clarity as to the
foundational PIC which determines the contours of policy interventions. In this way, it is
argued, policy measures or interventions which do not cede precedence to the spatial nature
of the TML-community, to its habitus of language, are not only inefficient in policy terms but
generate and sustain perverse consequences and policy outputs. These unintended
consequences undermine stated public policy objectives by prioritising certain measures over
others.
This example demonstrates the need to create a logic model which not only incorporates a
LROI dimension, but is based exclusively on such an approach. In other words, the state
could support and create any amount of public and private goods (including employment)
through public policy interventions within the TML territorial community which are not only
irrelevant to the objectives of LP or RLS, but actively and corrosively contribute to
undermining and dislocating the very socialisation networks upon which such communities
depend for their survival.
The LROI model then needs to establish, prima facie, what the policy objective is and, in so
doing, to go so far as to say what it most explicitly is not. Drawing on Stohr (1990: 32-33; see
also Stohr, W.B. and Todtling, F., 1970), the LROI framework must seek a full consideration
of the critical determinants of development, namely:


clarity as to the origin and objective of the policy initiative;



an assessment of the resource inputs;



the control mechanisms necessary for monitoring and evaluation;



and a full appraisal of the destination of the policy benefits.

For example, in terms of effectiveness or success, the LROI model will ultimately consider
the extent of GDP’s impact predicated as it is on performance criteria which are gauged
explicitly upon an overriding critical factor - the extent to which policy contributes
systematically to reinforcing and building the resource capacity within the TML community
to successfully complete repeated rounds of intergenerational transmission of the minority
language (Ó Giollagáin, 2012).
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Defining by and through exclusion as well as incorporation is a critical issue here. For
example, how can we create an LROI model for road and water/sanitation infrastructure? Are
such investments linguistically neutral in terms of their impact? Intuitively, it can be argued
that tarmacadam and clean water are valuable public goods and are linguistically agnostic or,
at the very least, that their financing from public funds will not contribute to undermining the
networked habitus discussed above.
The development of the tourism economy might not be so straightforward. The following
questions are central to this analysis: What impact will second-homes and holiday homes
have on the area?; What will the increased demand for externally-sourced labour to support
the service industries have on the locality?; What impact will relocators and returners have on
the area?; and son on. Whether or not such developments are to be advocated or avoided is
not the point at issue. The policy question remains: To what extent should public policy
engage with such issues as part of its ROI and, hopefully, LROI considerations? Public
policy drives the location and patterns of public investment through grant-aid, equity
investment, public spending codes, and regulatory and taxation interventions which
incentivise or penalise certain types of private investment. These are public policy
instruments and, if the state-system is serious about accepting the territorial logic of language
communities (and it is accepted here that there are different and contrary interpretations of
language communities), there is a need to ensure that their logic models are proofed and
linguistically literate.
It is argued that these policy enquiries can be structured within the analytical framework set
out below:
Table 29: LROI Analytical Framework for Policy Analysis
Strategic
Context,
Concepts of
Development
and
Integrative
Processes

What
conceptualisation of
LROI is central to
the policy’s
formulation?

To what extent does
the policy recognise
and legislate for the
interdependency of
different functions
and sectoral
domains within the
overall development
framework of
LROI?

Assessment
and Role of
Endogenous
Resources

To what extent does
the policy consider
the generative bases
of endogenous
resources, natural,
capital,
infrastructural,
human, cultural and

In what way and to
what extent are the
development
measures dependent
on external stimuli,
investment
resources and
outside leadership?
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How does
policy assess or
account for the
causal and
reciprocal
variables which
form the basis
of the
relationship
between the
linguistic
objectives of LP
and processes of
RED or local
economic
development?

What does the
policy say in
relation to the
development and
administrative
structures required
to design and
implement policy
in support of the
integrated
development of
TMLs?

linguistic?

Economic
Dimensions

Social and
Community
Dimensions

What type of
employment is
envisaged in the
policy, how should it
relate to the TML,
who will benefit
from the
employment?

What constitutes a
minority language
economy and labour
market?

How does the policy
conceptualise or
delimit the TMLcommunity?

What interventions
are proposed in the
policy for the
domain of family
and familial
networks?

What is the
optimum use of the
TML as an
economic resource?

What type of social
infrastructure and
forms of social
capital are
advocated by the
policy to be
developed in the
encouragement and
maintenance of
these transmission
networks?
Dimensions
of Local
Programmes
and Planning
Interventions

How does the policy
support the
establishment of
local programmes for
intervention,
programmes which
are consistent with
an appraisal of
resources and
opportunities in a
linguisticallyinformed manner?
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How does
RED impact
on linguistic
vitality?
To what extent
can such
public
investment
bolster the
sustainability
of the TML
and how could
such support
be optimised?
What
assumptions are
central to the
policy in terms
of the form and
the meaning of
collective
endeavour and
aggregate goals
in a sociolinguistic as
well as an
economic
context?

What are the
economic sectors
which can best
contribute to the
economic
development of
TMLs– the
language sector,
cultural,
educational or
creative tourism,
the knowledge
economy, natural
resource
development?

What conditions
for social
development, for
community
solidarity and
interdependence
are proposed
within the
parameters of the
policy?

Partnership,
Subsidiarity
and
Governance

To what extent is the
TML-community
involved in the
design and
implementation of
the policies?

Do the policies
support
development
structures locally
which are inclusive
and cohesive?

Does the policy
produce local
enhancement,
asset creation
and significant
added-value
which can
anticipate
continuous
rounds of
cumulative
development?

Internal and
External
Coherence

How are the specific
interventions or
policy measures
designed,
implemented and
monitored?

What are the
necessary
Operational
Measures?

How is the
policy related to
parallel state
policy initiatives
impacting
within the local
area?

What is the evidence
base to the policy?

What are the key
performance and
output measures and
indicators?
What type of Impact
Assessment needs
to be undertaken?

Monitoring
and
Evaluation

What are the
arrangements for
monitoring and
evaluation?

Time
Horizons

Are the temporal
frameworks which
are considered in the
setting of strategic
development
objectives and
implementation plans
sufficiently longterm?

What indices,
criteria and
performance
measures should
be used to
determine value
for money and
other ROI
measures and how
can they be
incorporate into a
broader LROI in
RED and LP
planning
initiatives in
TMLs?

How/when/where
are the results
measured and by
whom?

This framework provides the context for determining the structure and the interrogative
emphases of an LROI model as it relates to GDP and/or other state policies impacting on the
Gaeltacht. In sum, what has here been termed policies can also be substituted for initiatives,
or funding programmes, or measures, or other public supports. They are referred to here as
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interventions as a cover-all phrase. The critical questions then relate to the conceptualisation
and design of the intervention, its internal rationale and coherence in LROI terms, the range
of measures which it seeks to deliver through public funding, the impact of such measures on
its own (LROI) terms. These questions include: What is the extent to which the intervention
represents an efficient, effective contribution to realising a stated policy goal – for example,
structured support through dedicated immersion programmes for returners or relocators to a
TML-community, to draw on the initial hypothetical example cited above?; What is the
extent to which it can induce, influence or change patterns of societal behaviour increasing
certain inputs, outputs or reducing others?; and so on.
Assuming that state policy is committed to examining such interventions, further research is
required to establish more robustly how to precisely calibrate the concept of LROI, how it
might be measured and evaluated. Investigations such as these are significantly beyond the
scope of the current research.
Future reformulations of GDP must address the failings of existing policies both in normative
and pragmatic terms. They must redirect the historical narrative which recounts the manner in
which the state-system has engaged with Gaeltacht development to date. In so doing,
contributions to the data argue that the elite must invariably deal with what has been
characterised as the entrenched complexities emerging from reactionary and prejudicial
bureaucratic inertia and political ambivalence. They must necessarily include a systems-wide
response which legitimately takes new policy formulations ‘[…] beyond the bounds of
permissible opinion’ (Bacevich, 2008: 81).
The structural features of the current state response have often ignored the full extent and the
fundamental nature of the problem. In this way has it calcified much of the state’s response.
This is evident through policy abstention or omission and the rejection of a fully articulated,
coherent and adequately resourced state response. An uncritical continuation of past policy
priorities will render the community-led LP model as envisaged under Acht na Gaeltacht (the
Gaeltacht Act) (2012) as no more and no less than an incoherent counter-tendency running
against the grain of mainstream state provision. In other words, the current structural context
cannot be allowed to determine the future conduct or agency of policy-makers or political
agents: ‘The way in which actors behave is thus informed by the ideas they hold about the
context in which they find themselves rather than the context itself’ (Smith, 2005: 144). This
is a crucial ideological condition of understanding in relation to future formulations of GDP.
New GDP, therefore, needs to be fully articulated in terms of ideological and political
commitments which identify explicitly the differentiated development requirements of the
L1-community within a TML-context. This PIC needs to set out the articulated statement of
purpose which recognises the ‘[…] “particular economic, political and ideological terrain”’
which it must constantly navigate so as to more properly orientate the deployment of its
material objectives (Taylor cited in Smith, 2005: 142). It must face foursquare the challenge
set out in the view that ‘[…] attempts to introduce territorial language planning measures
based upon a set of shrinking cultural regions are doomed’ (Williams, 2000: 226). Such a PIC
needs to submit to the fundamental assertion that the intergenerational transmission of the
TML is ultimately dependent upon a dense, localised, organic community of speakers in situ
who have secured a minimum demographic threshold vis à vis the MJL. This safeguards their
comparative vitality and sustainability as a differentially socialised and self-perpetuating
language community (Lenoach et al., 2012: 5).

700

A newly formed GDP must include the necessary dimensions of structure (context) and
agency (conduct) within its analysis. However, such declarations must also be anchored to
sound strategic craft. It must necessarily provide a stable framework for development which
supports policies that are tenable and progressive and fully aligned with a rational assessment
of the accredited, reputable sociolinguistic evidence. Future GDP cannot rely on RED
measures alone as the principal policy instrument to recreate the necessary conditions for
intergenerational language transmission. It must fully engage with the varying alignment of
complex and sometimes contradictory issues at different levels and within different domains.
These levels include the political and the administrative imperative across related policy
domains encompassing health, education, planning and general social services which are
fundamental to the prospects of localised rural communities.
This analysis makes certain enquires:


Is there sufficient commitment across the state-system?;



Can future GDP be articulated and rationalised in a coordinated manner as
part of an overall spatial approach to integrated development?;



Can it locate and engage with the complexity of sociolinguistic dynamics
which drive the powershaft of LS?

Such dynamics are played out at personal, familial, communal and extra-communal levels
and on an intergenerational basis. Measures to predict, manipulate, manage and transform the
existing deleterious patterning of LS to the MJL are neither unknown to the state nor do they
fall outside of its legitimate sphere of influence or control (Ó Giollagáin, 2012). A coherent
response to these issues demands, however, an engagement with the full range of complex,
far-reaching, intensive and invasive interventions prioritised by the state so as to reconfigure
the trajectory of language socialisation in support of the TML. This necessarily includes the
fields of education and early socialisation, community and local development and key social
and public services. Such interventions are readily circumscribed within the ambit of public
policy ambition, assuming that their formulation is framed within an accomplished technical
appraisal of the different development options considered appropriate to the fullest resolution
of the identified problem.
If the adopted PIC concerning the nature and extent of the policy challenge is agreed in such
explicit sociolinguistic terms, all of the state’s investments and interventions must be
considered explicitly in terms of its impact on the TML-community and specifically on the
L1 cohort. In its predicted future iteration, GDP cannot be absolved from this responsibility
by merely relying on an incantation as to the necessity to create employment as an almost
exclusive measure of public welfare.
For example, state-led industrialisation could potentially increase (subject to funding and
other capital supports being made available) the numbers employed in Gaeltacht-based
enterprises by 30-40%. However, the historical analysis clearly indicates that this might not
have any commensurate material effect on the processes which continue to undermine TMLvitality. Moreover, it could also be argued that such levels of investment in economic outputs
might directly and indirectly contribute to the deepening and extension of such process
through the scale of the projects involved. Projects of such scale have the potential to
introduce and reinforce new social dynamics within local networks by means of the
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destabilising influence of additional incomers and returners to local areas in pursuit of the
emerging employment opportunities (Lenoach, 2012: 57).
Such a hypothetical scenario redraws the focus to the unavoidable question of territory and
the required critical mass of TML-speakers (Ó Curnáin, 2012: 361-62). There is considerable
and convincing consensus within the theoretical literature (Lenoach et al., 2012; SCT, 2007;
Ó Curnáin, 2012) that the simple notion of minimum demographic thresholds, of a robust
minimum critical mass of L1-speakers in situ, is a prerequisite condition for implementing
successful RLS measures. If this analysis is accepted as a postulate for future development
policy, then it is an unavoidable fact for the state to engage with and interpret the required
mechanisms so as to manage the linguistic boundaries in support of the TML. The review and
the empirical data converge in support of this basic point that the state must conceive of a
necessarily spatial model of development, one which is sufficient to deal with the entrenched
complexity of such development challenges. Furthermore, for it to be considered plausible,
the logic model of the state’s future analysis, and the rational articulation of policies
following on from such analysis must be clearly articulated. This research argues that future
GDP must be accepted as a priority, state-wide intervention. In policy terms, if its
development and deployment is to have a credible chance of success, it must be adopted in an
unambiguous and uncontested manner by different influential and powerful elements within
the state elite.
In proposing such an analysis, it must also be recognised that the nature of public policy
development in Ireland is to all intents and purposes aggregate, undifferentiated and
imprecise. Moreover, and given the centralised and functionally specialised nature of policy
governance in Ireland (O’Leary, 2015: 165-9), future GDP must identify and agree
prerogatives that all sections of the administration can credibly, absolutely and legitimately
claim so that it may gain status and influence. In the economic development context, O’Leary
(2015) argues that consistent patterns in policy engagement reveal a clear, debilitating lack of
strategic long-term planning. Policy is too often driven by responses to short-termism and
crisis management. The literature review sustains an interpretation of the development
narrative which consistently foregrounds how little the political elite tends to the onerous
responsibility of policy formulation and development (O’Leary, 2015: 170; cf. Section 3.2.8).
Their preferred role is to act as mediators between local constituents and the particular
functioning of the apparatus of the state-system (O’Leary, 2015: 170).
The data from this research also highlighted clearly the verifiable substance and direction of
the relationship between the political elite and the executive function responsible for policy
development (cf. Section 11.13). The implications of such dominance and capture is well
recounted in the elaborations which explain the causes and consequences of the
contemporary fiscal crisis and emphasise vividly the dangers inherent in: ‘[…] three key
weaknesses: the pressures towards “group think” within each institution, an unwillingness or
failure on the part of the institutions to challenge each other, and an attitude of “deference
and diffidence” on the part of the institutions, both towards the political establishment and
towards challenging public opinion’ (Barry, 2013: 82). A faithful reading of the data argues
that this lack of systematic and structural intervention is also played out in relation to the
RED and LP challenge in the Gaeltacht. It demonstrates a lack of ‘deep institutional learning’
amongst the instruments of governance, oversight and forward planning (O’Leary, 2015:
166).
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Contributions to the data argue that for future GDP to have a credible chance of influencing
change, it must be based on a philosophy of enlightened realism. This is critical, they argue,
given the extent of the state’s ‘intransigence’ in refusing to accept the full extent of the
current sociolinguistic crisis. However, it is neither feasible nor sufficient to construct future
GDP on the basis that it will in the future remain isolated and parochial in policy terms,
subordinated as some form of an affront to orthodox policy prescriptions, essentially as some
form of exceptionalism, one which might gain limited and occasional partisan advantage for
a Gaeltacht-centric analysis.
As a mature and fully articulated state-wide policy, future GDP must, therefore, seek to be
accepted formally within the state-wide system as a national priority. It must function as an
almost effectively inviolate, obdurate, even doctrinaire framework, capable of governing the
impact and influence of all state policy and investment protocols as they relate to Gaeltacht
and TML development. It is only in such a way that future GDP could hope to establish, both
spatially and structurally, an integrated state-wide strategy which would ensure ‘mutually
reinforcing demonstration effects’ (O’Leary, 2015: 166) across the governance and planning
continuum.
Based on an interpretation of both the literature review and the empirical data, it is argued
here that language is ultimately a function and expression of power (Williams, 2000). It
represents a crucial determinant in how sociocultural identity is negotiated and constructed
(MacLeod, M., 2008). Moreover, different languages in contact inevitably represent
languages in inequitable competition, generating TML displacement and replacement over
time. In the context of the Gaeltacht, the diglossic patterns are so disproportionately
‘asymmetrical’ and are structured in such a way as to cumulatively reinforce the dominance
of the MJL and the effective subordination of the TML in its own traditional linguistic
habitus (Ó Giollagáin, 2012: 194/207; Lenoach et al., 2012: 4). Stated against the
contemporary and unchallenged analytical narrative, the dominance of the MJL in the
Gaeltacht is as unquestioned and unambiguous as it is unassailable. The TML-community is
increasingly undergoing structural assimilation into the MJL community by means of a
subtractive state-sponsored strategy for social bilingualism which is considered ‘unstable and
entropic (‘mísheasmhach /eantrópach’). This process is reaching its own maturity within the
context of more general processes of economic modernisation (Lenoach et al., 2012: 2; Ó
Giollagáin, 2012: 197).
In this context it must also be remembered that the MJL is accepted as a key, objective
determinant of economic growth nationally. It is rightly extoled as a critical competitive
advantage in the pursuit of the dominant policy of RED in Ireland, that of attracting FDI
investment and capital expansion. Consequently, appeals to the legitimacy and viability of
the TML, within the Gaeltacht and without, are susceptible to accusations of their being
fraught with notions of cultural irredentism and of melancholic atavism. This counteranalysis considers the TML as somehow emblematic of a failed reclamation of some
misplaced sub-concept of national identity. In Ireland, it is argued, the majority culture is
reinforced by the dominant political culture (Williams, 2000: 4). Such stereotyped and
negative interpretations form part of the contextual environment and institutional challenge
within which future GDP must be constructed.
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13.8

Reflections on the Methodological Approach and the Limitations of this
Study

Whatever the limitations which can be identified as challenging the value and validity of the
research, they are ultimately directly attributable to the methodological approach adopted and
to the skills and intuition of the researcher. The value of the data generated from the study,
whatever the extent or relevance of its material or instrumental value, is dependent ultimately
on its collation and exposition by the researcher.
It is accepted that the limitations inherent in the approach adopted, and the role of the
researcher as both participant and observer in the policy process, are vulnerable to claims of
organisational bias and capture. Chapter 9 attempted a full account of the methodological
approach, its theoretical orientation and its practical deployment. Irrespective of any other
alternative explanation or imperative, the researcher remains innately defensive of the role of
his own particular organisation and of the more general role of the state as it sets out the
terms of the development challenge and oversees the pragmatic conditions of its
implementation.
However, this does not necessarily hobble the researcher in his attempts to identify and
mediate the conditions and the prevailing challenges concerning the bias and presumed
reliability of his own analysis. Remaining faithful to the vagaries and the compunctions of the
qualitative methodological traditions to which this study was entrusted, it is accepted that the
interpretations of the data, situated in the organisational context of the literature review and
the international case studies, are inherently biased and can never be fully objective.
The qualitative methodology employed argued its justification given the complex and
contingent nature of public policy-making, dependent as it is on the mediation between
political, executive and administrative elites. For this reason, the origins or domains from
whence the research participants were drawn were invariably self-selecting to a great extent,
including as they did the public and political and the administrative and executive leadership.
The key role of policy analysts and academics which contribute to the monitoring and
evaluation of public policy (if not always to its formulation) demanded inclusion on the
legitimate grounds of their expertise and responsibilities.
The methodological approach to the research attempted to take full account of the
researcher’s presuppositions and prior understanding of the subject matter and his inherently
prejudiced definition of the topic given his professional role in policy formulation and
implementation. In so doing it sought to engage credibly with the ‘[…] underlying
philosophy, theory, the linguistic formulation of the research topic and problem, the social
and political situatedness and implications of the research and the personal experiences, and
the history of the researcher prior to and in the research process.’ (Wertz et al, 2011: 379).
Moreover, good practice argues the need for a degree of ‘autoethnography’ in reviewing the
research experience and doing so in a deliberate manner by stressing the related coordinates
of ‘[…] transparency, self-criticism and social accountability’ (Wertz et al., 2011: 84). In so
doing, the researcher is exhorted to reveal his experience in doing the research and admit to
and express ‘[…] a self-critical disclosure of the researchers’ interests, traditions,
preconceptions, and personal relationship with the subject matter’ (Wertz et al., 2011: 84).
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13.8.1 Role of the Researcher as Active Participant
There are many prevailing and challenging issues regarding the role of the researcher vis à vis
his professional role as a participant in and contributor to the planning and policy process
under examination. Throughout the research, the researcher has been continually mindful of
these challenges and committed to an understanding that while ‘[…] the roles of researcher
and participant are distinct, the boundaries between them are not fixed or absolute’ (Wertz et
al., 2011: 365).
The methodological approach is set out in Chapter 9 where the rationale for the overall
approach, the explication and justification for the selection of certain elite policy domains,
and the individual (but anonymous) profile of the research participants are recounted. The
data generated from the semi-structured interviews were recorded and selective excerpts were
transcribed. Interpretative coding and classifying of the data related to the hypothesis under
examination identified significant motifs, categories and themes. This approach also involved
a winnowing or culling process based on professional experience and intuition leading to a
structure where it is argued that the analytical sources are traceable, accountable and credible
(Seidman, 2013: 127).
In selecting such themes, the researcher has attempted to guard against idiosyncratic or
dramatic points of intensity. The analysis has looked instead for pervasive and characteristic
motifs, those connective threads of themes including both data characterised as contradictory
or as inconsistent (Seidman, 2013: 127/128). Throughout the presentation of the data and
their analysis, the researcher has also foregrounded the overriding compunction to guard
against his innate biased subjectivity in selecting and emphasising material which supports
his personal confirmation bias and his prejudicial opinions born largely from his professional
experience in the field.
Given the nature of the research, and mindful of the ethical imperatives enshrined at the heart
of the methodological approach, the first and absolute responsibility has been throughout to
the research participants, ‘[…] implicitly recognizing, acknowledging, and affirming the
dignity of our participants’ (Seidman, 2013: 142).
Despite its obvious and unavoidable limitations, the selection of the particular domains and
the specific research participants is defended. Throughout the interview process, the
participants justified their inclusion as central and committed participants in the policy
development narrative. Without exception, and based on the terms of their willing
engagement, the participants demonstrated key attributable qualifications as skilled
professionals who have a longstanding professional, and often personal, commitment to the
challenge of Gaeltacht and TML development. Their consent to participate in this research
was matched with a forceful and enlightened engagement with the research hypothesis. The
data collected and collated from them is resonant of engaged, and often passionate,
consideration. It described these very particular development challenges. It provided a
sometimes deeply emotive and richly detailed recounting of the efforts of men and women
who were committed to dealing with the entrenched and complex development challenges
which characterise those interventions which seek to mitigate the manifold complexes of
underdevelopment, economic marginalisation, community dislocation and language shift.
In retrospect, the legitimacy of different and alternative methodological approaches is fully
assented to. There is every reason to extol and promote an approach different from or related
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to this particular research hypothesis, one which might identify and engage with a very
different participant profile. Legitimately, this could include policy end-users drawn from the
private sector and the enterprise domain, from both community and familial organisations,
from those individuals who unavoidably live out and through the implications and
ramifications of policy decisions, decisions often made at a remote distance from their
intimate life experiences.
The researcher has no doubt regarding the appropriateness of the methodology adopted, the
basis of the research design and the strategy chosen for dealing with the nature of the
phenomenon in question and in meeting the main research objective – to provide a better
understanding of the constraints and opportunities which govern the state-led development
process as it relates to the Gaeltacht. It is argued that hitherto, the issue of the RED-LP
interaction has not been addressed or investigated to any degree close to, or commensurate
with, the efforts undertaken in this research.
It is argued that:
o this research approaches the longstanding problem of Gaeltacht development
with some new evidence.
o it has contributed to the knowledge base which underpins discussions
regarding this important public policy objective.
o it is argued that the findings from the data are significant and demonstrate that
traditional and current formulation of GDP has been found decisively wanting.
There is consequently a fundamental identified need to discontinue the existing conventional,
conservative and orthodox policy response to Gaeltacht development. The data generated
from the methodological approach argues that to remain steadfast and uncritical of the current
policy dispensation is as unendurable as it is impracticable if the overt and trenchant aim of
state policy is to engage with the reality of social and linguistic fracture amongst the
remaining L1 cohort within the Gaeltacht.
13.9

Future Research Agendas

The findings from the data and the summative interpretation of such data argue forcibly that
the state has introduced a range of development, funding and regulatory programmes in
support of the Gaeltacht community which has had no linguistic rationale to begin with and
that was blind to its cumulative impact on the processes and dynamics of LS. It is variously
argued within the data that such policies and programmes were, in some instances, net
contributors to the intensity and trajectory of this transformative change at local level.
The extent of attributing liability or culpability for the collapse of the L1-sociolinguistic base
to one set of policy interventions or another is not the most important dimension of the
problem for this research. This research offers suggestive evidence that, in its current
formulation, state policy which purportedly attempts to deal with LS dynamics within a
TML-community context is akin to analysing complex societal processes of a geometric
order with a range of instruments forged in an arithmetic understanding of the scope and
potential for public policy intervention.
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Such a new research and policy development approach must set out to create and defend a
more prescient strategic conceptualisation of an old problem if it is to credibly approximate
to the full enormity of the contemporary challenges. What the Gaeltacht actually represents in
terms of a development challenge demands to be reworked in such a way that there is a
convincing logical, robust and systematic relationship between the PIC, the range of
development interventions which are deployed to support its realisation, and the LROI
mechanisms used to ensure the viability and coherence of their implementation.
For this reason, it is argued that future research could usefully engage with a more fully
considered appraisal of the determinant and causal relationships between the RED and LP
policy discourses with a view to reinforcing the logic, coherence and applicability of a spatial
model for integrated GDP.
Specifically, it is recommended that future research enquiries relating to sustainable
Gaeltacht development should focus on a range of additional and alternative participants, new
and differentiated data sources, new empirical research situations and modes of analysis, both
quantitative and qualitative. Such approaches might credibly attempt to address the remaining
data gaps and deficiencies identified in this work and, more importantly, map out a fuller
assessment of the data and analytical shortcomings which are neither contemplated nor
prioritised in this current project.
By way of a specific example, an approach to further research is recommended whereby
multidisciplinary teams of international specialists including economists, linguists,
sociolinguists, geographers, anthropologists (amongst others), commit to reworking the
analytic opportunities identified within, and inclusive, of the PIC-LROI continuum, and
submit to its exigencies and imperatives a range of representative and significant policy
interventions so as to more fully appraise their contribution to GDP and TML development.
Such an approach might usefully contribute not only to a full and measured assessment of the
policies themselves but might also robustly critique the advantages and shortcomings within
the analytical proposals outlined in this research. Such endeavours can only add to the
completion of a more holistic theory of REDLP which is required in order to incorporate a
broader, more considered and more effective GDP.
Both the literature reviews and the empirical data argue convincingly for the need to establish
and defend a (as yet unidentified spatial sanctuary) for the TML-community. This would
facilitate the deepening and extension of those processes which generate successful
intergenerational language transmission. Further dedicated research is required so as to
establish how such a conceptualisation might be rendered possible as an instrument of public
policy in an ‘open’ and democratic society. For example, how might spatial planning
mechanisms be constructed to control or manage the linguistic boundaries and remain
mindful of Akutagawa’s admonition that any attempt to ‘freeze’ the linguistic boundaries
based on a statutory demarcation might be akin to trying to resurface a linguistic Atlantis.
What planning, regulatory and control mechanisms would be required, which would be
permissible under the current institutional planning regime? What form of authoritative
policy doctrine would be required emanating from the relevant public authorities? What
would be the optimum role for the community in such formulations and how can a
consultation process be designed which goes well beyond the rubrics of the lowest common
denominators and the well-trodden paths of least resistance?
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Such a research programme might usefully begin by undertaking a separate but related body
of work which would have as its primary objective a comprehensive engagement with the
different communities which are constitutive of the contemporary general Gaeltacht
community. An outlier contribution to the data argued cogently that the ‘Gaeltacht
community’ would resist an interpretation of development which prioritised sociolinguistic
interventions stated in those explicit terms and which would commit to engaging in
comprehensive RLS measures.
At the very least, this is redolent of the diversity and complexity of the current community
profile which necessarily includes significant concentrations within discreet spatial enclaves
where the TML and the MJL enjoy differential status and utility as a community vernacular.
Significantly, contributions to the data from the AE domain argued reasonably of the ultimate
monopoly and veto which the political elite have recourse to in terms of the introduction of
new policies or reforming or displacing existing practice. In such a way, and in a seemingly
contradictory manner, these contributors argue for the crucial role of the ‘community’ and
local political mobilisation as the locus for agenda setting for new policy interventions, where
pressure and leverage are brought to bear on the political elite to engage systematically with
change. If this is accepted, there is a clear need to begin to systematically and coherently map
out the profile and the range of policy imperatives and expectations which are of crucial
importance to these different types of communities and to establish the extent of their
engagement and understanding of the opportunities and challenges involved in RLS
measures. The current research and planning exercises which are being implemented within
the LPTs (Limistéar Pleanála Teanga/Language Planning Districts) in support of the
statutory requirements set out in Acht na Gaeltachta (Gaeltacht Act) (2012) form the potential
basis of an important new departure in planning for change within Gaeltacht communities.
This, however, is ultimately contingent on the extent to which the overall state-wide
institutional apparatus (as opposed to the Gaeltacht development institutions), commit to
engaging with and implementing these community- led planning exercises.
There is also a critical research imperative to undertake detailed consultative work with those
state agencies and public bodies who, according to the logic of the 2012 Act, will necessarily
become more increasingly engaged with the formulation, funding, implementation and
monitoring of these plans. If this does not happen, then the objectives enshrined in the Act
might well be undermined through inaction or ambivalence as a dead-letter proposal. The
extent to which the state-wide system will be willing or capable to deal comprehensively and
in a structured, coherent manner with the planning proposals emerging from this communityled planning process will go a long way in ultimately determining whether and how this
proposed approach to planning and development for the Gaeltacht will succeed in the future.
It remains to be seen if local structures will have a robust and resilient role in, not merely
influencing, but determining the nature of the state’s engagement with community needs and
pursuing identified development opportunities on terms commensurate with the articulation
of the community’s own understanding of where and how development might take place.
Smith (2005) argues that the perception of crisis, as much as the actual structural causes and
consequences of the economic circumstances which underpinned it, constituted the actual and
verifiable key stimuli for economic change and development in the 1950s. Ideas,
interpretations and perceptions were key policy issues at that time, even though they may not
have been overtly articulated in those terms in the contemporary development narrative. It is
argued here that this assessment remains highly relevant to the contemporary development
discourse. Indeed, in policy terms the discursive idea of ‘the Gaeltacht’ warrants further
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research as an empirical subject of enquiry in its own right. Future research agendas might
legitimately include the range of material, economic and non-economic contingencies which
interactively affect the development process in the Gaeltacht and its objective outcomes. It is
argued that development challenges including the RED, LP and REDLP dimensions cannot
be addressed effectively by policy interventions in the absence of a fuller and continually reexamined understanding of their causes, their outworkings and their consequences.
13.10

Main Findings and Conclusions

The central focus of the research has been to critically assess the capacity of the state to
conceptualise and to implement policies in support of the sustainable development of the
Gaeltacht and to do so through an integrated spatial model of development which can
stabilise and further develop processes of minority language maintenance and reproduction.
In the Gaeltacht context separate and distinct state policies have been articulated through
interventions and development programmes in the fields of RED and LP. The empirical focus
of the thesis has examined the extent to which Irish government policy relating to the
development of the Gaeltacht has been successful when critiqued against stated government
objectives and the extent to which such policy interventions have maximised development
potential in a sociolinguistically informed manner.
Semi-structured interviews have been used to elicit the views of a select, cross-section of elite
actors drawn from three separate but related domains; the Public and the Political (PP); the
Administrative and Executive (AE) and the Policy Analysts and Academic (PAA). The data
so generated reveal significant areas of concurrence and overlap amongst and between the
participant domains. It also identifies a range of divergent and contested series of analyses
between and within the participant domains.
The main findings of the study are set out in Chapters 10, 11, and 12 and in the concluding
chapter, Chapter 13. The principal findings contend that the state elite has the autonomy and
capacity to determine and control how policy can effectively circumscribe and control how
development programmes impact on peoples’ moral, political and ethical dispositions and
worldviews through providing and refusing certain policy choices. Elite thinking ranges from
the apex of the dominant ideological belief-system of the elite to the practice of formalising
and privileging certain analyses, and the attendant policy formulations which serve to
implement these analyses, over others. The findings suggest that it is the state, and the state
alone, which has the ultimate autonomy and capacity to mediate the circumstances of public
governance and to put in place the warranted conditions for the TML’s perpetuation. It has
been argued that the creation of many of the enabling conditions fundamental to successful,
viable and sustainable intergenerational language transmission and reproduction are crucially
and exclusively functions of the state.
Since political independence, the dominant and consistent goal of state development policy
has always privileged, if not exclusively focused on, the provision of employment
opportunities to counter unemployment and emigration. A consistent and significant theme
emerging from across the interview data speaks to the explicit neoliberal, free-market
orientation of contemporary state policy and the supporting organisational culture embedded
in those institutions which are responsible for policy formulation and implementation. The
state has failed to support more comprehensive and sustainable models of inclusive and
egalitarian development, including the identification, protection and development of
common, public goods which encompass the integrated territorial development of rural
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regions, not least that of the Gaeltacht territory. Specifically, the state system as a whole has
not adequately undertaken any informed and consistent engagement with the particular and
highly differentiated challenge of Gaeltacht development stated in explicitly sociolinguistic
terms. The findings point to the unequivocal and highly negative implications of a heavily
market-led policy dictum for the sustainable development of the Gaeltacht as a differentiated
development territory. The state has failed to identify and sufficiently prioritise the
maintenance of localised socialisation networks without which minority languages cannot
secure the conditions for their own perpetuation and development. It can be said to have
further failed to address the entrenched complexity of the Gaeltacht development challenge
and to do so according to development principles commensurate with the inherent,
fundamental nature of this unique development challenge. Furthermore, a central and
recurring thematic concern emphasises the refusal or failure of the state-system to engage
with and develop a differentially sensitised model of development which would be
technically capable and sufficiently competent.
The interview findings point to the state’s failure (in the sense of a coherent, systems-wide
structure) to identify and engage with the structural conditions underpinning the processes of
LS and community dislocation within the Gaeltacht. Only by fully engaging with such
structural conditions can a planning ‘space’ be created to conceptualise, construct and
implement a model of development which can realistically hope to be internally coherent,
inclusive, sustainable and equitable – a model fully commensurate with the bases of the
differentiated development challenge within the Gaeltacht.
There is a significant degree of consensus within and across the participant domains
regarding the need for an overhaul of the development model which has been dominated in
its analysis by relatively narrow production and distribution concerns. A new planning model
would need to incorporate broader priorities and legislate for the effects of structural/sectoral,
demographic, sociolinguistic and environmental change on the future prospects of Gaeltacht
districts, their local regional economies and the TML-communities that they sustain.
The research evidence would support the contention that the state has failed to mobilise in a
coherent and systematic fashion the full arsenal of its policy, planning and funding resources.
It has failed to explicitly engage with the stated public policy objective of Gaeltacht
development, and the maintenance and perpetuation of the TML within this territorial
context.
The data this research reports are in significant convergence regarding the fundamental issue
that the Gaeltacht contains different and discreet policy end-users. No single, unitary or
homogenous social group can be identified and problematised within the Gaeltacht. However,
an important conclusion from the analysis priorities the specific and highly differentiated
development needs of the L1-community.
Moreover, the Gaeltacht demarcation has a very limited and poorly articulated functionality
in administrative and planning terms. The conceptualisation of the Gaeltacht as a
development district has not been ‘embedded’, legitimised, let alone mainstreamed, within
the public governance or development institutional procedures which determine the trajectory
of development within the state. The Gaeltacht Act (2012) provides for a recasting of the
logic of differentiation against sociolinguistic rather than territorial priorities. However, the
recasting of priorities critically needs to become accepted at the administrative centre rather
than being left to the communities at the spatial and administrative periphery to reorder.
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There is no evidence to suggest that such a comprehensive reworking of the state-wide
systematic response, of the scale and order required, is currently being contemplated by the
state elite.
Despite the complex of statutory and regulatory provisions established in support of the TML
which seek to protect and enhance the status and utility of the language, the research findings
point to an overwhelming unanimity that the Irish state has never accepted, or at least worked
pragmatically on the basis, that the TML is, or could potentially become, the default language
for the Gaeltacht community.
The study concludes that there is a fundamental and defensible need for a differentiated form
of development model required to support TML-communities in situ. For it to be more
effective and resilient and to possess the capacity to introduce and sustain structural change,
the postulates of such an institutional model of planning should be based on an explicit
approach to development which commits to integrated, spatial development across all policy
domains and socioeconomic sectors with the TML-territory. An exclusive policy prioritising
employment-led development, while critical in terms of objective development outcomes, is
not sufficient to address the totality of the TML challenge.
The findings suggest that for GDP to be made more plausible and viable (Ó Riagáin, 1992),
policy formulation, implementation and evaluation must commit to a structural overhaul.
This is necessary if it is to be made more effective as a form of ‘[…] counter-trend planning
for population and employment, not as an incidental adjunct to language policy, but as an
intrinsic and absolutely crucial element’ (Ó Riagáin, 1992: 149). The development of an
integrated, territorial model capable of addressing the totality of Gaeltacht development must
incorporate an analytical spectrum which ranges from a consideration of the Prior Ideological
Clarification (PIC) (Fishman, 1989, 1991, 2001) to the Linguistic Return on Investment
(LROI) measures which are set out in Section 13.7.
The PIC approach argued for here begins with an acceptance and a reaffirmation of the
inescapable reality of language shift, community fracture and crisis above and beyond all
other political, policy or practical considerations. If this is agreed by the state elite, it can
become the cornerstone of reaffirming the authority and capacity of the state to act as a
catalyst and a manager of structural change. It can become the first step in arguing that it still
falls within the ambit of pragmatic possibility that a range of policy measures and
development interventions could be conceived of and implemented by the state. These policy
interventions need to explicitly engage with the causes, the outworkings and the
consequences of societal fracture and LS within the contemporary Gaeltacht.
Such a PIC needs to accept the centrality of ideology in policy formulation and the deliberate
manner in which any given ‘ideology’ always serves as a mechanism for narrowing the range
and substantive content of the policy debate. It needs to fully recognise how the false logic of
certain ideological positions can refuse any consideration of alternative polices and so
effectively provide an alibi for the institutional orthodoxy.
The development of the LROI concept legitimately asks what the conditions of satisfaction
for a coherent, effective form of GDP might be. The LROI model must establish, prima facie,
what the policy objective is and, in so doing, go so far as to say explicitly what it is not.
Drawing on Stohr (1990: 32-33), the LROI framework must seek a full consideration of the
critical determinants of development, namely: clarity as to the origin and objective of the
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policy initiative; an assessment of the resource inputs; the control mechanisms necessary for
monitoring and evaluation; and a full appraisal of the destination of the policy benefits. In
terms of effectiveness or success, the LROI model will ultimately consider the extent of
GDP’s impact predicated as it is on performance criteria which are gauged explicitly upon an
overriding critical factor – the extent to which policy contributes systematically to reinforcing
and building the resource capacity within the TML-community to successfully complete
repeated rounds of intergenerational transmission and reproduction of the minority language.
Future GDP must establish, both spatially and structurally, an integrated state-wide strategy
which would ensure ‘mutually reinforcing demonstration effects’ (O’Leary, 2015: 166)
across the governance and planning continuum. It must in this way be subordinated to a
compelling and implacable sociolinguistic imperative which will set out the terms of the
policy challenge and justify the selection of those performance indicators and criteria against
which policy effectiveness and relative progress will be ultimately assessed.
13.11

Concluding Comments

It remains to be seen whether and to what extent the sociolinguistic crisis in the Gaeltacht is
insoluble at this relatively late stage or if it can be rendered amenable to innovative and
progressive policy interventions. If we accept that ‘[…] state policy-making is less a matter
of authoritative allocation, more a function of complex patterns of negotiation and adjustment
amongst actors’ (Williams, 2000: 221), we can more fully account for the patterns evident in
the traditional policy narrative in Ireland, those emerging patterns both of dysfunction and
progression, as policies (and the key influence of non-policies) impact on local economic
circumstances and sociolinguistic conditions.
The international theoretical and policy literature reviewed, including the international case
studies, and the empirical data generated in this research, argue forcibly that any given state
might realistically possess sufficient autonomy and capacity to kill off a minority or
threatened language. In the Irish context, however, it remains to be seen whether the state can
rescue the TML community and the language which it sustains. The need for clarity and
honesty of purpose has been argued elsewhere, demanding that interventions must be based
on: […] plé eolaíoch macánta agus le léargas fírinneach ar dheacrachtaí ár ndála is ea is féidir
linn aghaidh mhisniúil a thabhairt ar an gcinniúint a shárú – coiscéim tosaigh an bheartais
dóchais í an tuiscint’ (‘[…] scrupulously honest scientific analysis, and a truthful exposition
of the intransigence of current conditions, it is based on such an approach that we can
confidently facedown and overcome the determinism of history – understanding is necessarily
the first step in building a trustworthy policy’) (Lenoach et al., 2012: 17).
For this reason it is argued that, above all other political or pragmatic considerations, future
GDP must be subordinated to a compelling and implacable sociolinguistic imperative which
will set out the terms of the policy challenge and justify the selection of those performance
indicators and criteria against which policy effectiveness and relative progress will be
ultimately assessed. Such a dominant sociolinguistic imperative must become the symbol and
the standard for state policy as it relates to future Gaeltacht development.
At the historical juncture when the first Gaeltacht Commission sat to consider how the
newly-secured independent state might credibly deal with the issue of the Gaeltacht territory
and of the TML community, across the Irish sea a British economist argued that in its
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idealised form, state policy is ultimately conceived of as a coordinated act of intelligent
judgement (Keynes, 1926). The contemporary act of coordinated and intelligent judgement
sufficient to mediate the contours and the complexities of the current development challenge
within the Gaeltacht, and in support of the L1-community, remains a resolute and achievable
policy option for the Irish state. It stands as such if the state commits to that purpose as an
explicit, progressive public policy goal on a state-wide basis, recognising the accredited
analyses and resourcing the fullest possible implementation of its own pragmatic policies.
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APPENDIX I
English Language Version of Letter of Invitation
X, a chara,
Beatha agus sláinte. Thank you for agreeing to participate in the research I am currently
undertaking for my PhD with the School of Political Science and Sociology at the National
University of Ireland, Galway where I work under the supervision of Dr Tony Varley. I am
supported in this research by Údarás na Gaeltachta where I am currently employed as
Regional Manager.
The overall objective of the research is to critically assess the development and
implementation of state policy in relation to Gaeltacht development. Central to the study is
the compilation of a review which examines the international literature concerning the theory
and policy of Regional Development and of Language Planning and also the literature which
examines the Gaeltacht experience specifically. The research methodology is built on
undertaking up to 20 “elite” interviews with participants who have specific expertise and
responsibilities with regard to Gaeltacht policy development and the practice of its
implementation. These participants are recruited from political and public life, from public
administration, from academic and policy analyst domains and from development agencies.
The interviews will focus on the following questions:
(h) Assessment of the conceptualisation and evolution of state-led policy in relation to
Gaeltacht development from the 1950’s
(i) Assessment of the policy formulation and implementation processes (including
the efficacy of the agencies involved) as they have functioned in the past
(j) An evaluation of the outputs and results achieved to date
(k) Recommendations as to how future Gaeltacht policy, its formulation and its
implementation, might be improved as the basis of a more, comprehensive
integrated approach to Gaeltacht development in the future
I attach a copy of the interview guide, around which the semi-structured interviews will be
broadly based. It is my intention to audio-record each interview and to transcribe for analysis
only those sections which are of relevance to my research. I also attach accompanying
information regarding the use of the data and a consent form. The recordings will be retained
for the duration of the research project in case anything contained in the data samples needs
checking or verification by me. In accordance with social research ethical guidelines,
respondents are assured of absolute confidentiality and statements will not be attributed to
individuals, without their express written consent.
I wold be very grateful to you if you would consider agreeing to be interviewed and sharing
your ideas and expertise with me in relation to the research topic. I will contact you in due
course in relation to the matter. If you wish to contact me or to arrange to discuss any aspect
of the research, you can contact me at any stage at …………………….
I look forwarding to hearing from you.
Le meas agus beannacht
Éamonn Ó Neachtain
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Irish Language version of the Letter of invitation
X, a chara,
Beatha agus sláinte. Táim i mbun taighde páirtaimseartha le Scoil na hEolaíochta Polaitiúla
agus na Socheolaíochta, de chuid Ollscoil na hÉireann, Gaillimh faoi stiúir an Dr Tony
Varley. Tá maoiniú agus tacaíocht curtha ar fáil dom agus mé é i mbun an taighde seo ag
Údarás na Gaeltachta, eagraíocht lena bhfuilim ag obair mar Bhainisteoir Réigiúnach.
Is é bun-aidhm an taighde seo ná iniúchadh a dhéanamh ar chomhdhéanamh agus ar
fheidhmiú polasaithe de chuid an stáit i leith forbairt na Gaeltachta. Mar chuid dílis den
staidéar seo tá scagadh á dhéanamh ar an litríocht a bhaineann leis na teoiricí agus na
polasaithe forbartha réigiúnaigh agus pleanála teanga go hidirnáisiúnta agus na cinn a
bhaineann go sonrach leis an nGaeltacht. Mar chuid fíor-lárnach sa modheolaíocht taighde, tá
sé i gceist agam suas le scór duine a chuir faoi agallaimh, daoine a bhfuil saineolas agus
sainchúram orthu maidir leis an bpolasaí agus leis an gcleachtas forbartha Ghaeltachta. Ag
saothrú i ngort na bpolaitíochta, na forais riaracháin poiblí, na hinstitiúid léinn agus na
heagrais forbartha atá na daoine seo.
Beidh na hagallaimh seo dírithe ar na ceisteanna seo a leanas:
e) Iniúchadh ar chomhdhéanamh agus ar éabhlóid polasaithe an stáit i leith forbairt na
Gaeltachta ó na 1950idí i leith
f) Iniúchadh ar fhorbairt agus ar fheidhmiú na bpolasaithe stairiúla sin
g) Measúnú ar na torthaí bainte amach go dáta
h) Moltaí i ngeall ar na polasaithe gur gá a fheidhmiú le freastal ar shain-riachtanais na
Gaeltacht mar limistéar áirithe forbartha sa todhchaí
Beidh na hagallaimh le reáchtáil as seo go ceann ceithre mhí ach na socruithe a bheith
aontaithe leis na rannpháirtithe cuí. Leis seo tá cóip de struchtúr ghinearálta an agallaimh
agus na cineál ceisteanna a bhéas faoi chaibidil. Beidh sé i gceist agam na hagallaimh a
thaifeadadh agus na torthaí a bhreacadh síos mar mhionnscríbhinn ar mhaithe le fíorú na
dtorthaí. Ag teacht le cód cleachtais na heitice a bhaineann le taighde san eolaíocht shóisialta,
deimhním gur faoi rún agus discréid a bhéas torthaí na hagallaimh agus nach mbeidh éinne
luaite le haon ráiteas nó tuairim gan a gcead i scríbhinn roimhré.
Bheinn go mór faoi chomaoin agat, ach tú a bheith sásta do thuairimí agus do shaineolas a
roinnt liom ag agallaimh. Déanfaidh mé teagmháil go fíor-luath leat faoin ábhar seo. Más
mian leat scéal a chuir chugam ag am ar bith chun an taighde a phlé, beidh fáil orm
ag……………
Le meas agus beannacht
Éamonn Ó Neachtain
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APPENDIX II
Treoir d’Agallamh
Ceist 1: Bonn Anailíseach le Dúshlán Polasaí
Cén tuiscint atá agatsa ar an mbonn atá le ‘fadhb’ na Gaeltachta agus ar an gcaoi a bhfuil
dúshlán fhorbairt na Gaeltachta tuairiscithe agus sainithe i dtéarmaí polasaí?
Ceist 2:

Réasúnú le hIdirghabháil Polasaí Stáit

Cén réasúnú nó míniú a thabharfá ar an mbonn atá le hidirghabhálacha stáit leanúnacha mar
thacaíocht do phobal teanga na Gaeltachta agus cén cás atá ann do na tacaíochtaí airgeadais
agus forbairtí a thagann as an gcánachas ginearálta?
Cad í an príomhthosaíocht d’idirghabháil Stáit sa sféar seo?
Cad a mholfá ó thaobh tosaíocht a thabhairt don dúshlán?
Ceist 3: Cumas Stáit
An bhfuil polasaí stáit in ann tionchar a imirt ar
sochtheangeolaíoch nó in ann an dearcadh agus an t-iompar sin
Cén measúnú a dhéanfá ar chumas an Stáit, anois agus roimhe
ar na hiompair shochtheangeolaíocha sin nó iad a chinneadh i
Gaeilge?

dhearcadh agus ar iompar
a chinneadh?
seo, ó thaobh tionchar a imirt
measc saoránach a labhraíonn

Ceist 4:
Éifeachtacht Polasaí Stáit
I do thuairimse, cad iad na polasaithe stáit ba thábhachtaí ó thaobh fhorbairt Ghaeltachta agus
faoin tslí ar fhorbair siad le himeacht ama agus cé chomh héifeachtach is atá siad tar éis a
bheith?
Cé chomh maith is atá ag éirí linn ó thaobh tabhairt faoi sin?
Cad iad na constaicí nó na bacanna ba mhó in aghaidh polasaí forbartha níos éifeachtaí don
Ghaeltacht go dtí seo?
Ag féachaint don bhéim ar ról pobail áitiúil in athghiniúint na Gaeltachta mar atá leagtha
amach in Acht na Gaeltachta, 2012, cé chomh maith is atá éirithe leis an stát ó thaobh
tacaíocht an phobail a mhealladh do thorthaí a dtacaíonn an Stát leo?
Ceist 5:
Éifeachtacht Polasaí Forbartha Eacnamaíochta Réigiúnach Stát-Treoraithe
(RED)
Cad é do mheasúnú ar an múnla forbartha eacnamaíochta réigiúnach atá curtha i bhfeidhm trí
pholasaí Gaeltachta agus conas a dhéanfá measúnú ar na príomhthorthaí agus ar éifeachtacht
an mhúnla?
Ceist 6:
Éifeachtacht RED agus Pleanáil Teanga (LP)
Cén léargas atá agat ar na naisc idir bearta forbartha eacnamaíochta réigiúnacha agus
tionscnaimh phleanála teanga i gcomhthéacs Gaeltachta?
Ceist 7:
Measúnú ar pholasaí forbartha Gaeltachta
Tríd is tríd, i do thuairimse, cé chomh héifeachtach is atá éirithe le polasaí forbartha
Gaeltachta?
Cé chomh héifeachtach is a lánpháirtíodh aidhmeanna teanga sa pholasaí forbartha?
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Ceist 8:
Moltaí maidir le polasaí Gaeltachta amach anseo
Conas a dhéanfaí polasaí forbartha stáit i leith na Gaeltachta níos éifeachtaí?
Cad iad na tosaíochtaí láithreacha, i do thuairimse?
Ceist 9:
Moltaí maidir le polasaí RED amach anseo
Conas a d’fhéadfadh bearta forbartha eacnamaíochta réigiúnacha a dtionchar ar fholláine
teanga a chinneadh ar bhealach dearfach agus cé mhéid is féidir leo tacú le hinmharthanacht
na teanga mionlaigh agus cén chaoi a bhféadfaí cur an oiread agus is féidir leis an tacaíocht
sin?
Cad iad na deachleachtais ó dhlínsí eile is dóigh leat tábhacht a bheith leo ó thaobh na
dtorthaí, na mbeart nó na dtionchar is fearr nó is fabhraí a bhaint amach?
Ceist 10:
Moltaí maidir le critéir do pholasaí RED amach anseo
Cad iad na príomhphrionsabail agus na príomhchritéir ba chóir a bheith mar bhonn do
mhúnla nua d’fhorbairt Ghaeltachta?
Ceist 11:
Moltaí maidir le hidirghabhálacha Chéim 6 (GIDS)
Cad iad na bearta lánpháirtithe tacaíochta a d’fhéadfaí a thabhairt isteach le tacú le pobail
teanga, pobail nach mbíonn go minic aonghnéitheach ná seasta i dtéarmaí úsáide, inniúlachta
nó dearcaidh ó thaobh na teanga?
Cad iad na sásraí eile tacaíochta nó idirghabhála atá riachtanach leis na haidhmeanna
dúshlánacha seo a bhaint amach?
Ceist 12:
Moltaí maidir le tionchar fachtóirí seachtracha ar an múnla
Conas is féidir le múnla spásúil déileáil le coinníollacha oscailte, athraitheacha agus
dinimiciúla a bhíonn faoi réir agus faoi thiomáint taomanna forbartha stát-urraithe agus astorthaí an tsaormhargaidh?
Ceist 13:

Measúnú ar na tacaíochtaí rialachais, riaracháin agus forbartha atá
riachtanach
Cad iad na struchtúir riaracháin agus forbartha atá riachtanach le polasaí a leagan amach agus
a fheidhmiú le tacú le forbairt lánpháirtiúil na TMLanna, cé mhéid a d’fhéadfaí féachaint ar
dhéablóid agus ar fhéinriail? mar rogha?
Ceist 14: Measúnú ar nascacht RED agus LP
An bhfuil tábhacht le nascacht RED agus LP?
Cad é an dearadh polasaí is éifeachtaí le bearta RED agus LP a lánpháirtiú laistigh de fhráma
oibre forbartha foriomlán?
Conas mar a dhéanfá institiúidiú ar dhearadh polasaí den sórt sin?
Cad iad na hinstitiúidí stáit agus áitiúla a dhéanfadh sin/ba chóir sin a dhéanamh?
Ceist 15:
Measúnú ar chritéir fheidhmíochta, mhonatóireachta agus luachála
Cad iad na bearta feidhmíochta ba chóir a fheidhmiú ó thaobh polasaí forbartha Gaeltachta?
Cad iad na critéir ar chóir glacadh leo agus luacháil á déanamh ar fheidhmiú polasaí den sórt
sin?
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Interview Guide
Question 1: Analytical Basis to Policy Challenge
What is your understanding of the basis of the Gaeltacht ‘problem’ and how the challenge of
Gaeltacht development has been described and defined in policy terms?
Question 2: Rationale for State Policy Intervention
How do you rationalise or explain the basis for ongoing state intervention in support of the
Gaeltacht language community and what is the case for financial and developments supports
drawn from general taxation?
What is the main priority for State intervention in this sphere?
How would you suggest we prioritise the challenge?
Question 3: State Capacity
Can state policy influence or determine sociolinguistic attitude and behaviour?
How do you assess the Irish State’s past and current capacity to influence or determine these
sociolinguistic behaviours amongst Irish-speaking citizens?
Question 4: Effectiveness of State Policy
What do you consider to have been the most important state policies in terms of Gaeltacht
development and how have they evolved over time and how effective have they been?
How successfully are we setting about this?
What have been the main impediments or obstacles to a more effective development policy
for the Gaeltacht to date?
Given the emphasis on the role of local community in Gaeltacht regeneration as set out in the
Gaeltacht Act, 2012, how successful has the state been in harnessing community support for
State-backed outcomes?
Question 5: Effectiveness of State-led Regional Economic Development Policy (RED)
What is your assessment of the regional economic development model which has been
implemented through Gaeltacht policy and how would you assess the principal outcomes and
the models effectiveness?
Question 6: Assessment of the RED and Language Planning (LP)
How do you understand the linkages between regional economic development measures and
language planning initiatives in a Gaeltacht context?
Question 7: Assessment of Gaeltacht development policy
Overall, how effective has Gaeltacht development policy been in your view?
How effectively has language aims been integrated into the development policy?
Question 8: Proposals regarding future Gaeltacht policy
How can state development policy for the Gaeltacht be made more effective?
What in your view are the immediate priorities?
Question 9: Proposals regarding future RED policy
How can regional economic development measures determine their impact on linguistic
vitality in a positive way and to what extent can they bolster the sustainability of the minority
language and how could such support be optimised?
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What examples of good practice from other jurisdictions do you could consider relevant in
terms of favourable or optimal outcomes, measures or impacts?
Question 10: Proposals regarding criteria for future RED policy
What key principles and criteria should underpin a new model for Gaeltacht development?
Question 11: Proposals regarding the Stage 6 (GIDS) interventions
What integrated measures of support can be introduced to support language communities,
communities which are often neither homogenous nor stable in terms of language use,
competence and attitude?
What other support or intervention mechanisms do we require to achieve these challenging
aims?
Question 12: Proposals regarding the impact of external factors on the model
How can a spatial model deal with open, fluid and dynamic, conditions which are subject to
and driven by the vagaries of state-sponsored development and the outworkings of the free
market?
Question 13: Assessment of the governance, administrative and development supports
required
What development and administrative structures are required to design and implement policy
in support of the integrated development of TMLs, to what extent can devolution or
autonomy be considered as an option?
Question 14: Assessment of the RED and LP linkage
Is the RED and LP linkage important?
What is the most effective policy design to integrate RED and LP measures within an overall
development framework?
How would you institutionalise such a policy design?
What state and local institutions should/would do what?
Question 15: Assessment of performance, monitoring and evaluation criteria
What performance measures should be applied to Gaeltacht development policies?
What criteria should be adopted in evaluating the implementation of such a policy?
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