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INTRODUCTION

This chapter discusses the spatial turn that emerged in the humanities and the social sciences in the 1970s and discusses what it can offer to the study of language, migration, and mobility. The main purpose of this chapter is examine recent work in applied linguistics that has engaged with the view of language practices as spatial practices and to consider how this view reframes lines of inquiry in language and migration. Scholars from other disciplines who have contributed to the spatial turn have argued for an understanding of space as dynamic and socially constructed. Accordingly, much of this work treats as its target the processes involved in spatialization rather than the more static notion of space in order to examine the human activities and materialist processes through which spaces are made and remade. The spatial turn is often traced to the writings of Henri Lefebvre ([1974], 1991) and Michel de Certeau (1984), whose seminal work challenged the premise that space is a container for language and instead asserted that space is the ongoing construction of human activity and practices. This view has many implications for the study of language and migration, for it calls into question the static view of spaces as inherently associated with languages and draws attention to the need to study how spaces – including nationstates, but also spaces of language instruction and language use— are produced through the intersection of human activity, including the imagining of spaces as belonging to particular ethnicities, religions, genders, and languages. Lefebvre (1974) theorized space as a triad of physical, social, and imagined spaces, and argued that since imagined space is where we conceive and analyze social events and the physical environment, all three spaces are ultimately inseparable. An important consequence of this triadic view is that a physical space is never really an objective space since it is always conceived by and for people. Hence, all spaces are ultimately political realms, and power is constantly embedded in their representation and in how people experience them. In De Certeau’s well-known essay, “Walking the city” (1984) he presents a vision of urban space as one that is produced through an embodied experience of moving through city streets, and constructed through people’s narrative about their day to day lives in urban spaces. For De Certeau, pedestrians create a city as they walk through it, giving new meanings to places and thoroughfares which are different than those originally assigned to them by urban planners and city officials. 

A proliferation of scholarship took up these ideas in the 1980s and 1990s that brought together new lines of thinking in fields such as urban planning, geography, and philosophy to address questions of power in relation to the social construction of space. A shared concern driving the spatial turn was that time was seen as the primary organizing principle of history, and that the analysis of social and political problems were presented largely as chronological developments in response to historical events and activities. In making space just as relevant as time, concepts like ‘undeveloped’ nations could then be critically reexamined.  In the field of geography, for example, Doreen Massey (1994) developed the concept of power geometry to draw attention to the uneven effects of globalization across the globe and the spatially disparate economic growth rather than the time-oriented result of some nations ‘evolving’ at faster rates than others. She argues that “we recognise space as the product of interrelations; as constituted through interactions, from the immensity of the global to the intimately tiny” and she identifies space as “the existence of multiplicity in the sense of contemporaneous plurality” (1994: 9).  Similarly, from the fields of urban planning and geography, Edward Soja (1996) developed the concept of Thirdspace to emphasize the spatiality of human history and to draw attention to the ways that material places intersect with imagined and representational spaces to produce a collective experience of spatiality, including spaces of privilege and exclusion. Thirdspace builds off of the triadic understanding of space laid out by Lefebvre: First space is the rational mapping of spaces, relating to physical boundaries; second space refers to people’s conceptualizations of physical spaces; and Thirdspace refers to people’s experiences in spaces, which includes their experiences with both physical and imagined understandings of space.
None of these scholars explicitly addressed the thorny issue of defining space and place in relation to language. In most applied linguistics research, it must be acknowledged that place and space are usually conflated. Alternatively, place is often treated as the discursively constructed instantiation of space, a conceptualization that aligns with the urban planning concept of place-making, or the idea that physical spaces are transformed through the human actions of planning into places.  The reverse conceptualization is found in Michel De Certeau’s writing (1984: 117), however. He uses place to refer to “the order (of whatever kind) in accord with which elements are distributed in relationships of coexistence.” Places are thus the result of physical confirgurations and institutional orders. For example, any city is a place because of its traffic signals, grids of streets, and street signs guiding the actions of drivers, cyclists, and pedestrians.  On the other hand, for De Certeau, space describes the geography of the activities in a place, which are constantly in flux.  In Honolulu, for example, city streets can be closed off because of construction or for festivals, and a myriad of unsanctioned activities also take place on these same city streets, including panhandling, sleeping (we have a sizeable homeless population), collecting money to support local schools’ sporting events, and selling newspapers.  Hence, “space is a practiced place” (1984: 117), and just because places have been established, their material aspects do not determine people’s behavior. With this perspective, it is possible to see how places can change over time without any obvious adaptations to their physical qualities. Space is arguably a more meaningful concept since it refers to the ever changing nexus of activities that happen in any place. A dynamic view of space allows us to examine how migrants, transnationals, and other highly mobile populations experience space, and how they use their language resources in their practiced places.
In the pages that follow, I discuss how De Certeau’s idea of space as practiced place plays a central role in the experiences of mobile people. Space both shapes and is shaped by multilinguals’ language practices, and hence, spaces should be seen as sites where power relations and inequities are made visible, but also where they can be transformed.  The chapter also discusses how a spatial approach helps to make sense of why primordialist associations conventionally attributed to languages often do not hold, and why normative linguistic understandings of languages as distinct and compartmentalizable codes are problematic for many migrants and transnationals.  As other contributions in this handbook explain in more detail, straightforward linkages between nation-states, ethnicities, and languages are at odds with the experiences of mobile populations whose movements across time and space have altered their identifications with nationality, ethnicity, and language.   

OVERVIEW OF THE TOPIC

This section provides a brief overview of how space and place have been treated in sociolinguistic and applied linguistics research that examines mobility (and lack thereof) as a key factor in understanding space and place.  This section examines whether and to what degree dialectology, variationist sociolinguistics, and linguistic landscape research have engaged with the ideas discussed above that treat space as practiced place and which view language as a semiotic system that is spatially organized.  The purpose of this section is to historicize scholarly understandings of language and space in order to better make sense of the metadiscourse circulating about language and space which migrants, transnationals, and people with long generational ties to places encounter in their daily lives. Though a growing amount of current research treats space as the dynamic outcome of intersecting flows of human activities, more static perspectives toward space are also in operation at the ideological level which in turn have the potential to restrict migrants’ and mobile people’s experiences and affiliations. 

Variationist sociolinguistic frameworks

Regional dialectology was arguably the first linguistic approach to take an explicitly spatial orientation to language. In great contrast with the views about space and spatiality discussed above, this work represented the “first wave” of sociolinguistics (Eckert 2012) since it treated place as the explanation for language variation.  Field workers interviewed local speakers, and mapped out dialect areas by identifying the boundaries for vocabulary and sound changes. The resulting dialect cartographies provide a clear example of the conflation of space and place along linguistic lines. Places where dialects are spoken, such as the Northern Cities dialect, are the spaces identified as unique or distinct by linguists. The Atlas of North American English (Labov, Ash, & Boberg 2005) represents recent work in this area.  This project has benefited from computerized databases and software programs that provide sociolinguists with the ability to examine dialectal variation and other social correlates such as class, gender, and age.  

Similar views are found in the “second wave” of variationist sociolinguistics, which considers social formulations shaped by space and place as explanatory principles behind language variation.  For example, Milroy (1980) used social network theory in her study of three working class communities in Belfast to understand variation in vernacular phonological variables.  She gave speakers a network strength score based on their social ties with other people in their neighborhood, the workplace, and in recreational activities. Speakers who maintained vernacular variants had high network scores and generally carried out their lives in a tightly-knit set of social spaces; they lived near the people they worked with, and they socialized together as well. In contrast, those with low network scores who had weak ties across their social spaces exhibited more variation and adopted phonological innovation from other social networks. Social network theory has also been applied to endangered and minority language varieties in contact with more widespread or dominant varieties, where groups with weak ties are presumed to be susceptible to language shift because of the overt prestige of majority languages.  Li Wei’s (1994) study of Chinese families in England illustrates this outcome, as he found that the speakers who had the weakest ties to the host community, or who were the least ‘integrated,’ maintained Chinese the most.  However, additional studies found that language shift was underway even in communities with strong, dense social networks. Rasinger (2013) showed that the tight-knit community of Bangladeshis in London generally devalued Bengali, even in the domain of the home, because of the prestige accorded to English.  The community had dense networks whose members interacted socially more with each other than with members of other ethnic groups, but language shift was underway due to priorities placed on economic mobility.  

While second wave sociolinguistic research engaged with the role of space in shaping language, this perspective identified patterns in language use as “incidental fallout from social space” (Eckert 2012: 94).  More recent work in the “third wave” reverses this by treating social and geographic spaces, and identities associated with place, as the outcome of human activity and language practices.  Hence, language choices are not due to their geographic or class-based positionality, but instead, are the means by which they construct their personas in different social spaces. Johnstone’s (2013) research on Pittsburghese provides a clear example third wave research. Though this dialect is characterized by variables that have historically been used among the Polish working class in the city, Pittsburghese has shifted from marking ethnicity and socio-economic class to representing Pittsburgh as a place. Johnstone shows how this enregisterment, or “processes through which a linguistic repertoire becomes differentiable within a language as a socially recognisable register of forms” (Agha 2003: 231),  has been achieved through the commodification of the language on t-shirts, dolls, and other local products, the recurring association of the dialect with local institutions such as the Pittsburgh Steelers, and the reentextualization of the dialect in the media. Though the dialect can be understood more as an imagined one than a way of speaking that necessarily relates to the population of Pittsburgh, the point is that Pittsburgh as a place is created in and through the metonymic relationships between language, class, and place in discourses about the city (Johnstone 2013). 

In variationist work on regional dialects in England, Britain (2013) has shown that linguistic changes can best be explained by studying the effects of mobility, including urbanization, counterurbanization, migration, commuting, and geographical patterns of consumption, to name a few.  Similarly, in her analysis of speech variation among adolescents in the East End of London, Fox (2015) explains changes in the Cockney dialect of English with reference to new flows of Bangladeshi migrants to the community and new configurations of the local economy. This perspective has a great deal of implications for people whose lives have been affected by mobility, as it directs researchers to examine not just where people are from, but more importantly, what sort of spaces and interactions with others they experience in their daily lives. 

Though these researchers do not invoke the theories space articulated by Lefebvre, De Certeau, Massey, and Soja, their research resonates with these ideas. Rather than viewing the language practices of migrants and other border crossers as the result of their movements, they examine social spaces and trajectories as a foundation for understanding language.  

Linguistic landscape approaches
A much more recent approach to language, place and space, Linguistic Landscape (LL) research explores the ways that languages function in public spaces.  Though LL research certainly began with first and second-wave views of space and place (Landry and Bourhis 1997), a growing number of LL researchers analyze the use of language in public space as an ongoing construction that is embedded in particular social and political histories. This work builds on Scollon and Scollon’s (2003) comprehensive geosemiotic analysis of language in the material world. In their cutting edge book, they echo De Certeau’s ideas in their theory of nexus analysis, which places human actions at the center of investigation.  Language is interpreted with a materialist perspective and is theorized as the nexus of human activity at the interstices of visual semiotics of spaces, the interaction order within spaces, and place semiotics.  The Scollons (2003) provide a detailed framework for examining place semiotics through inscription systems, mainly focusing on font selection and durability of signs; code preference, which refers to the prominence of languages on signs and the information each language conveys; and finally, emplacement, or the meanings signs acquire due to their placement in the material world. The Scollons’ (2003) book was the first major publication to articulate the interrelatedness of language and space and to provide a detailed framework that treated activities as a starting point for analyzing language-in-space.  Though it was published over a decade ago, it remains highly contemporary in research on language, space and place.

Over the past decade, languages of migrant groups has not been the focus of most LL research, which remains dominated by studies that examine global lingua francas like English in cities such as Bangkok (e.g., Huebner 2006) or which explore the geosemiotic positioning of autochthonous minority languages such as Sámi (e.g., Pietikäinen 2014).  Blommaert (2013) is an exception to this trend, and his book-length examination of signs in Berchem, Antwerp, Belgium, expands the methodological approaches usually taken in LL research by outlining how researchers can study the linguistic landscape to interpret social change through the lens of language in public spaces.  A key contribution is his materialist analysis of context through a historical study of the linguistic landscape and the layers of social and spatial arrangements it indexes. For Blommaert, signs turn spaces into specific locations filled with expectations as to codes of conduct, semiotic practices, and interpretation. He uses the term enskilment to refer to the process by which a historicized space also turns humans into historicized actors-in-space.  People become enskilled by space (e.g., looking both ways while crossing the street), but also in their interactions in spaces that are layered with the movements of people and superdiversity (Vertovec 2007). While signs on second and third generation Turkish-owned stores in Berchem are in “immaculate Dutch,” those on shops run by Polish entrepeneurs, who are more recent arrivals, are in “ecumenical Dutch,” (2013: 66) and are more multilingual in nature with this L2 variety of Dutch appearing alongside Polish and languages such as Arabic and Russian. In shops operated by Indian migrants, there is professionally-produced English and Dutch signage, but there are also temporary signs printed on computer paper in Polish that cater to the recent numbers of Polish migrants who are in Berchem working as construction workers. Blommaert refers to this mutual co-existence of people in shared social space as convivial superdiversity, for the use of one another’s languages and lingua franca Dutch in public space is in part responsible for producing relationships of mutual dependency.  The point Blommaert makes is that the linguistic landscape can act as a chronicle of sociolinguistic complexity that not only documents the infrastructure of a superdiverse landscape but reveals the multiple histories that coalesce into a synchronized space. Rather than seeing landscapes as measures of linguistic and cultural vitality, Blommaert pushes LL research to ethnographically investigate the historical layering of the LL and the ways that changes in society show up in uneven and power-laden ways.  

As a final point in discussions of LL research, I include the important contributions on metrolingualism by Alastair Pennycook and Emi Otsuji (2015), for whom metrolingual multitasking refers to the way that languages, everyday practices, and social space are intertwined. Though they do not always frame their work as LL research, metrolingualism has much in common with Blommaert’s views since they assert that “the layers of LL need to be understood not so much in terms of static physical emplacements, but rather as the mobilization of history through everyday practices” (2015:155)  Building off of Massey, Soja, and Lefebrve,  they examine  the “creative linguistic conditions across space and borders of culture, history and politics, as a way to move beyond current terms such as multilingualism and multiculturalism” (Otsuji and Pennycook 2010: 244).  In line with third wave sociolinguistics and views on space as the dynamic and ongoing production of social relations, they replace the place-based view of speech community and the individual-based notion of communicative repertoires with the spatially-informed concept of spatial repertoires, or the how mobile resources are used in tasks and practices to produce language in spatial arrangements. In their ethnographic studies of multilingual practices in Tokyo and Sydney, they demonstrate how multilingual residents of these cities operate in the spaces of restaurant kitchens and produce markets. Placing tasks such as buying mangoes at fruitstands at the center of analysis, they take up Thrift’s (2007) associational view of space in order to grasp how individuals, objects, and language form the communicative activity within spaces. An example from an encounter with a Greek customer in a store owned by a Chinese Lao and Thai couple in Sydney illustrates these ideas (Pennycook and Otsuji 2015: 92):

(G: Greek regular customer, S: Song, R: Researcher)

Greek: bold, English: plain (translation in brackets)

1. 
G: 
She know Greco. Greco forget.

2. 
S: 
Yeah, yashou yashou. (hello hello.)

3.
R: 
You can speak Greek!

4.
G: 
Yassou, kala, afharistro. (hello, good, thank you.)

5. 
S:
Yassou. (hello).



[laughter]

6.
G:
See you tomorrow!

7.
S: 
Yeah, see you!

Pennycook and Otsuji explain that the shop owner Song’s spatial repertoire has formed in her shop-space in and through the material actions of selling goods to customers while creating a convivial and sociable atmosphere for them. Her spatial repertoires change according to her customers, their language backgrounds, and the activities they are involved in at the shop. 

A key question such spatial repertoires raise is how they come to be in the first place. The answer invokes the work of cultural anthropologist Arjun Appadurai (1990, 1996) and his writing on global cultural flows, or scapes.  As migration and transborder movements become a central part of life affecting a larger number of people, scapes help us to take a deeper look at how identity and language is formed in relation to mobile, spatial relationships.  Scapes thus replace place as the locus for language processes.  In the above example in Song’s shop in Sydney, the ethnoscape, or flows of people across borders and into new spaces, intersects with the financescape, or flows of money and commerce, thereby producing dynamic spaces in which people use language, form relationships, and create spatial repertoires. 

Just as scapes intersect to produce convivial interactions such as that between Song and her Greek customer, other social spaces are produced by policing the spaces and disallowing certain groups, and their languages, access.  These tensions have much in common with territorialization and deterritorialization (Deleuze and Guattari 1977), processes through which territitory is constituted, and this constitution is in turn the organization of the individuals in it. For migrants and other mobile populations, these terms help to express the ideologies underpinning discourses about heritage and ethnolinguistic identity. In the next section, I examine the multiple tensions that have been examined in applied linguistics that arise as a result of between people’s fluid and fixed understandings of language and space. First, I consider relations between newer migrants and long-time residents of communities and the process of territorialization. I then turn to explore how transnationals and other mobile populations engage with processes of deterritorialization as they negotiate their ethnolinguistic identities. 
ISSUES AND ONGOING DEBATES 

Territorialization

If current trends of intranational and international migration continue, the character of places will depend much on how language emerges in public spaces and how convivial people are in their tolerance of one another’s languages and cultural ways of being.  Of course, it is expected that power struggles and claims built on territorialization will be a part of these ongoing transformations. As Blommaert (2013: 6) writes, “The spaces are always someone’s space, and they are filled with norms, expectations, conceptions of what counts as proper and normal (indexical) language use and what does not count as such.”  Counterexamples to conviviality are not hard to come by. For example, in 2012, the County of Frederick, Maryland in the United States became the first county in the state to adopt an ordinance making English the official language after a boom in immigration by Spanish-speaking newcomers. The rise in Latinos brought bilingual signage in fast food restaurants, the opening of Spanish-medium churches, and an overall increased visibility of Latino language and culture in public spheres. The ordinance now requires all non-emergency dealings with the county government to be transacted in English and is seen by many supporters as a way to discourage illegal immigrants from settling in Frederick.  While the ordinance remains in place, many residents reject the logic behind it.  For example, in response to news reports of the ordinance, one on-line post challenged the historical claim between the place of Frederick and English: “First, deport all the REAL illegal immigrants - the descendants of the English who invaded North America in the early 1600s.  Then pass a law that the official language of Frederick County is the REAL oldest language - Susquehannock (perhaps also that of the Tutelo and Saponi tribes)” (Constable 2012: n.p.).  The reactions to the changing nature of space due to migration are important to explore tensions are sure to follow the in-migration of newcomers to regions that are not used to linguistic and cultural diversity. 

Other examples of non-convivial spaces in which migrated people co-exist are described by Pennycook and Otsuji, who find that diversity is both celebrated and used a resource for degrees of discrimination. In metrolingual spaces, occasions of racial essentializing or downright discrimination are part of the range of practices involved in multilingual and multicultural spaces. Otsuji and Pennycook (2010) describe this as the spectrum of fixity and fluidity, where fixity describes the deployment of fixed categories tied to language and identity, and fluidity refers to the ways that spatial repertoires are under constant formation depending on the semiotic resources and the material practices of actors. More recently arrived migrants have fewer rights to the city (Lefebvre 1968), as evidenced in anti-immigrant slogans such as “we grew here, you flew here” heard in Sydney in 2005 towards Middle Eastern migrants (Pennycook and Otsuji 2015: 101).  These sentiments are ultimately (unofficial) acts of policing space and contesting different groups’ rights to space. Similarly, in Dar es Salaam, Tanzania, I have recently observed public tensions on the city streets between the majority Black population and new generations of Chinese migrants in Dar es Salaam, including Chinese street vendors who are now competing for customers for relatively low-income sales such as Swahili-medium newspapers, an industry that has historically been dominated by underemployed Black youth. Despite long ties between Tanzania and China dating to the period of independence in the 1960s, animosity has been building as Chinese residents vie for a greater range of economic markets, including those occupied by low income entrepeneurs. More recently, a news article (Raia Wema 22 April 2015) described claims by Tanzanians that a Chinese supermarket barred Black Tanzanians from entering because the shopowners were unable to communicate in a language other than Chinese. Such events echo the tensions documented in Los Angeles among Black customers and Korean shopkeepers who ran a convenience store (Bailey 2000), where the customers expected the shopkeepers to engage in extended conversations, and the shopkeepers preferred to limit their interactions to the consumer tasks. As a result, the shopkeepers felt the shopkeepers were disrespectful due to their apparent lack of interest in getting to know them, and the Korean shopkeepers felt the customers breached the norms of the assumed customer-service provider relationship.  More complex than racial tension, the interactional awkwardness was due to different norms and expectations of what counts as proper and normal language use in the space of the convenience store. 

Deterritorialization

In applied linguistics work, deterritorialization, or the delinking of place with language, culture, and human activity associated with place, is very much dependent on whether speakers have a primordialist view of language and ethnolinguistic identity (Pieterse 1997) which treats language as an immutable characteristic of a group with reference to ethnicity, religion, or nationality. In contrast, an instrumentalist approach treats language as utilitarian. If a language helps speakers to succeed socio-economically, for example, through business networks, then it is treated as valuable. From an instrumentalist perspective, language is only a surface feature of ethnicity and hence can be abandoned if the situation calls for it without any harm done to one’s identity. The deterritorialization of ethnolinguistic identities can be a central characteristic of diasporic populations, where tensions can arise due to different place-bound affiliations, sometimes even across generations in a single household. Parents may insist on a nation-of-origin orientation to language and culture, but their children can respond quite differently, affiliating with their local context instead. Zhu Hua (2010) gives examples of very different attitudes expressed towards forms of Chinese language and culture in an ethnically Chinese family in England comprised of first-generation parents and their second-generation children.  In one illustration, one of the children, Jeff, challenges his parents’ use of Chinese reference terms by questioning the need to refer to a visitor he doesn’t know as his uncle, instead preferring to refer to him as “Liu guy” in English.  What follows is a lesson about what the parents consider to be appropriate Chinese language use, which includes referring to an elder as lao (‘old’), which Jeff finds disrespectful based on his English-based connotations of the word. In terms of space and place, it is important that his parents remind him about times when they visited China and the address terms used there in their efforts to teach him ‘appropriate’ Chinese, thereby attempting to instill a translocal value system.  Jeff ultimately rejects his parents’ efforts, and Zhu Hua sees this act of constructing his own social and cultural identity as an instance in which changes to the family’s sense of norms and place-based affiliations are made visible.  

Though members of the diaspora are by definition distanced from their country of origin, ideologies about language from their homeland can lead to language shift in the diaspora. This has been the case in Canagarajah’s (2008) research on the Tamil diaspora in Canada, the United States, and England, where he found rapid language shift to English not even spanning the course of one generation. Still, some interviewees commented on how many parents and grandparents were simply not interested in passing on Tamil to their children as an explanation for the lack of Tamil maintenance. However, more than disinterest, the language shift to English is explained by time-space linkages to language ideologies in the Tamil diaspora, which are ultimately rooted to Sri Lanka.  The prestige accorded to English in Sri Lanka has had carryover effects in the diaspora, particularly among those whose families did not have access to English before migrating.  As one interviewee explained, “Sometimes the parents what they are lacks in their life, they are trying to achieve through their children” (Canagarajah 2008: 160). 

Despite physical relocation, nation-based ideologies are also often found among more privileged, transnational populations, such as South Korean families who move to pursue jogi yuhak or ‘early (English) study abroad’ (ESA) for their children. As Song (2012) has documented, many of these families are motivated by the cultural capital that proficiency in English promises to provide for their children in South Korea, where English plays a pivotal role in children’s success in an increasingly competitive educational market.  While living in the United States, many families remain oriented to South Korea as the context for which English is learned, going so far as to enroll their children in schools where there are not many ESL students in order to give their children the most ‘native-like’ experience possible. In addition, these families avoid other Koreans, preferring that their children interact with Caucasian children. Hence, the very idea of study ‘abroad’ is refashioned to fit a Korean stereotype of the ‘best’ English, including ideologies of race that circulate in South Korea about which speakers provide English learners with the premium input.  In the end, then, although they are physically located in the U.S., Korean ESA families deterritorialize English in the American context and reterritoralize it to suit Korea-based indexicalities.

It is important to acknowledge that deterritorialized visions of language and place can also challenge what nation-based identities mean in the first place. For example, flows of Korean adoptees returning to live in Korea have begun to question the typically homogenous view of Korean ethnic identity (Higgins & Stoker 2011). When ethnic Koreans who were adopted by foreigners return to the country of their birth later in life, they do not fit in linguistically or culturally, and their learner varieties of Korean are often questioned since they do in fact appear Korean.  While many adoptee-returnees experience discrimination and marginalization as a result, others have pushed back and claimed a space to belong, going so far as to rally to change citizenship laws for adoptee returnees, who are now eligible for Korean passports. Rather than becoming authentically Korean from a nation-state orientation, Korean adoptee-returnees are asserting their authentic identities in more complex ways through self-ascribed labels such as “an overseas Korean,”  and “an adoptee who is a member of society” (2011: 407-408), ways of describing oneself that simultaneously index dislocation and legitimacy in the same context.

Reterritorialization describes how ethnic identities can be reestablished in the face of physical dislocation. In their research on diasporic Filipinos in Norway, Lanza and Svendsen (2007) found that social networks were key to language maintenance, but that the theory needed to expand to include Appadurai’s notion of scapes to account for the boundless nature of social networks through technology and media.  Filipinos who maintained their languages also maintained their economic ties to the Philippines and regularly interacted with friends and family by telephone, SMS, email, and the internet. As they explain (2007: 279), “through globalization, social relations are no longer territorially restricted.” Similar globalized networks through digitally-based communities have been studied by Lam (2009), who examined how Kaiyee, a young adult from China who had lived in the United States for two years, used instant messaging and web-based blogs to navigate three distinct communities, with each demanding a different communicative repertoire. First, she used Mandarin, Cantonese, and English in instant messaging to interact with peers from her school and the local Chinese community. Secondly, in an online game that she regularly played, she used features of African American English and hip hop references with other Asian Americans spread across the United States. Finally, she maintained a transnational network of her friends and relatives from China, with whom she blended Shanghainese and Mandarin in conversations referencing Shanghai, including discussion of her possible future return after she finished schooling in the United States. Kaiyee’s use of her communicative repertoire offers a clear case of how spatially oriented language can be, and how scapes function in producing distinct linguistic practices across local and transnational geographies.  
THE SPATIAL TURN IN EDUCATION

In this final section, I consider the implications of the spatial turn in the contexts of schooling, a realm of life which tends to resist deterritorialization, at least in terms of ideologies about language and place in curriculum designed for language learners. Nevertheless, learners and teachers do sometimes challenge the primordialist linkages between language and place, as studies of these language classrooms have revealed. It may be especially important to examine what spatial associations language is given in educational contexts for heritage learners who are navigating the complex layers of language, place, and identity for themselves. 

Though space is not often foregrounded in educational research on migrants, several key studies have examined the links between language, culture and ideologies of place in heritage language classrooms, where migrant and second-generation children study side by side.  A key finding is that such classrooms often act as vacuum-sealed versions of the home country.  For example, Blackledge and Creese (2012) provide rich examples of how one-to-one linkages between language, ethnicity, and place were presented but also challenged by learners in complementary schools in four English cities.  The schools offered Gujarati, Turkish, Chinese, and Bengali to second generation students and were run on the weekends and/or after school. The authors describe the form of instruction as “nationalism at a distance” (2012: 84), characterized by instruction about festivals, traditional rituals, and cultural artifacts, all directed at creating an identity for the heritage learners that was based on a sense of loss and sentiment about the home country despite relocation. In the classroom interactions, however, the students often mocked the cultural practices being taught such as Turkish folk dances by exaggerating the movements and fusing hip hop dance styles into their performance.  Though the students were clearly undermining their teachers, the point to be made is that the heritage learners were not necessarily disengaged with the material, but instead were reterritorializing it and layering on top of it their own, more familiar, cultural practices.


In the context of Spanish language learning in the U.S., a range of responses are found regarding the ‘location’ of Spanish. Some heritage learners themselves territorialize Spanish as a language located in other countries, rather than in local Spanish-speaking communities. In their study of postsecondary heritage learners, Coryell, Clark, and Pomerantz (2010) found that though the learners were often able to use Spanish alongside English to communicate in their local communities, they chose to study Spanish because they felt that the acquisition of “proper Spanish,” a variety delimited to a world in which only Spanish was spoken, was part of an idealized identity for which they all strived. On the other hand, in a study of the perceptions of Spanish textbooks in a university level Spanish class, DeFeo (2015) found that heritage learners embraced their “borderlands” identities rather than identifying with the language of Spain or Mexico. They took issue with the representation of Spanish as a language for travel and Spanish culture as located in other countries, and they found the textbooks to be inauthentic in reference to their own experiences.
Li Wei (2011, 2014) sees the complementary/heritage language classroom as a space created by and for language learning practices where location-based visions of language and ethnicity can be supplanted with new configurations of translingual and transcultural repertoires.  He argues that the classroom can be a translanguaging space, a concept that treats the activities of learning and teaching at the center and allows for teachers and students to use all aspects of their linguistic repertoires to participate in those activities. In his (2014) discussion of a Mandarin complementary school in England in which Cantonese-English speaking children are enrolled, he presents the case of a boy asking how to write the Cantonese form of “excuse me.” The boy is told (erroneously) that such expressions cannot be written in Cantonese, and he is then given other options for how to write a Mandarin expression, which is more formal in nature. This then leads to a flurry of translingual activity, including the use of Cantonese and English to learn about Mandarin, metalinguistic discussions of written and spoken language, and metalinguistic questions about the pragmatic differences between Mandarin and Cantonese. As a result of the discussion, the students become more aware of the status differences between Mandarin and Cantonese, something that is echoed in a larger scale outside the classroom, where Mandarin is quickly taking over the spaces where Cantonese used to dominate, including the Chinese media and cultural activities such as the Chinese New Year celebrations. Li Wei (2014: 173) explains that contrary to widely circulating beliefs that languages need to be kept separate, “the complementary school classroom for multilingual minority ethnic children is a translanguaging space where the conventional configurations, categories, structures and power relations are challenged and where new meanings, values and subjectivities are developed.” This translanguaging space does more than affirm use of students’ home languages and allow them to co-exist; Instead, translanguaging “creates a social space for the multilingual language user by bringing together different dimensions of their personal history, experience and environment, their attitude, belief and ideology, their cognitive and physical capacity into one coordinated and meaningful performance, and making it into a lived experience” (Li Wei 2011: 1223).

Similar perspectives are offered in the context of adult ESOL courses, where Baynham and Simpson (2010) theorize the identity positions that are routinely made available to English speakers of other languages (ESOL) learners in England in courses meant to prepare them to pass exams required for citizenship within the National Qualifications Framework (NQF). In their analysis of one NQF classroom, they analyze the spatial arrangements involved in the construction of the ESOL learners as located in a liminal space with reference to English society. Their ‘classroom’ was actually in the main hall of a community center at a university, which meant that people passed through with regular frequency as they attempted to maintain their focus on learning English. In addition, the discourse of levels of English and language learning (“moving up”) were represented in spatial terms among both both teachers and students and formed the basis of their language learner identities as they aspired to pass the exam. The authors write (2010: 438): “it is hard not to see a Foucauldian disciplining and regulation of the self at work, as learners are literally transformed in the words of their teachers and themselves into Entry 1s, 2s, and 3s, embarking implicitly on a vertical trajectory that can in theory lead them upwards and onwards.” While the preparation to pass the NQF citizenship exam raises questions about the value of the relatively basic forms of English the learners were acquiring, the larger point is that classrooms such as these offer students a ‘‘space of becoming’’ (2010: 438) that is deeply interconnected to governmental policies about migration and citizenship. 

FUTURE DIRECTIONS

An approach to language that foregrounds spatial practices and analyzes them within their historical and political contexts is essential for understanding the ways that migrants and other dislocated/relocated people navigate their new environments.  Promising lines of research on language, space, place, and migration include place-making among migrants and diasporic affiliations that transcend place. As previous work has shown (Lanza and Svendsen 2007), it will be important to consider networks from a spatial perspective, including people’s virtual communities. Greater attention can be placed on understanding how the superdiversity produced through migration complexifies space through layers of space and place relations as well. This work can be even more meaningful if deeper engagements are made with current scholarship in geography, urban planning, and anthropology that treats human activity and interconnectedness as the starting point for locating migration and understanding reconfigurations of space (Glick Schiller and Caglar 2010, Soja 1996). 
In the context of language education, a deeply contextualized analysis of space is needed for research on how official policies affect language learning and socioeconomic mobility. Researchers can explore how the spaces of pedagogy are shaped by policy with attention to the curriculum and the institutional identities performed by teachers and learners. More work also needs to be done that examines learners’ critical responses to the ways that languages, cultures, and people are positioned in language learning spaces. Research that builds on De Certeau’s and Lefebrve’s activity-orientation to place will be of special importance in the area of heritage language education.  

SUMMARY 

This chapter has examined the ways that space, place, and language are being retheorized in light of the spatial turn, with attention to the increasing mobility of populations around the world. Spatial orientations to language were discussed with reference to variationist work in sociolinguistics, linguistic landscape research, and scapes, and the impact of these ideas was considered in the context of language education. As migration and border crossing continues to become a norm for much of the world, spatial perspectives can play a growing role in understanding changing language practices and in developing pedagogical practices that benefit translocal, multilingual speakers. 
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