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1. Introduction

There is no better way to learn about one’s own culture, country and beliefs than
to leave home and experience other cultures and belief systems. It is the juxtaposition
of the known and the unknown that leads one to reflect on his/her own beliefs as an
individual and a member of society and which enables one to view these things
critically as well. It is just such a juxtaposition which has led me to the topic of this
thesis — to compare and contrast certain key topics in the language policy and planning
ideologies and realities in both the United States of America and Austria — a subject that
is very near and dear to my heart as an American who has lived, worked and studied in
Austria for almost three years now. During my Bachelors studies in the United States |
studied Linguistics among other subjects, and was of course confronted with a course
on American Linguistics, which included several major issues in American Language
Policy and Planning. However, it was not until | came to Austria and experienced a
very different kind of Language Policy that | began to grasp the magnitude and
implications of that which exists in the US. The longer I lived and studied in Austria,
the more the differences between the two countries’ language policies became apparent
to me, and thus this thesis was born. What are the major differences between the
Language Policy and Planning in Austria and that in the United States? Are there any
similarities as well? Can a comparison and contrast of the two Language Policies lead
us to recommendations for changes in one or both of the countries involved? These are
the main questions | aim to answer below.

Firstly, it is important to define the key terms which will be used throughout the
text. In the first section I will define: “language policy”, “language planning”,
“Sprachpolitik”, “Sprachenpolitik”, and other important expressions which are essential
to the subsequent discussion. Following the defining of these key terms, | will outline
the important issues in the Language Policy and Planning of both countries, including a
sketch of the current language landscape in both nations. The second chapter will then
focus on the existence or absence of an Official Language (or Amtsprache in German)
in Austria and the United States respectively, and the consequent implications. In this
chapter I will examine Protokoll Nr. 10 as a building-block to constructing an Austrian
identity separate from Germany through emphasizing the differences in the two
National Standards. The English-Only Movement in the United States and the
disparities between Federal and individual State laws, along with the implications of

and reasoning behind having no official language (at least at the federal level), will also
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be surveyed in Chapter Two. The focal point of the third chapter is Minority Language
Rights, from the Autochthone Minderheitensprachen in Austria and the Native
American languages in the United States to the Neue Minderheiten Sprachen (mainly
Turkish, Bosnian, Croatian and Serbian — often abbreviated as BKS in German) in
Austria and Spanish in the US as the language of the most recent mass wave of
immigration. Chapter Four will then examine Language Education Policy in the two
countries. | will take a close look at the Bilingual Education Act and its more current
form, Article 111 of the No Child Left Behind Act, as well as general American
sentiments towards the need to learn a foreign language. On the Austrian side | will
explore the role of the European Union in shaping the foreign language education policy
of English + 1, as well as the role of bilingual education in instructing students whose
mother tongue is not German. Finally, in the conclusion some closing remarks and
comparisons will be made — how countries can learn from each other’s language

policies and practices and a look toward the future.

1.1 Definition of Key Terms

It is important to first define the main terms which will be used, as in much of
the literature authors use varying meanings for the same word. Whereas in English one
talks of Language Policy and Planning (sometimes abbreviated as LPP), in German it is
Sprach- und Sprachenpolitik, which in English would roughly translate to “politics of
language and languages”. “Various authors [...] have taken language policy to mean
everything from interpretations of national constitutions, through legislation, official
statements by governing bodies, government funding of language related activities, and
court rulings, to the implications of lack of government action” (Ricento & Burnaby
1998, p. 33). On his Language Policy website, James Crawford defines Language
Policy as:

What government does officially — through legislation, court decisions, executive

action, or other means — to (a) determine how languages are used in public

contexts, (b) cultivate language skills needed to meet national priorities, or (c)

establish the rights of individuals or groups to learn, use, and maintain

languages (Crawford 2008, online — accessed March 15, 2013).

However, Crawford’s definition does not take into account the fact that a lack of

legislation or action is also in and of itself a policy. Basically, “language policy” is an
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all-encompassing term used to refer to any and all actions (or inactions) on the part of a
government, which affect language. “Language planning” (or Sprachplanung in
German), on the other hand, is always deliberate and in respect to the inner-workings of
one language, and can be broken down into two types: “status planning”
(Statusplanung) and “corpus planning” (Corpusplanung). In other words, in general,
“unter Sprachplanung versteht man politische Aktivitdten, mit denen versucht wird,
bewusst und zielgerichtet auf gesellschaftliche Kommunikationssysteme Einfluss zu
nehmen” (de Cillia 2003, p. 16). ,,Status planning®, just as the name suggests, refers to
all initiatives taken in order to influence the status, or prestige, of a given language.
One example of status planning, which has a huge impact on the language policy of any
given country, is the enactment (or not) of an official language. “Corpus planning”, on
the other hand, includes “alle MaBBnahmen, die zur Herstellung, zum Erhalt, zur
Verbesserung und zur Entwicklung eines sprachlichen Standards gesetzt werden” (de
Cillia 2003, p. 17). Corpus planning, therefore, includes all measures enacted to
standardize and codify a given language — dictionaries, for example, are a common tool
used in corpus planning. In summary, in English, Language Policy is an umbrella term
used to refer to all initiatives taken (or not taken) by a government to affect language(s)
and their use, and Language Planning is a slightly more specific term which falls under
this umbrella. Language Policy and Planning cannot necessarily be separated into two
distinct terms, hence the grouping of the two together into LPP.

In German, the terms and distinctions between them are slightly different than
their English counterparts. The two main terms, as previously stated, are Sprachpolitik
and Sprachenpolitik — the extra —en makes all the difference! Whereas many
understand these two terms to be synonymous, others differentiate between
Sprachpolitik — the “Sachverhalt einer politisch reglementierten Sprachverwendung”,
and Sprachenpolitik, which “bezieht sich auf den Status und die gesellschaftliche
Funktion von Sprachen” (de Cillia, 2003, p. 11). Ergo, Language Planning
(Sprachplanung) would fall under Sprachpolitik, — i.e. all initiatives which influence the
inner-workings of one particular language (usually the official language of the State in
this case). Meanwhile, all policies which influence the relationship between languages
and language varieties within a society and their use would fall under the category of
Sprachenpolitik. As with the English terms, the boundaries between Sprach- and
Sprachenpolitik are very fluid and not always distinguishable.



In this paper, as it is written in English, | will largely stick to the English terms,
except in cases where the use of the German is warranted. To these basic Language
Policy terms, I would like to add two more, which describe the kind of LPP a country
has: an “intentional/explicit” language policy versus a “laissez-faire/implicit” language
policy. The concept of a “laissez-faire” language policy has come up in the literature
repeatedly, and is used to refer to those countries where there is no explicitly stated,
long-term policy regarding language issues and use. By “intentional/explicit” language
policy, I refer to countries where there are explicit policies with a long-term outline and
intended goals, and where LPP is relatively more regulated. As with all things in life,
no collective Language Policy of a country is completely “intentional” or “laissez-

faire”, but rather, these things exist on a continuum, as can be seen in Figure 1:

Figure 1: Language Policy Spectrum

Laissez-faire/implicit Intentional/explicit, highly
regulated
< ’[\ >
USA Austria France

It is impossible to completely regulate and control all language policy aspects within a
society, because Language Policy and Planning is not just a top-down phenomenon, but
also influenced by individuals, organizations and institutions operating within said
society, therefore no country can be at one extreme of the spectrum or the other, but
rather somewhere along it. For example, a country like France, which not only has an
official language which must be used in all official and public documents according to
the Loi Toubon®, but also highly regulates said language through the Académie francaise
and has a history of suppressing varieties other than the standard would be closer to the
intentional/explicit end of the spectrum, whereas the United States, as will be shown
throughout the following chapters, falls closer to the laissez-faire/implicit end of the
spectrum for many reasons, including the lack of an official language, and relatively

minimal, clear legislation on language-related matters. Austria, in comparison, is closer

' The Loi Toubon bans the use of English words where an equivalent in French exists. A terminology
commission set up by the ministry published a glossary of terms in French to replace Anglicisms, for
example: restovite instead of fast food, or baladeur instead of walkman, or even more absurdly, coup de
pied de coin instead of corner (de Cillia 2003, p. 12).
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to the middle of the spectrum, especially given recent legislation regarding immigrants
and German proficiency requirements and the confirmation of a standard Austrian
German variety as part of Austria’s entry into the European Union (more on both these
items below).

It is precisely due to the existence of a Language Policy Spectrum that
comparisons of different countries’ Language Policies are so relevant and necessary.
Especially in our increasingly global world, no country exists in a vacuum, and the
same can be said for each country’s language policy. There is no longer such a thing as
a monolingual society, and just because on paper one country ends and another begins
does not mean that they do not affect each other and each other’s policies. For example,
the international role of English — or better said, World Englishes — has now
transcended national boundaries and, whether or not said policies are positive or
negative, just about every country has some sort of explicit or implicit policy regarding
varieties of English, usage and domains. This is not just true of English and its many
varieties, but for any standard language and its corresponding varieties. Through a
thorough comparison of various countries’ language policies — explicit and implicit
alike — and these policies’ implications, perhaps we can start to understand what kinds
of policies work, which ones don’t, how they work, and in which kinds of situations

each type of policy functions best for the good of the society.

1.2 Lanquage Landscape

Before jumping into a more detailed discussion of various language issues facing
both countries, it is important to look at their language landscapes — i.e. the various
languages spoken and in what percentages. Both countries have a very multicultural
and multilingual history, although in different ways. Austria has a much longer history,
dating back to the days of the Austro-Hungarian Empire (from the name, one can
already see that the empire encompassed many different ethnicities and languages —
what have become the current nation-states we have today). Although the Austria we
know today — the Second Republic, which regained Austrian independence after World
War Il in 1955 — is much smaller in land-mass than the previous Empire, that is not to
say that it is not comprised of the same multi-ethnic diversity characteristic of the
former Empire. According to the 2001 Austrian census data, as published in a report by
the organization Statistik Austria and shown in the following table (Figure 2, on page
9), there are 8,032,926 inhabitants in 2001, of which 710,926 — or 8.85% — are labeled
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Figure 2 (http://www.volkszaehlung.at — accessed 26 February, 2013):

Bevolkerung nach Umgangssprache, Staatsangehoérigkeit und Geburtsland

Osterreicher
s Insgesamt SR dar.: in Osterreich Auslander
geboren
1 2 3 4
Insgesamt 8032926 7322000 6913512 710926
Deutsch 7115780 6991388 6745701 124392
Sprachen der anerkannten osterr. Volksgruppen 119667 82504 49321 37163
Burgenland-Kroatisch 19412 19374 18943 38
Romanes 6273 4348 1732 1925
Slowakisch 10234 3343 1172 6891
Slowenisch 24855 17953 13225 6902
Tschechisch 17742 11035 4137 6707
Ungarisch 40583 25884 9565 14699
Windisch 568 567 547 1
Sprachen des ehem. Jugoslawien und der Tiirkei 534207 133364 62664 400843
Bosnisch 34857 3306 1286 31551
Kroatisch 131307 25820 11216 105487
Mazedonisch 5145 1127 609 4018
Serbisch 177320 41944 18777 135376
Turkisch 183445 60028 30405 123417
Kurdisch 2133 1139 371 994
Englisch, Franzésisch, Italienisch 79514 43469 29770 36045
Englisch 58582 33427 23415 25155
Franzésisch 10190 4977 3020 5213
Italienisch 10742 5065 3335 5677
Sonstige europdische Sprachen 116892 38660 14465 78232
Albanisch 28212 3766 1522 24446
Bulgarisch 5388 1885 338 3503
Danisch 735 296 191 439
Finnisch 987 346 205 641
Griechisch 3098 1643 862 1455
Hollandisch/Flamisch 3802 1413 874 2389
Norwegisch 569 237 151 332
Polnisch 30598 12699 3695 17899
Portugiesisch 3197 1323 645 1874
Rumanisch 16885 4669 1228 12216
Russisch, Ukrainisch, Weirussisch 8446 2980 848 5466
Schwedisch 2683 872 573 1811
Spanisch 9976 5712 3027 4264
sonstige europaische Sprachen 2316 819 306 1497
Afrikanische Sprachen 19408 10020 4025 9388
Arabisch 17592 9610 3836 7982
sonstige afrikanische Sprachen 1816 410 189 1406
Asiatische Sprachen 47420 22576 7554 24844
Chinesisch 9960 5022 1543 4938
Hebraisch 1189 596 237 593
Indisch 3582 1631 617 1951
Indonesisch 451 174 84 277
Japanisch 1806 405 242 1401
Koreanisch 1264 316 113 948
Persisch 10665 4749 1258 5916
Philippinisch 5582 3861 1281 1721
Thailandisch 1593 518 211 1075
Vietnamesisch 2310 1630 473 680
andere asiatische Sprachen 9018 3674 1495 5344
Andere Sprachen, unbekannt 38 19 12 19




as foreigners. At the beginning of the published report is a section which defines key
terms/categories used throughout. In this section, “Austrian” (Osterreicher) is defined
as anyone possessing Austrian citizenship, including those who have multiple
citizenships. “Foreigner” (Auslander) is defined as anyone living in Austria who has
not obtained Austrian citizenship. According to the data, 88.58% of the total population
reported having German as their Umgangssprache (language of daily use). The term
Umgangssprache is used in the report to mean any language spoken in the private sector
(at home, with family and friends, etc.), and therefore is not meant to include foreign
language abilities, although it is not clear if people understood and answered in that
way. Only 1.5% of the Austrian population reported using an Autochthone
Minderheitensprache (minority language native to Austria) as their language of daily
use, whereas 6.65% stated that they speak one of the “Neue Minderheitensprachen”
(new minority languages due to immigration), including: Bosnian, Croatian,
Macedonian, Serbian, Turkish and Kurdish. After German, the most widely used
language of daily use is BKS (Bosnian, Croatian and Serbian), as, despite modern
nationalistic tendencies to separate the three into separate languages, they are similar
enough to be linguistically categorized as one pluricentric language. After BKS comes
Turkish, with 2.28% of the population reporting using it on a daily basis — each one of
these languages on their own outnumbering the collective number of Autochthone
Minderheitensprachen reported spoken in Austria (de Cillia/Wodak 2006).

In comparison to Austria, the United States, as can be seen in the following table
(Figure 3, on page 11), is a much larger nation with a reported population of
280,950,438 people five years and older, according to the 2007 Census statistics, as
published by the U.S. Census Bureau in 2010. The United States is a relatively young
nation, having been founded in 1776, when they declared independence from Great
Britain. However, even before the founding of the nation, there is a longer history of
settlements and language contact in the New World, starting with the Native American
languages — of which there were many, belonging to multiple language families — and
continuing with many different European languages brought by settlers over hundreds
of years — most notably English, Spanish, French and German, among many others.
The United States was established as a land of immigrants, and since its inception has
an ongoing, unbroken history of continued immigration, forever adding to its language
landscape. Of the 280,950,438 people counted in the 2007 Census, 225,505,953, or
80.27%, reported speaking only English at home. The remaining 55,444,485 people
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Figure 3 (Shin & Kominski 2010, p. 7, accessed February 26, 2013):

Detailed Languages Spoken at Home by English-Speaking Ability for the Population

5 Years and Older: 2007

(For information on confidentiality protection, sampling error, nonsampling error, and definitions, see www.census.gov/acs/www/)

Percentage
of speakers English-speaking ability

Characteristic of a non-

Number of English
speakers language Very well Well Not well Not at all
Populatlon 5 yearsandolder............... 280,950,438 (X) (X) X) (X) (X)
Spoke only Englishathome .................... 225,505,953 (X) (X) (X) (X) (X)
Spoke a language other than Englishathome ...... 55,444,485 100.0 55.9 198 16.3 8.1
Spoke a language other than English at home. ... | 55,444,485 100.0 55.9 19.8 16.3 8.1
Spanish or SpanishCreole.................... 34,547,077 62.3 52.6 18.3 18.4 10.7
Other Indo-European languages . .............. 10,320,730 18.6 67.2 19.6 104 2.8
EYBRCHT . o s soniesossonia ammrais o 518 men S7s0as Soslaie BI85 1,355,805 2.5 78.2 145 6.8 0.4
ErenchiCreolers e s e aim i s S e sui vy 629,019 1.1 56.7 243 14.8 43
talian . ... ... 798,801 1.4 71.8 17.2 9.6 1.4
PoRIGUESE . o-awiass s mais s sim s s e St sl v 687,126 1.2 56.6 220 14.9 6.4
German: s RN R R s E 1,104,354 2.0 82.8 12.6 4.4 0.3
s (o] =1 1 USRS PO 158,991 0.3 70.3 183 9.5 1.9
Other West Germanic languages . . ............. 270,178 0.5 76.2 19.7 3.4 0.7
Scandinavianlanguages. . .. ... ... .. il 134,925 0.2 86.4 113 22 0.1
OB s oo O S o S SR SR (R S A S 329,825 0.6 73.0 16.5 9.6 1.0
Russians s s R s T snE e 851,174 1.5 498 252 18.2 6.7
PO o scorsiimmsmapsrsysmmaron wisgesrars P ——— 638,059 1.2 56.8 240 15.2 4.1
Serbo-Croatian:: . Hrsseasaamia AL SR 276,550 0.5 58.4 244 14.3 2.9
Other Slavic languages. . . .................... 312,109 0.6 61.6 23.0 125 2.9
ARTIBIAN & wocismtaia s, 610 5805 318 R0 S 50A08 SRETE R8T 875 221,865 0.4 55.1 21.7 14.9 8.2
R PS5 e D S e T B G S R O 349,686 0.6 61.7 226 12.4 3.3
Gujarati. .. ..o 287,367 0.5 64.1 215 10.6 3.9
I - e T S e S S R R VAL A R B i 532,911 1.0 79.6 153 4.0 4
Urdu .o e 344,942 0.6 701 19.1 8.3 2.4
OtherIndic1anguages: . -« -« s e ww smvms somaeaamse 55 616,147 11 61.4 244 10.2 4.0
Other Indo-European languages ............... 420,896 0.8 62.5 229 [ P 3.2
Aslan and Paclfic Island languages. . ........... 8,325,886 15.0 51.4 26.2 17.0 5.4
Ghinese: o s e as ST s e sassys 2,464,572 4.5 444 25.7 19.6 10.3
JAPANCSE ..o mimisrsimis oinarn 65 s s o o v 458,717 0.8 53.8 29.1 15.7 1.4
ONORRY 2.t S o B S A R B A SR S 1,062,337 1.9 41.8 29.3 242 4.7
Mon-Khmer, Cambodian. . .................... 185,056 0.3 46.3 25.6 214 6.7
EIMONG s wtvoesesstairsine: 405 e 31800 SPR4a05 SUsS16 S5875:5 505 181,069 0.3 52.9 241 155 7.4
Thab: s s a s s s sisy 144,405 0.3 48.4 348 14.7 2.1
BAOMAN oo imsavsimo meroasa sisssvar oo e spa s asmsiraeis 149,045 0.3 51.1 235 19.9 5.4
NIOINAMEBE i s s S e A SR 1,207,004 2.2 39.3 29.0 25.2 6.5
Other Asianlanguages. .. .................... 634,608 1.1 701 20.2 7.5 2.2
TagAIOG - o cvnwvsmimin s wip o iSRS SRgRIS SRS RO 615 1,480,429 2.7 69.0 238 6.5 0.6
Other Pacific Island languages. . ............... 358,644 0.7 63.1 26.0 10.0 0.8
OO IANHATOR) - o ooy iy s s S ms aaTanos 2,250,792 4.1 701 19.7 8.1 2.1
NaVRIO: i R A s s T s E e 170,717 0.3 75.3 144 7.3 2.9
Other Native American languages . ............. 200,560 0.4 86.4 10.0 3.2 0.4
FURGATIRN:: 5 i s S e e s e s i s 91,297 0.2 716 20.0 7.3 1.0
ArabiC . . ..o 767,319 1.4 66.2 221 9.7 2.0
A O D PO et e B S S A TS 213,576 0.4 81.6 147 3.1 0.5
Alfcan languages. s Eivs sataesiesiisigeys 699,518 1.3 66.2 22.6 8.8 2.3
AllotherlangQUaEes . . ..o c.ova v sssasminesosesamiss 107,805 0.2 62.3 19.0 11.6 7.0

(X) Not applicable.

Note: Margins of error for all estimates can be found in Appendix Table 3B at <www.census.gov/population/www/socdemo/language
/appendix.html>. For more information on the ACS, see <www.census.gov/acs/www/>.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2007 American Community Survey.
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surveyed (19.73%) stated that they speak a language other than English at home (which
Is not to say that they do not also speak English). The survey did not only ask what
languages were spoken at home, but for those who reported speaking a language other
than English at home, it also asked each subject to self-evaluate his/her English-
speaking ability — the possible values being: “very well”, “well”, “not well” and “not at
all”. The vast majority of subjects rated themselves as speaking English “very well”, at
55.9%, followed by 19.8% marking “well”, 16.3% “not well” and, coming in last, 8.1%
speaking English “not at all”. Without a doubt the most common language spoken other
than English in the United States is Spanish, with 34,547,077 people reporting speaking
“Spanish or Spanish Creole” at home (12.3% of the total population). Again, an
overwhelming majority (52.6%) reported also speaking English “very well”, with then
10.7% stating that they don’t speak English at all. The Native American languages are
all lumped together, except for Navajo which is listed separately (most likely because it
is the Native American language with the largest number of speakers). Of these Native
American languages, a mere 371,277 people — or 0.13% of the population — are listed as

speaking one at home. We will come back to this fact later in Chapter Three.

Figure 4 (Shin & Kominski 2010, p. 10, accessed February 26, 2013):

Percentage of the Population Who Spoke a Language Other Than
English at Home by State: 2007

|:| Less than 10.0 percent (28 states)
10.0 to 19.9 percent (11 states)
- 20.0 to 29.9 percent (9 states)
- 30.0 percent and higher (3 states)

United States: 19.7 percent

Note: Population 5 years and older. For information on confidentiality protection, sampling error,
nonsampling error, and definitions, see <www.census.gov/acs/www/>.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2007 American Community Survey.
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Because the United States encompasses such a massive land area, it is also
important to take a quick look at the placement of non-English speakers throughout the
50 states, as some states have very few and others relatively many, which thus affects
differences in Language Policy and Planning at the state-level. As can be seen in Figure
4, on page 11, in a slight majority of the states, 28 states to be exact, the percentage of
the state’s population that speaks a language other than English at home is less than
10%, followed by 11 states where 10-19.9% of the population speaks a language other
than English at home, then 9 states between 20-29.9%, and finally only 3 states
(California, New Mexico and Texas) where over 30% of the state’s population speaks a
language other than English at home.

While these census data can give us a good idea about the general outline of
what languages are spoken in each country, there are also issues inherent to using such
data. For one, such surveys only take account of legal residents of a country, not
including any undocumented immigrants who might slightly alter the language
landscape, at least percentage-wise, of a society. Furthermore, the results are
completely reliant on self-reporting, which is not always accurate and does not
necessarily paint the most accurate picture. In the Austrian census data from 2001, only
people who are registered with Austria as their Hauptwohnsitz (main residence) are
included, meaning that anyone registered under a Nebenwohnsitz (secondary residence)
is not included in the survey, no matter if they do in fact live mainly in Austria.
Moreover, although subjects had the option to report multiple languages for their
Umgangssprache, when it came to tabulating the results, anyone reporting German and
another language was counted only under the non-German language in order to not
count said person twice, meaning that there are in fact more people using German on a
daily basis than the numbers show. According to statistics dealing solely with the

question of German versus German + another language versus no German:

Figure 5:

Umgangssprache Wohnbevdlk. Staatsburger
Ausschliel’lich Deutsch 88,6% 95,5%
Deutsch und andere 8,6% 4,1%
Sprache

Ausschliel’lich nicht 2,8% 0,4%
Deutsch

(LEPP: Country Report Austria Table 5a, p. 134)
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While this gives a slightly better idea of the number of people who are mono- versus
multilingual, there is still the issue of self-reporting which is inherent to all census data.
In the United States census data, the numbers are only given for the population that is
five years or older, meaning that a percentage of the population is not counted at all, in
contrast to the Austrian Census data, which includes people of all ages. For a more
exact and detailed analysis, one would have to rely on figures other than just census
data. However, the goal here is to paint a picture of the language situation of each

country with broad strokes, which the census data has provided us.
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2. Official Lanquage

2.1 Austrian-German and Austrian ldentity

Arguably the most important Language Policy and Planning decision a nation
can make is the assignation and implementation (or not) of an official language. The
modern concept of a “nation-state” is in fact very theoretical and arbitrary, and in order
to justify the nations’ boundaries, we search for common ground that binds us as a
people; or as de Cillia defines “national identity”:

Ein im Zuge der Sozialisation interiorisierter Komplex von gemeinsamen und

ahnlichen Vorstellungen bzw. Wahrnehmungsschemata, von gemeinsamen und

ahnlichen emotionalen Einstellungen, Haltungen und Verhaltensdispositionen

(de Cillia 1998, p. 54).

One of the most common characteristics to be associated with national identity is a
common language. Take for example this famous quote after the Unification of Italy in
1861 by Massimo d’Azeglio: “We have made Italy, now we must make Italians” — the
founding and spreading of a national standard Italian was an integral part of “making
Italians”, particularly through education and increasing literacy rates. Whereas
language first played an important role in Italy after the fact of Unification, in other
instances it has been an inciting factor. For example, in the dissolution of the former
Yugoslavia into the current separate states that now exist, language was a major factor
in determining and justifying national boundaries. Language and identity are
inextricably linked, an idea which we will come back to repeatedly throughout this
chapter.

The official language (or Amtsprache) of Austria is German, as set out in Article
8 of the Bundes-Verfassungsgesetz:

Artikel 8. (1) Die deutsche Sprache ist, unbeschadet der den sprachlichen

Minderheiten bundesgesetzlich eingerdumten Rechte, die Staatssprache der

Republik (BVG 8§88, accessed February 26, 2013).

As can be seen, it is written in very plain language that leaves no doubt in anyone’s
mind that “the German language” is the official language of Austria — a very strong and
clear language policy position. However, as any linguist can attest to, “the German
language” is not as clear a concept as it may seem at first glance.

The fact that German is a pluricentric/plurinational language is not at all

addressed Article 8, leaving room for interpretation, as to what exactly constitutes “the
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German language”. A pluricentric language is “eine Sprache, deren Verbreitungsgebiet
sich[...] Uber mehrere Zentren der sprachlichen Entwicklung verfiigt” (de Cillia 1998,
p. 68), and following this logic, a plurinational language is a pluricentric language
whose area and centers of use cross national borders, and for each different language-
center of the plurinational language, there exists a national variety. For example,
German consists of several national varieties: that spoken in Germany, in Austria, in
Switzerland, etc. English is also a prototypical example of this phenomenon (perhaps
also because the term was introduced by an American, Willam A. Stewart), with such
national varieties as American-English, British-English, Australian-English, among
others (de Cillia 1998, p. 68).

When discussing the different varieties of a plurinational language, it is
important to also keep in mind the asymmetrical relationship that almost always exists
between said varieties — one variety may have more speakers, more international
recognition, etc. than the others. Michael Clyne developed the two terms, D(ominant)
nation (D-Nation in German) and O(ther) nation (A-Nation in German), to talk about
this asymmetry (Clyne 2005, p. 297). D nations “tendieren dazu, die Varietiten der A-
Nationen als [...] Nicht-Standard zu betrachten, und die Kultureliten der A-Nationen
unterwerfen sich den Normen der D-Nationen” (de Cillia 1998, p. 69). In the case of
German, Germany is without a doubt the D-nation. Germany has a larger population of
German-speakers than any other national variety, and, what’s more important, exports
said language and culture to a wider extent than the O-nations — take, for example, the
fact that the majority of people who learn German as a foreign language outside of a
German-speaking country learn the German-German variety. Furthermore, Germany is
the most politically and economically powerful of the various German-speaking nations,
and therefore has the metaphorical “army and navy” so to speak (to adapt the famous
quote often attributed to Max Weinreich). Following this schema, Austria is an O-
nation, speaking a variety of the German language which — by its own speakers as well
as by others — is often less valued than its counterpart in Germany. We will come back
to the concept of D- and O-nations below in connection with the United States and
English.

This differentiation between the Austrian and German national varieties has
been very important in the last 70 years, since the end of World War 11 in 1945. Before
1945, the concept of a separate Austrian-German variety did not exist; however, soon

after the war having a distinct variety became an integral part of creating an Austrian
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identity separate from that of Germany. As with Italy in 1861, there was a certain
amount of “Austrian-making” that needed to take place after World War II. According
to de Cillia (de Cillia 1998, p. 60), in 1964, 47% of Austrians viewed Austria as a
nation, while 15% still did not believe it was a nation, 66% in 1970 believed in the
Austrian nation while 8% answered the opposite, and finally in 1993 still only about
80% saw Awustria as a nation (a good majority, yes, but by no means unanimous), with
6% still not believing in its nationhood. One factor in making Austrians has been the
development of the Austrian variety of German over the past 70 years. Especially right
after the war, it became important for Austria to differentiate itself from Germany,
which all fed into the Opferthese, or the concept of Austria as Germany’s first victim in
the war instead of a willing partner. This concept thus furthered the “us versus them”
mentality — central in any nation-building effort — which further fed into the need for a
distinction between the variety of German spoken in Germany and that spoken in
Austria. Based on a study by Moosmiiller, published in 1989, “wird von der Mehrheit
der von Interviewten eine eigene [Austrian] Hochsprache angenommen und haufig auch
mit der nationalen Eigenstéindigkeit Osterreichs in Verbindung gebracht” (de Cillia
1998, p. 71) and “von der Mehrheit (ca. 90%) der Befragten werde eine scharfe
Trennung zur Bundesrepublik vollzogen” (de Cillia 1998, p. 71). It is, therefore, safe to
say that the Austrian variety of German has been well-developed since 1945 to the
extent that there now exist Austrian dictionaries, — Austrian-German is even an option
for Word spell-check! — the majority of Austrians are conscious of the existence of a
distinct variety, and culminating in the inclusion of Protokoll Nr. 10 (see below) as a

condition of Austria’s entry into the European Union in 1994.
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2.2 Austrian-German and Protokoll Nr. 10

Protokoll Nr. 10

UBER DIE VERWENDUNG SPEZIFISCH OSTERREICHISCHER AUSDRUCKE
DER DEUTSCHEN SPRACHE IM RAHMEN DER EUROPAISCHEN UNION

Im Rahmen der Europaischen Union gilt folgendes:

1. Die in der Osterreichischen Rechtsordnung enthaltenen und im Anhang zu diesem

Protokoll aufgelisteten spezifisch dsterreichischen Ausdriicke der deutschen

Sprache haben den gleichen Status und dirfen mit der gleichen Rechtswirkung

verwendet werden wie die in Deutschland verwendeten entsprechenden

Ausdriicke, die im Anhang aufgefiihrt sind.

2. In der deutschen Sprachfassung neuer Rechtsakte werden die im Anhang

genannten spezifisch dsterreichischen Ausdriicke den in Deutschland

verwendeten Ausdriicken in geeigneter Form hinzugeflgt.

Osterreich Amtsblatt der Osterreich Amtsblatt der
Europdischen Europdischen
Union Union
Beiried Roastbeef Melanzani Aubergine
Eierschwammerl Pfifferlinge Nuss Kugel
Erdéapfel Kartoffeln Obers Sahne
Faschiertes Hackfleisch Paradeiser Tomaten
Fisolen Griine Bohnen Powidl Pflaumenmus
Grammeln Grieben Ribisel Johannisbeeren
Huferl Hufte Rostbraten Hochrippe
Karfiol Blumenkohl Schlogel Keule
Kohlsprossen Rosenkohl Topfen Quark
Kren Meerrettich Vogerlsalat Feldsalat
Lungenbraten Filet Weichseln Sauerkirschen
Marillen Aprikosen

(Protokoll Nr. 10,

http://www.ris.bka.qv.at/GeltendeFassung.wxe? Abfrage=Bundesnormen&

Gesetzesnummer=10007687, accessed April 4, 2013)



http://www.ris.bka.gv.at/GeltendeFassung.wxe?Abfrage=Bundesnormen&

In 1994, leading up to the vote within Austria on whether or not to join the
European Union, the government financed an advertisement campaign entitled
“Erdépfelsalat bleibt Erdépfelsalat”. Not only does this campaign, and the ensuing
Protokoll Nr. 10, point to a view of Austrian-German being significantly different from
German-German, but it also highlights the fact that the language issue was at the center
of many Austrians’ concerns over joining the European Union. If they became a
member-state, would Austrians suddenly find themselves eating Quarkstrudel instead of
Topfenstrudel, and asking for a Tiite at the supermarket in which to carry their groceries
instead of at an ice cream parlor in which to eat their ice cream? Or would they have to
give up their typical Austrian dish, Burenwurscht, which de Cillia plays off of in the
title of his book, Burenwurscht bleibt Burenwurscht, and which | further allude to in the
title of this thesis? These very real concerns further highlight the extent to which the
distinct variety of German spoken in Austria has become an integral part of Austrian
identity, and one which people are not willing to give up.

Another further important factor in the inclusion of Protokoll Nr. 10 into EU law
is the fact that the European Union has a very open and inclusive language policy. For
example, the official languages of the European Union include all languages spoken by
member-states; however, the working languages are mainly English, French, and to a
lesser extent, German. Even so, the EU has a relatively generous budget dedicated to
translation services, which is very telling of their policy of inclusion. This pluricentric
and inclusive atmosphere made it, in part, possible for legislation such as Protokoll Nr.
10, which cemented the pluricentricity of the German language and its various varieties,
to come about. In this sense, Protokoll Nr. 10 was a real coup, being the first legislation
to recognize and legitimize the Austrian variety of German, and also putting it on equal
footing with the variety from Germany (de Cillia 1998).

The positive aspects of Protokoll Nr. 10 notwithstanding, there are also several
critiques of the legislation. One major concern that some have is that it is too specific,
and another is that it covers only one aspect of language (lexicon), ignoring differences
in others, for instance morphology. Ask any Austrian to come up with a list of
differences between German-German and Austrian-German, and the list will be far
more wide-ranging than that included in Protokoll Nr. 10. Indeed, “in jedem Fall hat
die EU-Terminologiekommission [...] mit der Erstellung eines Glossars reagiert,
indem... eine Liste von ca. 1500 Wortern aufgefiihrt wird” (de Cillia 1998, p. 85). So

what made the higher-ups decide to include just these 23 food-related items, out of the
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1500+ possibilities? According to the chapter devoted to Austrian-German and
Austrian identity in Burenwurscht bleibt Burenwurscht (de Cillia 1998), a much longer

list of terms was generated, but in the end only these 23 made the cut because they
decided to limit the words on the list to those that had previously been used in European
Union documents:

Durch Osterreichs Beitritt ergab sich sozusagen keine neue Amtssprache, aber

das Problem, daR in einigen EG-Rechtsakten, die Eingang in die dsterreichische

Rechtslandschaft finden, Begriffe wie >>Quark<< oder >>Aprikosen<<

vorkommen, die dem 6sterreichischen Sprachgebrauch fremd sind (de Cillia

1998, p. 81).

In other words, the items on the list were limited to just those words which had already
appeared in official documents existing in EU laws, and which would be “foreign” to
Austrians, and ergo incomprehensible (although arguably most Austrians are aware of
the German-German word for at least several of those words which made the list). The
question is, therefore, whether in the future EU delegates are more likely to follow the
letter or the spirit of the law. Will they really limit the equal status of Austrian-German
and German-German to just these 23 words, or will they in fact expand the definition of
the Protocol and apply it to other differences between the two varieties? Based on these
worries, some believe a more general clause is warranted, however, the more general
the clause, the more one runs the risk of overwhelming and not knowing where to draw
the line.

Based on the reactions and comments of people in Austria and Germany, it is
safe to say that more needs to be done before the two varieties of German are really
viewed as equal, if it is even possible, given the asymmetrical power relationship
between the variety of the D-Nation (Germany in this instance) and that of the O-Nation
(Austria). One example that the equal status of the two varieties does not necessarily
extend past the use of the 23 terms included in Protokoll Nr. 10 is the fact that Austrian-
German is not taken into account by the Translation Services: “laut Auskunft des
Koordinators fiir die deutsche Sprache im Ubersetzungsdienst der Kommission die
Osterreichischen Varianten in Komposita nicht beriicksichtigt werden” (de Cillia 1998,
p. 85). De Cillia further quotes an article from “Kurier” from February 2, 1995, where a
Dutch translator is reported as saying “Osterreichisch klingt einfach nicht deutsch” (de
Cillia 1998, p. 86). Couple this with the fact that most of the reactions in both the

Austrian and German media were ironic and cynical, and it is plain to see that there is

20



yet a long road to travel before the equal status dictated by Protokoll Nr. 10 reaches the
masses. There are many reasons for this, perhaps chief among them the fact that the
boundaries between two varieties of a pluricentric language are very fluid and not
always clear, at times leaving doubt as to the validity of such distinctions. Indeed, it is
often not even clear to individual speakers, and much overlap occurs. Take for example
this picture, taken of a menu from a brewery in Vienna:

In the first two descriptions, the “Austrianism”, Paradeiser is used, whereas in the third
description the supposedly German-German term Tomaten is suddenly substituted.
Speakers often switch between varieties — not just national varieties, but standard versus
dialect as well — and get confused, so it is only natural that these issues are obscured at
the national level as well. Recent projects dealing with these terminology issues
include: Project ATERM I and I, led by Rudolf Muhr, which lists about 1,500 Austrian
terms from the areas of law, administration, politics and business which differ from the
German-German terms; IATE (Inter Active Terminology for Europe); and
“Interinstitutionelle Terminologiekommission Deutsch”, in which Sonja Schnitzer and
Rudolf Muhr have been Austrian members for the Department of Agriculture and the
University of Graz respectively

(http://iate.europa.eu/iatediff/SearchByQueryl oad.do?method=load , accessed May 28,
2013)).
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2.3 Melting Pot versus Salad Bowl

As we have seen, language and identity are inextricably linked, not only at the
personal level, but also at the level of nationhood. In Austria’s case, this means a link
between being Austrian and speaking German, which is made overtly clear by German
being the official language of the country (more specifically, speaking the Austrian
variety of German). However, how is this link between national identity and language
affected when said country has no declared official language, as is the case with the
United States of America? Ironically, | would argue that despite the fact — indeed,
partly due to the fact — that the federal government has made no official language
legislation, many feel that they need to protect what they believe to be the language of
America (English) from the many other languages that exist within the United States.
In fact, the majority of Americans are not even aware that there is no official language
at the federal level; it is a common assumption that English is, in fact, the official
language of the United States within the US and also internationally. American identity
and many other political issues are at the heart of the Official English debate going on
in the country, and I will attempt to address these issues in this section.

How can the “land of immigration”, which has historically prided itself on the
freedoms and diversity of its people, have one distinct identity? What makes someone
American? The most common and long-standing metaphor used when it comes to
describing the make-up and identity of the United States of America is that of a
“melting pot”. At the very heart of this analogy is the idea of assimilation being the
main goal of becoming American. There are many different ingredients added to the
melting pot (representing the diverse national and ethnic backgrounds that constitute the
United States), which then, once added to the mix, melt and meld together with all the
others to create one, cohesive and homogenous whole. For those who believe in and
use this analogy, the end-goal is complete assimilation to what they consider American
identity and ideals, and for the majority of Americans, a big part of said identity is the
ability to speak English (and in some cases, only English). Take, for example, this sign

found in Crestwood, Illinois, which voices the belief held by most Americans:
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Figure 6: Sign in Crestwood, Illinois

VILLAGE OF CRESTWOOD

English has always been the dominant language of power in the United States, and there
is a long history of opposing and suppressing the use of other languages since the
country’s beginnings, which has led to English becoming an integral part of what it
means to be American.

Another, more recent metaphor that some prefer over that of the “melting pot” is
one of the United States being a “salad bowl”. This analogy is used by those who
believe in an American identity which celebrates diversity and maintains traditions,
languages and cultures of the various ethnic and national backgrounds that make up the
fabric of our society. The main difference between the “melting pot” and the “salad
bowl” is that the former calls for complete assimilation, including eradication of
previous cultural traditions, whereas the latter still promotes assimilation (all the
“ingredients”, or ethnicities, still become part of one dish), but with maintenance of
minority cultures and languages at the same time. No matter which metaphor one
ascribes him/herself to, the main goal is assimilation (whether forced or voluntary), a
major part of which is learning to speak English, cementing the English language’s role
in American identity. Although there is no federal law or constitutional amendment
declaring English as the official language of the United States, it is undoubtedly the de-
facto language of the US and Americans, in other words, though it is not explicitly
stated, it is the implicit official language, or what Dennis Baron terms “the unofficial
officialness of English” (Baron 1990, p. 14) — one need only point to the fact that the
founding documents of the nation, the Declaration of Independence and the

Constitution, were written in English, and only in English.
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2.4 The Official English Movement

Since its inception there have always been issues around the status of various
languages, English chief amongst them, within the United States of America. Recently,
however, the status of English in respect to minority languages in the United States has
become a much more prominent and hot-button issue, since the founding of several
Official English lobbying groups and the first attempts at the federal level to make
English the official language of the US in the 1980s. U.S. English is the biggest and
most influential of the aforementioned lobbying groups. According to James Crawford,
there are five main claims made by U.S. English as to why the language should be
“officialized”, each appealing to different political groups within society:

o English has been our “social glue,” our most important “common bond,”
which has allowed Americans of diverse backgrounds to understand each
other and overcome differences (a notion that appeals to many liberals).

e Today’s immigrants refuse to learn English, unlike the good old immigrants
of yesteryear (a notion popular with Euro-ethnics), or they are discouraged
from doing so by government-sponsored bilingual programs.

e Languages are best learned in a situation where one is forced to do so —
where there’s no escape from brutal necessity — unlike the situation in a
bilingual classroom (a notion that appeals to “social-issue” conservatives.)

e Ethnic leaders are promoting bilingualism for selfish ends: to provide jobs
for their constituents and keep them dependent by discouraging them from
learning English.

e Language diversity inevitably leads to language conflict, ethnic hostility, and
political separatism a la Québec.

(Crawford 1998a, p. 98)

The first bullet point speaks to the definition of American identity which at its core
includes the ability to speak English. The second bullet point, in fact, has no basis in
fact, but is a symptom of the scare-tactics which are so often used in politics. In reality,
more recent immigrants to the United States “are assimilating and learning English
more rapidly than their ancestors of previous generations [...]. The Anglicization rates
among Spanish speakers is now approaching a two-generational shift” (Ricento 1989, p.
65). The unusually rapid rates of assimilation and language loss in the United States
have in fact been an area of much study in recent years, thus disproving this main belief
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of the Official English Movement that English is somehow in danger because
immigrants refuse to learn the language. The third bullet point comes dangerously close
to legitimizing brutal practices in the past, such as the forced assimilation of Native
American children in boarding schools, where they were physically punished for using
their native tongue, even in private conversations. The fourth bullet point also has no
basis in fact, as the only goal of federally funded bilingual education programs is in fact
the teaching of English to “limited English proficient” students, and not to sustain
bilingualism (more on this in the next chapters). Finally, the last point is so outlandish,
it is difficult to compose a logical response to it. There are many countries which prove
that language diversity does not have to lead to conflict and hostility, and to assume that
conflict arise solely based on language differences is overly simplistic and just plain
incorrect — language is never the singular factor, as it cannot be separated from other
political issues, such as immigration, which is really what the Official English
Movement is fighting against, using language as a thinly-veiled excuse to exclude
people.

Proof that the lobbying group, U.S. English, used language and official English
as a smokescreen for anti-immigration sentiments can be found in the infamous and
controversial memo written by its founder, Dr. John Tanton, in 1986. The most quoted

section of this letter: “Gobernar es poplar translates ‘to govern is to populate’[...] Will

the present majority peaceably hand over its political power to a group that is simply
more fertile? [...] Perhaps this is the first instance in which those with their pants up are
going to get caught by those with their pants down!” (Tanton 1986). There was major
public backlash to the racist statements made by Tanton in this memo, indeed, several
celebrity supporters stepped back from the group and rescinded their memberships
based on these remarks. However, in a survey that same year, “asked why they had sent
in donations to U.S. English, 42 percent of respondents agreed with the statement: ‘I
wanted America to stand strong and not cave in to Hispanics who shouldn’t be here’”
(Crawford 1998a, p. 115), supporting the idea that anti-immigration sentiments and

support for the officialization of English go hand in hand.
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2.5 Official Language at the State Level

The various lobbying groups of the Official English Movement have supported,
and in some cases pushed through, Official Language legislation at both the state and
the federal level. Twenty-eight of the fifty states in the US currently have some form of

official language legislation, as can be seen in figure 7 below:

Figure 7: Official Language Laws by State

Official Language Legislation by State
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This visual representation of official language laws (or lack thereof) in individual states
is very telling. Those states which are generally more conservative and vote Republican
(in the vernacular, the “red states”) are more likely to have declared English as the
official language of the state, whereas the majority of the historically more liberal states
(“blue states”) do not have a declared official language — with exceptions, of course.

Hawaii is the only state that has multiple official languages: English and Hawaiian. In
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some states these laws are unspecific and purely symbolic, whereas in others there exist
“explicit provisions to protect the language rights of the speakers of the official
language” (Faingold 2012, p. 138). It is also important to note that several state official
language laws (in Arizona and California) have later been deemed unconstitutional by
the Supreme Court, which raises the constitutionality and validity of official language
legislation in general in the United States, a question we will return to below.

In 1923, Illinois enacted a law, stating: “The official language of the State of
Illinois shall be known hereafter as the "American™ language and not as the "English"

language” (Crawford, http://www.languagepolicy.net/archives/american.htm accessed

March 30, 2013). Although the law was quietly changed in 1969, without much notice,
it is very telling that this distinction was at one point important enough to call attention
to in state law. This brings us back to the concept discussed earlier in this chapter of
pluricentric languages and D-Nations versus O-Nations. Whereas it is quite clear in the
case of German that Germany is the D-Nation, and Austria, among others, is an O-
Nation, the situation with the English language is not quite so clear-cut, as there are two
countries which have been very politically dominant - the United States and Great
Britain. There are arguments to be made for each one being the D-Nation in respect to
English. On the side of Great Britain, one could argue a) that the name of the language
comes from Great Britain (England more specifically), ergo, it is the dominant variety,
and b) the English taught in most schools outside native English-speaking countries is
the British variety. However, | would argue that there has been a relatively recent and
ongoing shift from Great Britain being the D-Nation to the United States taking over
this role, as the English-speaking country which arguably exports the most culture, in
the form of music, movies, McDonalds, etc., and which has become more politically
powerful and taken on more responsibilities worldwide (for better or for worse) than
previously was the case. Perhaps the fact that those in Illinois no longer felt the need to
distinguish between English and American is evidence to this fact, although there are

certainly many other factors at play as well.
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2.6 Official English at the Federal Level
Although Official English legislation has enjoyed moderate success at the state

level, a very slight majority of states having declared English official, never has Official
English legislation been successful at the federal level, although it did once come close.
According to James Crawford, the first time federal legislation to cement English’s
status as the official language of the United States was first proposed in 1981 and since
then has been proposed in several forms under a number of different presidencies
(Crawford 1998a, p. 96-7). On August 1%, 1996, the Bill Emerson English Language
Empowerment Act was proposed and passed in the House of Representatives, however,
it was never enacted into law, as the Senate refused to even vote on the bill, and
President Clinton made it clear he would veto the bill if necessary (Crawford 1998a, p.

97). The Act is quoted in part from the U.S. English website (http://www.us-

english.org/view/294 accessed March 30, 2013) below in figure 8. The influence from

the lobbying groups of the Official English Movement, particularly U.S. English, is
clear in the text of the act — calling for a prevention of “division along linguistic lines”.
There is also a clear connection made between speaking English and embodying the
values the country was founded on: “by learning the English language, immigrants will

be empowered [...] to become responsible citizens”.
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Figure 8: Bill Emerson English Language Empowerment Act of 1996

104th CONGRESS
2d Session
H.R. 123

AN ACT

To amend title 4, United States Code, to declare English as the official language of the
Government of the United States.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled,

TITLE I--ENGLISH LANGUAGE EMPOWERMENT

SEC. 101. FINDINGS.

The Congress finds and declares the following:
(1) The United States is comprised of individuals and groups from
diverse ethnic, cultural, and linguistic backgrounds.
(2) The United States has benefited and continutes to benefit from this
rich diversity.
(3) Throughout the history of the United States, the common thread
binding individuals of differing backgrounds has been a common
language.
(4) In order to preserve unity in diversity, and to prevent division along
linguistic lines, the Federal Government should maintain a language
common to all people.
(5) English has historically been the common language and the language
of opportunity in the United States.
(6) The purpose of this title is to help immigrants better assimilate and
take full advantage of economic and occupational opportunities in the
United States.
(7) By learning the English language, immigrants will be empowered
with the language skills and literacy necessary to become responsible
citizens and productive workers in the United States.
(8) The use of a single common language in conducting official business
of the Federal Government will promote efficiency and fairness to all
people.
(9) English should be recognized in law as the language of official
business of the Federal Government.
(10) Any monetary savings derived from the enactment of this title should
be used for the teaching of the English language to non-English speaking
immigrants.
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Even if the Official English legislation had somehow passed in both houses and
been signed by the president, and therefore enacted into law, there is still a good chance
that the Supreme Court would have invalidated the legislation on the grounds of
constitutionality. The argument can be made, depending on one’s interpretation of the
Constitution and federal law, that any form of federal legislation declaring English (or
any other language(s)) to be the official language of the United States would be
unconstitutional. The First Amendment, that which gives every US citizen the right to
free speech, is the main constitutional Amendment which brings into question the
legality of Official English legislation. To quote the Bill of Rights, Amendment I:
“Congress shall make no law [...] abridging the freedom of speech, or of the press”

(http://www.archives.gov/exhibits/charters/bill of rights.html accessed March 30,

2013). There is already precedent set by the U.S. Supreme Court in 1995, when “the
federal Court of Appeals ruled that an Arizona initiative measure which compelled the
use of English violates the First Amendment” (Miner 1998, p. 172) in Yniguez v.
Arizonans for Official English. The ruling was vacated two years later, however, the
ruling still gives credence to the interpretation that the First Amendment would give
constitutional grounds to invalidate any official language legislation on the basis that it
would violate citizens’ freedom of speech.
Furthermore, an argument could be made for the Fourteenth Amendment also
invalidating any potential official language legislation:
No State shall make or enforce any law which shall abridge the privileges or
immunities of citizens of the United States, nor shall any State... deny to any
person within its jurisdiction the equal protection of the laws
(http://www.archives.gov/exhibits/charters/bill_of rights.html accessed March
30, 2013).
It could be argued that giving one language special rights and privileges not accorded

others would be denying “equal protection of the laws”. For example, in the case of
Asian American Business Group v. City of Pomona, where the Asian American
Business Group sued the City of Pomona due to “an ordinance that required business
signs containing ‘foreign alphabetical characters’ to devote at least half of the sign area
to ‘English alphabetical characters’” (Miner 1998, p. 173), the judge ruled in favor of
the Asian American Business Group, saying that the ordinance violated the Fourteenth
Amendment, therefore setting further possible precedent for declaring any future

official language legislation unconstitutional.
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2.7 Conclusion

What conclusions can be drawn from a comparison of official language
legislation in Austria, where German is the official language, and the United States,
where there is no official language at the federal level? The official language question
Is at its core a question of national identity. Indeed, with the dissolution of the Austro-
Hungarian Empire, the ensuing Austrian nation wanted to be called the Republik
Deutsch-Osterreich (German-Austrian Republic), stressing the importance of the
German language to the country’s identity. However, this was disallowed by the Allied
forces, leading to the naming of the country as simply Republik Osterreich (Austrian
Republic) (de Cillia/Wodak 2006, p. 25-6). This is not to say, however, that in a
country with no declared official language that language is somehow not as crucial a
part of that country’s national identity. Indeed, as can be seen in the case of the United
States, English is an integral component of American identity. Austria in its modern
form was shaped in a time in Europe when larger states were breaking up into smaller
ones on the basis of national identity, with the foremost marker of such being language.
It thus stands to reason that Austria would include a provision for official language in its
constitution, existing as it did in such a climate, in order to further cement its
nationhood. In comparison, the United States was founded on ideals of democracy and
has ever been a land of immigration, it was not formed at its inception as a country
based on ethnicity and language, but rather on abstract ideas of democracy. This
fundamental difference in ideas of nationhood can be seen in the mere fact that in the
United States, if one is born in the country, one is automatically a citizen, whereas in
Austria citizenship is more complicated and not based on one’s literal place of birth, but

instead on one’s heritage.
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3. Minority Language Policy

3.1 Introduction

Inextricably entwined with official language policy is the treatment of minority
languages and the rights bestowed upon the speakers of these languages. First, it is
important to define what exactly is meant by “minority language™ here. Simply put, a
minority language is any language spoken within an area that differs from the majority
language, or in the case of national language policy, any language other than the
official, majority language of the state. In the following pages, | will break down the
discussion into two main groups: indigenous languages (in German, autochthone
Minderheitensprachen) and minority languages due to immigration (in German, neue
Minderheitensprachen). | will further define which languages fall under these two main
categories for each country in the relevant sections below. In regards to Austria, | will
first examine the policy regarding indigenous languages at the national level based on
state documents, followed by a discussion at the international level of the role of the
European Council treaties that Austria has signed and ratified. | will then discuss the
policy toward indigenous languages in the United States, giving a brief overview of the
history of treatment of American Indians, then focusing on the current situation
including present policy regarding American Indians and their unique position as
sovereign people. Following the treatment of indigenous languages in both countries, |
will then examine the differences in rights granted speakers of indigenous minority
languages versus those awarded speakers of minority languages due to immigration,
focusing on current immigration law in Austria and a proposed bill of immigration

reform currently under discussion in the United States.

3.2 Autochthone Minderheitensprachen in Austria

Along with autochthone Minderheiten, the term Volksgruppe (ethnic group) is
also very important to define when dealing with minority language policy in Austria, as
the term pops up frequently in policy documents. According to Rudolf de Cillia, the
term Volksgruppe “bezeichnet eine ethnische Minderheit, die durch eine eigene
Sprache, Kultur und Tradition gekennzeichnet ist, jedoch nicht in einem eigenen Staat
lebt” (de Cillia 1998, p. 119). The terms ethnic group and minority are often used
interchangeably, whereby the term minority draws more attention to the underlying

power relationship which permeates the discussion at every level, therefore, | will opt
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for the term minority for the most part in this paper. Further sociolinguistic terms
which are highly relevant to the analysis of minority language policy include
bilingualism (Bilinguismus) and diglossia (Diglossie). Bilingualism refers to “das
Phéanomen individueller Zweisprachigkeit [...] dal ein/e Sprecher/in Uber zwei
Sprachen oder Varietiten verfiigt” (de Cillia 1998, p. 121), whereas the term diglossia,
coined by Charles Ferguson in 1959,

meint die Existenz von zwei oder mehr Sprachen oder funktionell differenzierten

Sprachvarietaten fiir die Kommunikation innerhalb einer Gesellschaft, die

nebeneinander existieren, wobei haufig in eine H(Hoch)-Sprache und eine

L(niedere)-Sprache differenziert wird (de Cillia 1998, p. 121).

In short, bilingualism is the use of two languages or language varieties at the individual
level, whereas diglossia is the use of multiple languages/language varieties at the
societal level. The differentiation of H(high)-language versus L(low)-language in a
situation of diglossia is particularly relevant to the discussion of minority language
policy, the H-language being the language of the state (in the case of Austria, Austrian-
German) and the L-languages being all the minority languages spoken within Austria,
both indigenous and those due to immigration. In other words, the H-language is the
prestige language, whereas the L-languages enjoy a much lower level of prestige, which
for the speakers of minority languages means “es kommt oft zur Ablehnung der eigenen
Muttersprache und zu einem Minderwertigsgefiihl aufgrund der Zugehdrigkeit zu einer
Minderheit, das durch Uberanpassung an die Mehrheit kompensiert wird” (de Cillia
1998, p. 122). This power relationship between H- and L-languages and feelings of
inferiority on the part of minority language speakers leads to an assimilation process in
which the minority language is very often eventually abandoned, leading in extreme
cases to language death.

Minority languages in Austria are not treated equally throughout the country as a
whole, but rather certain rights are awarded particular languages based on region. The
languages which are recognized as autochthone Minderheitensprachen within Austria
are: Burgenland-Croatian (being a variety sufficiently distinct from Standard Croatian
so as to warrant differentiation), Hungarian and Romany in Burgenland, Slovenian in
Carinthia and Styria, and Czech, Slovakian and Hungarian in Vienna. The three groups
that have been researched the most, and which have the largest degree of protection are:
Slovenian in Carinthia and Burgenland-Croatian and Hungarian in Burgenland, so by

virtue of this, the following discussion will draw mainly on examples from these three
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groups. The following table shows the most recent census data regarding the number of
speakers of autochthone Minderheitensprachen in Austria:

Figure 9: speakers of autochthone Minderheitensprachen in Austria

Umgangssprache Wohnbevdlkerung Osterreicherlnnen
Sprachen der oOsterr. 119.667 82.522
Volksgruppen 1,49% 1,13%
Burgenland-Kroatisch 19.412 19.374

“Romanes” 6.273 4.348

Slowakisch 10.234 3.343

Slowenisch 24.855 17.953

Tschechisch 17.742 11.035

Ungarisch 40.583 25.884

(de Cillia/Wodak 2006, p. 20))

The question on the census form was formulated as follows:
Geben Sie bitte jene Sprache (auch mehrere Sprachen) an, die Sie gewohnlich
im privaten Bereich (Familie, Verwandte, Freunde usw.) sprechen.
Fremdsprachenkenntnisse sind hier nicht anzugeben. Bei Personen, die (noch)
nicht sprechen kénnen, wird die in ihrer Familie gesprochene Umgangssprache
angefihrt (de Cillia/Wodak 2006).

With the possible answers being: ,,deutsch, burgenland-kroatisch, romanes, tschechisch,
slowakisch, ungarisch, slowenisch, kroatisch, serbisch, tiirkisch und ,andere
Umgangssprache® (de Cillia/Wodak 2006, p. 20). It is important to note here that
Burgenland-Croatian and Croatian are officially recognized as two separate entities, and
both options are given on the census form. It is also warrants restating here that of the
8,032,926 people living in Austria, 88.58% reported in the 2001 census that they speak
German, and among all those living in Austria with Austrian citizenship (7,322,000
people), 95.48% stated that they speak German, justifying Harald Haarmann’s
classification of Austria as one of the european “Staaten mit einer sprachlich méaRig

heterogenen Bevolkerung” (Haarmann 1993, p. 39).
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As discussed previously, one has to be careful when using census data, as they
are not the most reliable source of information — a phenomenon further compounded
with the introduction of the topic of minority language use (whether indigenous
minority languages or those due to immigration), as the feelings of inferiority
previously discussed and the desire to not be classified as “other” very often lead to
under-reporting and faulty statistics. De Cillia gives a good example of this
phenomenon in his chapter on minority languages in Austria in the book Burenwurscht
bleibt Burenwurscht: whereas in the 1991 census only 19,109 people reported speaking
Burgenland-Croatian, “eine Befragung des bischoflichen Ordinariats im Burgenland
ergab, da} 32.000 Glaubige die Messe in kroatischer Sprache horen wollen” (de Cillia
1998, p. 125). Itis very telling that almost twice the number of people who reported
speaking Burgenland-Croatian in the 1991 census stated in a separate survey that they
would like to hear mass in Croatian. This shows that a much higher degree of people
are at least passively, if not actively, affected by the situation of diglossia than is

conveyed in census data.
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3.3 Article 7 and the VVolksgruppengesetz

The two most important documents at the national level which form the basis for
the treatment of minority languages in Austria are Artikel 7 des Osterreichischen
Staatsvertrags of May 15, 1955 and the Volksgruppengesetz of July 7, 1976. Article 7
reads as follows:

Figure 10: Article 7 of the Osterreichische Staatsvertrag

Artikel 7.
Rechte der slowenischen und kroatischen Minderheiten

1. Osterreichische Staatsangehérige der slowenischen und kroatischen
Minderheiten in Karnten, Burgenland und Steiermark genie3en dieselben Rechte auf
Grund gleicher Bedingungen wie alle anderen &sterreichischen Staatsangehdrigen
einschlieBlich des Rechtes auf ihre eigenen Organisationen, Versammlungen und
Presse in ihrer eigenen Sprache.

2. Sie haben Anspruch auf Elementarunterricht in slowenischer oder kroatischer
Sprache und auf eine verhaltnismaRige Anzahl eigener Mittelschulen; in diesem
Zusammenhang werden Schullehrpldne Gberprift und eine Abteilung der
Schulaufsichtsbehdrde wird flr slowenische und kroatische Schulen errichtet werden.

3. In den Verwaltungs- und Gerichtsbezirken K&rntens, des Burgenlandes und der
Steiermark mit slowenischer, kroatischer oder gemischter Bevolkerung wird die
slowenische oder kroatische Sprache zusatzlich zum Deutschen als Amtssprache
zugelassen. In solchen Bezirken werden die Bezeichnungen und Aufschriften
topographischer Natur sowohl in slowenischer oder kroatischer Sprache wie in Deutsch
verfalt.

4. Osterreichische Staatsangehorige der slowenischen und kroatischen
Minderheiten in Karnten, Burgenland und Steiermark nehmen an den kulturellen,
Verwaltungs- und Gerichtseinrichtungen in diesen Gebieten auf Grund gleicher
Bedingungen wie andere 6sterreichische Staatsangehdrige teil.

5. Die Tatigkeit von Organisationen, die darauf abzielen, der kroatischen oder
slowenischen Bevolkerung ihre Eigenschaft und ihre Rechte als Minderheit zu nehmen,
ist zu verbieten.

(Staatsvertrag Artikel 7, Rechtsinformationssystem, accessed April 20, 2013).
The Osterreichische Staatsvertrag of 1955 is the document that cemented
Austria’s status as an independent country again after the Second World War. The first

paragraph declares that all Austrian citizens living in Carinthia, Burgenland and Styria
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who belong to the Croatian or Slovenian minority enjoy the same rights as all other
Austrian citizens, including the right to their own organizations, to assemble and to
press in their own (minority) language. The second paragraph gives them the right to
primary education in Croatian or Slovenian, and to a certain extent middle school
education as well, although nothing is said in regards to the use of Croatian or
Slovenian in secondary or tertiary education. The third paragraph states that in areas of
Carinthia, Burgenland and Styria with Slovenian, Croatian or “mixed” populations, the
corresponding minority language is to be awarded the status of official language, along
with German, and bilingual signs are prescribed. The fourth paragraph gives them
equal treatment in regards to cultural and legal proceedings, and finally, the last
paragraph forbids any organization from acting against the rights of Croatians or
Slovenians in Carinthia, Burgenland and Styria as minorities.

It is quite telling that from the beginning minorities have not been dealt with as a
whole, country-wide, but instead on a purely regional basis. Article 7 only protects
those members of the Croatian of Slovenian minority that live in Carinthia, Burgenland
or Styria — but what of those in the country’s capital, Vienna, or in any other region? It
Is also interesting that the Hungarian minority is not mentioned at all, even though in
the previous monarchy they were the minority that had gained the most political
recognition (it was, after all, called the Austro-Hungarian Empire). Most importantly,
however, is the fact that there is a clear and deliberate avoidance of attaching any quotas
to these minority rights. While they only apply to those living in three of the nine
regions, at least — theoretically — they should apply to everyone within those three
regions, regardless of how many people belonging to a minority live in a town.

The use of quotas, however, has since been introduced through the
Volksgruppengesetz, which came into effect in 1976. The Volksgruppengesetz defines
Volksgruppe (ethnic group) as:

Volksgruppen im Sinne dieses Bundesgesetzes sind die in Teilen des

Bundesgebietes wohnhaften und beheimateten Gruppen 6sterreichischer

Staatsbiirger mit nichtdeutscher Muttersprache und eigenem Volkstum

(Bundesgesetz (iber Die Rechtsstellung Der Volksgruppen in Osterreich,

Rechtsinformationssystem accessed April 20, 2013).

According to the Volksgruppengesetz, bilingual signs are only prescribed for areas

where at least 25% of the population is registered to a certain minority group, and the

37



minority language only reaches the status of official language, in conjunction with
German, in a community where at least 20% of the population is registered to that
minority. This means that those minority language speakers who live in an area that
does not meet the 20 or 25% threshold do not enjoy the same rights as those who do,
making the Volksgruppengesetz a step back in this aspect for minority language rights in
comparison to Article 7. On the other hand, the Volksgruppengesetz explicitly
recognizes two groups which were not recognized earlier in Article 7 (where only
Croatian and Slovenian are named), specifically the Hungarian and Czech minorities,
thus extending certain rights to them as well. The Roma were not recognized officially
as a minority group until 1993, when Austria was the first European country to award
official minority status to this group. In this same year, Slovakians also gained official
recognition as their own minority group separate from the Czechs, whereas the two had
previously been grouped together.

As discussed in the previous chapter on official language policy, after World
War I, Austria benefited from portraying itself as the “first victim” of National
Socialism, and this Opferthese has permeated the building of Austrian identity since the
end of the war. This has not only shaped the recognition of Austrian-German as a
variety distinct from the German spoken in Germany, but has also heavily influenced
minority language policy since 1945. “Daher finden sich auch in diesem Staatsvertrag
die klaren Schutzbestimmungen fir die Minderheiten sowie auch das Verbot
minderheitenfeindlicher Organisationen” (de Cillia 1998, p. 144), in order to distance
Austria as the first victim from national socialist Germany, which perpetrated crimes
against not just Jews, but language minorities as well — ,,vor allem gegeniiber den
Roma/Sinti und den Kérntner SlowenInnen® (de Cillia 1998, p. 143). Therefore, when
writing the Osterreichische Staatsvertrag, the policy toward minorities and their
languages was relatively positive, in order to distance Austria from the horrors of
National Socialism and to help Austria regain independence as quickly as possible.

There is, however, a huge difference between policy on paper and in practice.
One clear example of this is the issue of bilingual signs. According to Article 7 of the
Osterreichische Staatsvertrag, bilingual signs are mandated for any area in Carinthia,
Burgenland or Styria populated by minority language speakers of Croatian or
Slovenian, regardless of number. According to the Volksgruppengesetz, these
topographical signs are only mandatory in areas where at least 25% of the population is

registered as either Croatian, Slovenian, Hungarian or Czech. Since the inception of
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both of these laws, neither one has ever been fully enforced. Whereas in Burgenland,
strides have been made in the past 10 years in the right direction, with more and more
communities installing bilingual signs (see, for example, figure 11), the issue still
continues to be a hot button issue in Carinthia, where the pressure to assimilate and
leave behind all vestiges of ethnic culture is arguably the highest out of all the regions
of Austria. According to the Third Opinion on Austria published in 2011 by the
Advisory Committee on the Framework Convention for the Protection of National
Minorities,
The Constitutional Court decisions of 13 December 2001 on bilingual
topographical signs in Carinthia and of 4 October 2000 on the use of the
Slovenian language with local authorities remain unimplemented (Advisory
Committee on the Framework Convention: Third Opinion, p.7).
The Opinion further reports that the compromise finally reached in Carinthia regarding
bilingual signs in 2011 remains “below the level of protection set by the Constitutional
Court” and that “the implementation of Austria’s international treaty obligations to
protect the individual rights of persons belonging to national minorities is made subject
to local politics and compromise negotiations” (Advisory Committee on the Framework
Convention: Third Opinion 2011, p.7).

Figure 11 — picture of topographical sign in Grosswarasdorf, Burgenland (Veliki
Boristof)

VELIKI BORISTOF
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3.4 International treaties regarding minority lanquage rights

This brings us to the role the Council of Europe and international relations play
in influencing minority language policy in Austria. Austria signed and ratified the
European Charter for Regional or Minority Languages on November 5, 1992 and June
28, 2001 respectively. The treaty then went into force on October 1, 2001. The Charter
defines regional or minority language as:

a “regional or minority languages” means languages that are:
I traditionally used within a given territory of a State by nationals of that State
who form a group numerically smaller than the rest of the State's population;
and
ii different from the official language(s) of that State;
it does not include either dialects of the official language(s) of the State or the
languages of migrants;
b “territory in which the regional or minority language is used’” means the
geographical area in which the said language is the mode of expression of a number of
people justifying the adoption of the various protective and promotional measures
provided for in this Charter;
¢ “non-territorial languages” means languages used by nationals of the State which
differ from the language or languages used by the rest of the State's population but
which, although traditionally used within the territory of the State, cannot be identified
with a particular area thereof (European Charter for Regional or Minority Languages
2012, p. 2-3).

The Charter is specifically meant to apply only to indigenous languages and not to
extend to minority languages due to immigration. The phrase “number of people
justifying [...]” is used often throughout the Charter, which upholds the idea of setting
quotas for legal protection and support like those found in the Volksgruppengesetz. The
wording of the entire Charter is relatively vague and much is left to interpretation by the
individual member states, who also decide for themselves which languages qualify for
protection under the treaty. Austria, in its ratifying document, declared the minority
languages in applies to as: “the Burgenlandcroatian, the Slovenian, the Hungarian, the
Czech, the Slovakian languages and the Romany language of the Austrian Roma

minority” (Declaration contained in the instrument of ratification 2001, p.1). However,
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as in the previous national documents discussed, these rights are limited to certain
regions and not within Austria as a whole. Austria also signed and ratified the
Framework Convention for the Protection of National Minorities on February 1, 1995
and March 31, 1998 respectively. The spirit of the Framework Convention is very
similar to that of the Charter, however, the Framework Convention is also open to non-
members of the Council of Europe, the Framework Convention as a whole is less
specific that the Charter, including the fact that a definition of the term “national
minority” is intentionally excluded “based on the recognition that at this stage, it is
impossible to arrive at a definition capable of mustering general support of all Council
of Europe member States” (Framework Convention for the Protection of National
Minorities and Explanatory Report 1995, p. 13).

While it is admirable that Austria has signed and ratified both international
treaties devoted to the protection of minority language rights, in the end the action
seems to be mostly symbolic, as the treaties are not enforceable to any real degree. In
the most recent opinion on the implementation of the Framework Convention in
Austria, it was found that “there has been no visible progress towards a more consistent

29 ¢

and inclusive application of the Framework Convention”, “only scarce opportunities for
continuing bilingual education beyond primary school exist”, “topographical signs, as
well as the admission of minority languages as official languages in areas of ethnically-
mixed population, remain unimplemented”, “even in those municipalities where
minority languages have formally been admitted, civil servants are reportedly often
unable or unwilling to swiftly accommodate minority language requests” and “persons
belonging to the Roma minority continue to face substantial difficulties” (Advisory
Committee on the Framework Convention: Third Opinion 2011, p.1-2). This is not to
say that no progress has been made — indeed, it was reported in the Resolution on the
implementation of the Framework Convention in 2012 that “levels of inter-ethnic
tolerance and understanding appear overall improved, including in Carinthia”
(Resolution on the implementation of the Framework Convention by Austria 2012, p.
1). Austria has many good guidelines and tools in place at the national and international
level to constitute a fair and developed minority language policy, now the main thing

lacking is enforcement, putting these guidelines into practice in a real way.
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3.5 Indigenous Languages in the United States

If Austria provides a prime example of the difference between language
protection laws in theory and in practice, the United States offers a prototypical example
of “too little, too late”. Defining what constitutes an “indigenous language” in the
United States of America is relatively easier than it is in Austria, where the line between
autochthone and neue Minderheiten is quite blurred. Indigenous languages in the
United States are all those languages which were spoken by the original inhabitants of
the land before “discovery” in 1492. Today, “there are 562 federally recognized Indian
Nations (variously called tribes, nations, bands, pueblos, communities, Rancherias and
native villages) in the United States” (An Introduction to Indian Nations in the United
States, p. 2). From the very beginning “colonial governments treated Indian tribes as
foreign governments, setting the precedent for future relations” (An Introduction to
Indian Nations in the United States, p. 3). This attitude has continued to the present
day, where American Indians have sovereignty, to a certain extent, within their own
lands, called reservations, allotted them and held in trust by the United States
government. The booklet, “An Introduction to Indian Nations in the United States”,
published by the National Congress of American Indians, gives a very good and

succinct history of the federal government’s policy toward Indian Nations:
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B RIEF HISTORY OF FEDERAL POLICY TOWARD INDIAN NATIONS

To understand today’s tribal governments, it is helpful to know the basic history of federal policy towards
Indian MNations:

Pre-1492 Pre-Columbian Period — In the thousands of years preceding contact with Europeans, American Indian
and Alaska Native people lived in organi zed societies with their own forms of government.

1492-1828 Colonial Period - The proliferation of European colonies created a dominant presence onthe East Coast
of North America. These colonies acquired some Indian lands under the doctrine of discovery and also
signed treaties with the tribes for additional land. Colonial governments treated Indian tribes as
foreign governments, setting the precedent for future relations. Following the Revolutionary War, the
newborn United States took pains to maintain peace and diplomatic relations with neighboring tribes.

1828-1887 Removal, Reservation and Treaty Period - As the U.S. population and military strength grew, so did
pressure by the U.S. government on eastern tribes to move west, resulting inforced migration. Seeking
to obtain more Indian land, the U.5. government embarked on an aggressive military campaign
throughout the West, relocating tribes to Indian reservations. In general, reservations were established
through treaties, which required Indians to trade large tracts of land for the continued right of
self-governance under the protection of the United States.

1887-1934 Allotment and Assimilation Period - Settlers’ increasing desire for the land within reservations and the
push to assimilate Indians into mainstream American life led to the General Allotment Act of 1887,
This Act (also known as the Dawes Act) dictated the forced conversion of communally held tribal
lands into small parcels for individual Indian ownership. More than 90 million acres—nearly
two-thirds of reservation land—were taken from tribes and given to settlers as “surplus, " most
often without compensation to the tribes.

1934 -1945 Indian Reorganization Period - The federal government, under the Indian Reorganization Actof 1934,
ended the discredited policy of allotment. 1t began to restore Indian lands to tribes and attempted to
help tribes reconstitute their governments. The federal government created programs and projects to
rehabilitate Indian economic life. These efforts were critical in re-establishing tribal economies and
formed a basis for renewed tribal autonomy, but too often forced European/Anglo values and
government structures upon tribes, thereby damaging traditional values and governance.

1945-1968 Termination Period - Congress decided that federal recognition and assistance to more than 100 tribes
should be terminated. Public Law 280, passed in 1953, imposed state criminal and civil jurisdiction
over tribes in California, Minnesota, Nebraska, Oregon and Wisconsin. Termination of federal
assistance created economic disaster for many tribes, resulting in millions of acres of valuable natural
resource land being lost through tax forfeiture sales. Federal policy emphasized the physical relocation
of Indians from reservations to urban areas.

1968-Present Self-Determination Period - A resurgence of tribal government involvement in Congress and in the
federal courts ended the termination era and prompted the development of a policy of
self-determination and self-governance. Policies like the Indian Self-Determination and Education
Assistance Act of 1975 emerged that favored tribal contral over their own destinies. With control
over their lands and resources, tribes have made great strides towards reversing economic hardships
that resulted from previous federal policies, and have in many cases revived their unique cultures
and societies.

(An Introduction to Indian Nations in the United States, p. 3).
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The following map of the United States, also from the booklet published by the National
Congress of American Indians, shows the distribution of the 562 federally recognized

Indian Nations.

Figure 12: Map of the distribution of recognized Indian Nations

(An Introduction to Indian Nations in the United States, p. 5).

The scarcity of recognized Indian Nations in the east is due to the period of relocation in
the 1800s; for instance, the Trail of Tears, which was the forced removal of the
Cherokee people from the southeast from 1838-1839, during which many people died.
According to James Crawford, in the late 1990s there were an estimated 175
indigenous languages still spoken within the United States, however, 89% of these
languages could be classified as “moribund” — “they are spoken only by adults who no

longer teach them to the next generation” (Crawford 1998b, p. 151-152). In other
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words, the majority of the indigenous languages spoken in the United States today are in
imminent danger of dying out in the very near future. There are many factors that
contribute to the diminishing numbers of speakers of indigenous languages in the
United States, among them:

Small population base, small base of native speakers, little if any funding for

native language programs, but above all, domination by the surrounding Anglo

culture, and the resulting necessity to assimilate (Robert Kahn, personal
correspondence).?
The Navajo, as can be seen in the 2007 census data on page 10, have retained their
language to the highest degree of all the Indian Nations — there are almost as many
speakers of Navajo alone as all the other indigenous languages combined. According to
Robert Kahn,
that’s partly because the reservation is so enormous and remote, partly because
it has some money from mineral resources, partly because they adapted well to
some Anglo and Mexican introductions, but also because, for whatever reason,
the Navajo made it important to preserve the language (Robert Kahn, personal
correspondence).
Those Nations whose languages are the strongest generally live in areas considered
undesirable by Americans, meaning they were never uprooted and relocated to other
places, and were mostly left to their own devices, leading to minimal contact and a
lesser need to assimilate to the dominant culture and language.

This also highlights the importance of a feeling of self-worth and the need to
maintain one’s own culture and language — without initiative from within the
community to maintain its language in the face of assimilationist forces, there is no
chance for conservation. Unfortunately government policies in schools run by the
Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) between 1880 and 1933 were very detrimental to the
building of such a sense of self-worth and pride in indigenous languages and cultures.
During this period there was an English-only policy, and any student heard speaking
his/her native indigenous tongue was emotionally and/or physically punished, even if
this language use took place outside of the classroom. For example, Robert Kahn told

me the story of one of his Apache teaching aides (whose name | will not use here, out of

2 Robert Kahn has a master’s in teaching from Northwestern, lived and taught on the Tohono O’odham
reservation in Sells, Arizona from 1978-1984, and taught Mexican-American and Apache students at
Globe High School from 1985-1986. All quotes are from personal correspondence.
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respect to the Apache culture, where the use of names is very personal when used in the
wrong circumstances can lead to disturbing one’s spirit):
When she was seven years old, the 7" Cavalry came onto the rez [colloquial
term for reservation], and snatched her up, on horseback. She and the other
kids were sent to a school behind barbed wire, which their parents were not
allowed to cross. It wasn’t a boarding school; they could go home at night, but
the 7" Cavalry would go to their home and snatch them up again if the parents
kept them home” (Robert Kahn, personal correspondence).
In the case of this woman, and certainly many others, this treatment led to a resentment
of the dominant language (English) and in fact strengthened her pride in her own
language, Apache. However, in countless other cases, the continued emotional abuse
incurred at such schools led to a diminished self-worth and the desire to assimilate as
quickly as possible in order to avoid further such treatment, thus abandoning native
cultures and languages. Even after such treatment was officially banned in 1933
(although it continued unofficially, with children having their mouths washed out for
speaking their native tongue, among other punishments), the parents who had endured
abuse at school often encourage their children to only speak English, in the hopes that
they will not be treated in a similar manner. This government policy, even after being
abolished 80 years ago, still affects speakers (or lack thereof) of indigenous languages

today.

3.6 The Native American Languages Act

After the atrocities perpetrated on the American Indians for hundreds of years,
current policies tend to be ones of attrition, attempts to right past wrongs. In the face of
overwhelming loss of indigenous languages in the United States, Congress passed the
Native American Language Act in October of 1990. The main text of the act is as

follows:
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DECLARATION OF POLICY

SEC. 104. It is the policy of the United States to—

(1) preserve, protect, and promote the rights and freedom of Native Americans
to use, practice, and develop Native American languages;

(2) allow exceptions to teacher certification requirements for Federal programs,
and programs funded in whole or in part by the Federal Government, for
instruction in Native American languages when such teacher certification
requirements hinder the employment of qualified teachers who teach in Native
American languages, and to encourage State and territorial governments to
make similar exceptions;

(3) encourage and support the use of Native American languages as a medium
of instruction in order to encourage and support—

(A) Native American language survival,

(B) educational opportunity,

(C) increased student success and performance,

(D) increased student awareness and knowledge of their culture and
history, and

(E) increased student and community pride;

(4) encourage State and local education programs to work with Native
American parents, educator, Indian tribes, and other Native American
governing bodies in the implementation of programs to put this policy into
effect;

(5) recognize the right of Indian tribes and other Native American governing
bodies to use the Native American languages as a medium of instruction in

all schools funded by the Secretary of the Interior;

(6) fully recognize the inherent right of Indian tribes and other Native American
governing bodies, States, territories, and possessions of the United States to
take action on, and give official status to, their Native American languages for
the purpose of conducting their own business;

(7) support the granting of comparable proficiency achieved through course
work in a Native American language the same academic credit as comparable
proficiency achieved through course work in a foreign language, with
recognition

of such Native American language proficiency by institutions of higher
education as fulfilling foreign language entrance or degree requirements; and
(8) encourage all institutions of elementary, secondary and higher education,
where appropriate, to include Native American languages in the curriculum
in the same manner as foreign languages and to grant proficiency in Native
American languages the same full academic credit as proficiency in foreign
languages.

USE OF ENGLISH
SEC. 107. Nothing in this title shall be construed as precluding the use of

Federal funds to teach English to Native Americans.
(Native American Languages Act 1990, p. 62-63).
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This act addresses several serious issues confronting the use and teaching of indigenous
languages. It vows to “preserve, protect, and promote” the use and development of
Native American languages through the following provisions. First, the act introduces
exceptions to federal teacher certification requirements when it comes to teaching
Native American languages. This is a very important stipulation, as the majority of the
people who still speak and/or write indigenous languages are the tribe elders, very few
of whom have the necessary qualifications to teach in federally funded programs. To
illustrate this issue, in his year teaching at Apache students at Globe High School in
1985-6, Robert Kahn was the only teacher at the school funded by Title VIl money (a
federal program for students not proficient in English — more on Title VII in the
following chapter), and was originally employed as an English as a Second Language
(ESL) teacher. One day before the start of classes, he was informed that he would in
fact be teaching three subjects: Apache language, Apache history and Mexican history.
Needless to say, despite his teaching certification, he was nowhere near qualified to
teach the Apache language, since he could not in fact speak the language himself;
however, due to federal regulations at the time, only people with teaching certificates
could teach in federally funded programs. Mr. Kahn luckily had several teaching aides,
who did the actual teaching in the language classes, however,
the Apache language classes were a train wreck, complicated by the fact that the
Western Apaches had just begun trying to standardize their written language —
actually, they were trying to figure out how to write it. Fortunately, my
teacher’s aide, when he was little, had watched his father translate the New
Testament into Apache... So my aide was the only Western Apache there was
who was fluent in the written language (Robert Kahn, personal correspondence).
While the Native American Languages Act does address the problem of teacher
qualification, hopefully opening up teaching positions to those actually qualified to
teach indigenous languages, despite their lack of teaching certifications, it does not, and
cannot, address another issue making the teaching of indigenous languages difficult —
lack of a written language. Some Indian Nations do already have a developed written
language, some are in the process of developing a written language, and others are
resistant to writing down their languages in any way. For example, in a discussion with

David Kahn?, the one-time president of the Cochiti Pueblo expressed his belief

® David Kahn teaches literature at the Sandy Spring Friends School, in Sandy Spring, Maryland. He has
spent time at seminars both on the Navajo and Hopi reservations in Arizona.
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that their language should not be written down as it never has been — so if you

are not a member of Cochiti pueblo there is no way you can learn the language.

They are trying to keep the language alive, but for every kid who keeps up with

his language as long as he has to in school two or three stop as soon as they

can. So sure enough it’s dying (David Kahn, personal correspondence).
Where there is a desire to develop a written language, the Native American Languages
Act could theoretically help provide funding to support such efforts, however, as can be
seen above, many American Indians, particularly the elders, who are the ones that are
still able to speak the language, are resistant to writing the language down, even in the
hopes of teaching it to future generations.

The Native American Languages Act further attempts to address the wrongs
committed by the BIA schools in the 19" and early 20" centuries by “encourage[ing]
and support[ing] the use of Native American languages as a medium of instruction”,
something which was strictly forbidden for many years. The act expressly recognizes
the right of tribes to give their languages official status and to use them in educational
settings — even when funded by the federal government. This is particularly important,
as public education in the United States is generally funded by local taxes, with
marginal federal support, whereas, due to their special status, schools on reservations do
not collect local taxes and therefore rely solely on federal funding, which has led to
extremely underfunded schools. To illustrate this point: “when I got there [the
O’odham reservation school] in 1978 I had 43 kids in one English class and 37 in
another, and no desks and no textbooks” (Robert Kahn, personal correspondence).
Unfortunately, funding has not increased since that time — in fact, “since 1980 the
federal government has cut back substantially on its support of Indian programs
generally” (Crawford 1998b, p. 160). Furthermore, no funding was actually provided
under the auspices of the Native American Languages Act until 1994, when “the
Clinton Administration awarded $1 million in grants to launch 18 language
revitalization projects nationwide” (Crawford 1998b, p. 160). In the grand scheme of
things, this is barely even a drop in the bucket and does not begin to adequately address
the need. “So, although the federal government now has a strong policy statement on
file favoring the preservation of indigenous tongues, its real-world impact has thus far
been limited” (Crawford 1998b, p. 161). In this way Austria and the United States are
identical — both have policies in place that favor and protect indigenous languages,
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however, these policies are very rarely put into action through lack of awareness, lack of
funding, lack of recourse and other factors.

3.7 Policy toward minority lanquages due to immigration

Whereas the protection for indigenous languages is limited in Austria and the
United States in practice, it is virtually non-existent for minority languages due to
immigration, even though the line between indigenous and non-indigenous is not
always clear. For example, in Austria, Burgenland-Croatian is considered an
indigenous language and thus protected to a certain extent, whereas Standard Croatian is
not, as it is considered different enough from Burgenland-Croatian so as to constitute a
separate language. In the United States, Spanish is widely considered the biggest threat
to English, and is treated merely as a language of immigration even though the Spanish
language has a longer history in parts of the United States than English — several states
in the Southwest were either bought or won from Mexico before they became states,
and only afterwards was English introduced. In Austria, the biggest languages of
immigration at the moment are BKS (Bosnian, Croatian and Serbian) and Turkish. In
the United States, 62.3% of those who reported speaking a language other than English
at home spoke Spanish or Spanish Creole according to the 2007 US Census (see figure
3 on page 11). Not coincidentally, these are also the groups that are most discriminated
against in the two respective countries. In both Austria and the United States there is
extreme pressure to assimilate, and only speak the dominant language in public. For
families with immigration backgrounds in the United States, there is a general two
generation trend — in the majority of cases, by the second generation after immigration,
children no longer learn the native language of their families, but instead are
monolingual in English. In Austria, there is likewise a “rapide
Germanisierungsprozess” (de Cillia 1998, p. 116). There is a clear distinction made, in
both countries, between “good immigrants” and “bad immigrants”. As an English
teaching assistant for two years in four different schools in Lower Austria and Vienna,
the subject of immigration often came up in class, and when my students began to
complain about all the Turkish people who come to Austria and take away jobs, | would
point out that technically, | too am an immigrant — I am from a non-EU country, | work
and study in Austria, taking a job and a place at university away from an Austrian, if
one chooses to look at it that way. The answer I invariably got was: “no, no, you’re the

good kind!” The immigration reform that recently took place in Austria and the one
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being debated right now in the United States both reflect this view, and they both use
language, as well as other factors, as a means of sorting the “good immigrants” from the
“bad”.

The Rot-Weil3-Rot Karte, i.e. the residency permit in Austria, works on a point
system — in order to be eligible to apply one has to acquire at least 50-70 points,
depending for which category one is applying. For “Deutschkenntnisse zur elementaren
Sprachverwendung auf einfachstem Niveau oder Englischkenntnisse zur selbstéandigen
Sprachverwendung* (Kriteriengeleitete Zuwanderung nach Osterreich (Rot-WeiR3-Rot-
Karte 2013, p. 5, accessed May 3, 2013) (basic German or English skills), one gets 5-10
points (again, depending on the category one is applying under), or for
,Deutschkenntnisse zur vertieften elementaren Sprachverwendung oder
Englischkenntnisse zur vertieften selbstdndigen Sprachverwendung* (Kriteriengeleitete
Zuwanderung nach Osterreich (Rot-WeiR -Rot-Karte 2013, p. 5, accessed May 3, 2013)
(an in-depth knowledge of German or English) 10-15 points. Furthermore, according to
the Integrationsvereinbarung:

8 14. (1) Die Integrationsvereinbarung dient der Integration rechtmafig im
Bundesgebiet niedergelassener Drittstaatsangehoriger (8 2 Abs. 2). Sie bezweckt
den Erwerb von vertieften Kenntnissen der deutschen Sprache, um den
Drittstaatsangehdrigen zur Teilnahme am gesellschaftlichen, wirtschaftlichen und
kulturellen Leben in Osterreich zu befahigen.

(2) Die Integrationsvereinbarung besteht aus zwei aufeinander aufbauenden
Modulen:

1. das Modul 1 dient dem Erwerb von Kenntnissen der deutschen Sprache zur
vertieften elementaren Sprachverwendung;

2. das Modul 2 dient dem Erwerb von Kenntnissen der deutschen Sprache zur
selbstéandigen Sprachverwendung.

(3) Die néaheren Bestimmungen zu den Inhalten der Module 1 und 2 der
Integrationsvereinbarung hat der Bundesminister fiir Inneres durch Verordnung
festzulegen.

(Bundesrecht konsolidiert: Gesamte Rechtsvorschrift fir Niederlassungs- und
Aufenthaltsgesetz, 8§14, accessed April 3, 2013).
In other words, in order for a citizen of a non-EU country to even apply for a visa,
he/she must be able to prove at least a basic level of German at the time of application,
before coming to Austria (the equivalent of the Al level under the Common European

Framework of Reference for Languages). Once in Austria, there are then two modules
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that must be fulfilled within a certain time period. In order to fulfill the first module of
the Integrationsvereinbarung, citizens of non-EU countries must reach the A2 level in
German within two years. If they achieve this in 18 months, they are entitled to receive
50% of the money spent on German courses back from the state, but for no more than
300 hours of lessons, and no more than 750€. Furthermore, the second module requires
that applicants then further their knowledge of the German language and reach at least a
B2 level according to the Common European Framework of Reference within five
years. Any courses taken to achieve this level are not funded by the state, as they are
with the first module. Failure to achieve the first module can result in hefty fines or a
denial for extension of long-term visas and failure to finish module two within five
years results in the denial of any long-term visa (de Cillia 2011, p. 197-8). The stated
reasoning for this integration law is “to empower third-country nationals to take part in
the societal, economic and cultural life in Austria” (Bundesrecht konsolidiert: Gesamte
Rechtsvorschrift fiir Niederlassungs- und Aufenthaltsgesetz, own translation). However,
the message is clear: to participate in Austrian society, one must speak German, and
other, minority languages are undesired — leave them at home. Given the massive
societal pressure to assimilate and speak German that already existed in Austria
previous to the Integrationsvereinbarung in 2011 and the relatively extensive and rapid
language switch that occurs, the law seems quite unnecessary and just reinforces the
negative attitude and stereotypes towards minority languages in Austria. Furthermore,
experts have condemned the law as social discrimination, as it only applies to citizens of
non-EU countries, which means that “ca. zwei Drittel der Zuwanderer nach Osterreich
werden davon nicht erfasst” (de Cillia 2011, p. 197). To have a law which only applies
to certain immigrants and not others is discrimination, pure and simple.

Currently in the United States, an immigration reform is being debated that
would award Green Cards on a point-based system similar to that of the Rot-Weil3-Rot
Karte. Currently, the Green Card system is based on quotas — there are only a certain
number allotted to each category of person applying — and there is technically no
language requirement, although to become naturalized one does have to demonstrate a
certain level of English fluency (Green Card Eligibility 2011, accessed May 3, 2013).
Recently, however, a bipartisan delegation of eight senators has put together proposed
legislation to reform the Green Card system, which was completed in April of this year.
The proposed legislation is meant on the one hand to address the issue of illegal

immigration to the United States — with an estimated 11 million illegal immigrants
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currently residing in the US. On the other hand, the legislation is also intended to
rework the Green Card system so as to attract more highly skilled workers, or as they
put it in the bill: “Attracting the World’s Best and Brightest” (Bipartisan Framework for
Comprehensive Immigration Reform 2013, p. 3, accessed May 12, 2013). It calls for
tougher border control and sets forth a 13-year path towards legal citizenship for those
currently living illegally in the United States.

Under the new, merit-based visas, the legislation would gradually shift the

emphasis from granting them based on family ties, toward visa approvals based

on points awarded for an immigrant’s work skills, current employment,

education and length of time in the United States (Parker 2013, p. 2).
Furthermore, “individuals with probationary legal status will be required to [...] learn
English” (Bipartisan Framework for Comprehensive Immigration Reform 2013, p. 2,
accessed May 12, 2013). The proposal of an English requirement for those on
probationary legal status to attain a Green Card is yet further proof of the status of
English as the de facto official language; however, as technically the federal
government of the United States has no official language, it is questionable whether
such a requirement is entirely legal. Again, as already stated in relation to the
Integrationsvereinbarung, it also seems unnecessary to impose a language requirement
here due to the overwhelming and rapid language shift from minority languages to
English that already occurs within the United States. Immigrants are well aware of the
social and financial benefits of speaking the dominant language in both Austria and the
United States, and therefore learn it regardless of any gratuitous legislation mandating
this at the legal level.

The major difference between the legislation in Austria and in the United States
in this area is that in order to apply for/receive a residency permit in Austria, one needs
to prove a certain German ability (if one is a citizen of a non-EU country), whereas
there is no official English requirement in order to apply for a Green Card in the United
States. As the United States has no official language at the federal level, it seems only
right that there be no English requirement imposed on immigrants. However, in order
to apply for citizenship in both countries there is a language requirement, which, as
previously stated, is quite unnecessary, and especially in the case of the United States

and its lack of official language, also somewhat questionable.
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4. Language Education Policy

4.1 Introduction

“Ein besonders wichtiger Bereich der Sprachenpolitik ist die
Schulsprachenpolitik, weil sie eine zentrale Rolle bei der Reproduktion sprachlicher und
ethnischer Identitdt bzw. bei der Assimilation von Minderheiten spielt” (de Cillia 1998,
p. 147). Nowhere is a country’s national language policy clearer or more important than
in the area of language education policy. National attitudes toward language are
mirrored in how we teach our children — from what we find important to pass on to the
next generation to what we intentionally leave out of the curriculum as “unimportant”.
Not only does educational policy mirror existing attitudes, but it also furthers these
views by teaching them to the next generation, underlining the importance of
curriculum development on a national scale. In the following chapter, | will outline the
most important legislation in language education policy (Schulsprachenpolitik) in
Austria and the United States. In regards to Austria, | will first sketch the difference in
treatment of indigenous minority languages and languages due to immigration in
schools, followed by a discussion of foreign language education. Likewise, for the
United States I will first discuss that legislation which affects the use of both indigenous
minority languages and those due to immigration, followed by a look at foreign

language education in the United States.

4.2 Educating autochthone and neue Minderheiten in Austria

With a few exceptions, “ist das Osterreichische Bildungswesen weitgehend
bundeseinheitlich geregelt” (de Cillia/Krumm 2010, p. 154). These exceptions include
the area of kindergarten education and two laws regarding the role of indigenous
languages in education, which each apply to only one province (Bundesland). The
Minderheiten-Schulgesetz fiir Kérnten entered into force in 1959, followed some time
later by the Minderheiten-Schulgesetz fiir das Burgenland which entered into force in
1994. These two laws apply only to their respective provinces and set out certain
guidelines for the use of indigenous languages, Slovenian in Carinthia and Croatian and
Hungarian in Burgenland, in schools. The Minderheiten-Schulgesetz flr Kéarnten

recognizes:
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8 7. Das Recht, die slowenische Sprache als Unterrichtssprache zu gebrauchen
oder als Pflichtgegenstand zu erlernen, ist jedem Schuler in dem gemaR § 10
Abs. 1 dieses Bundesgesetzes umschriebenen Gebiet in den gemal § 10 Abs. 1
dieses Bundesgesetzes festzulegenden Schulen zu gewahren, sofern dies der
Wille des gesetzlichen Vertreters ist. Ein Schuler kann nur mit Willen seines
gesetzlichen Vertreters verhalten werden, die slowenische Sprache als
Unterrichtssprache zu gebrauchen oder als Pflichtgegenstand zu erlernen
(Minderheiten-Schulgesetz fir Karnten, p. 2, accessed April 13, 2013).
In other words, every student in Carinthia has the right to either receive instruction in
Slovenian or at least learn Slovenian as a subject at school, provided their parents/legal
guardians allow it. This means, “mit dem >>Minderheitenschulgesetz<< von 1959
schlieflich mufte fortan eine gesonderte Anmeldung zum Slowenischunterricht
erfolgen, was eine noch groflere Loyalitdt gegeniiber der eigenen Sprache erforderte”
(de Cillia 1998, p. 148-9).
Similarly, in Burgenland:
8 1. (Verfassungsbestimmung) (1) Das Recht, im Burgenland die kroatische oder
ungarische Sprache als Unterrichtssprache zu gebrauchen oder als
Pflichtgegenstand zu erlernen, ist in den gemal § 6, § 10 und § 12 Abs. 1 dieses
Bundesgesetzes festzulegenden Schulen Osterreichischen Staatsbiirgern der
kroatischen und ungarischen Volksgruppe zu gewéhren.
(2) Ein Schiler kann gegen den Willen seiner Erziehungsberechtigten nicht
verhalten werden, die kroatische oder ungarische Sprache als
Unterrichtssprache zu gebrauchen (Minderheiten-Schulgesetz fur das
Burgenland, p. 1, accessed April 13, 2013).

As with the Minderheiten-Schulgesetz fiir Karnten, the Minderheiten-Schulgesetz fur
das Burgenland recognizes the right to use Croatian or Hungarian as languages of
instruction or to teach the languages as a subject within Burgenland in accordance with
the rights of speakers of indigenous languages. A further similarity between the two
laws is that students can only attend lessons in these languages with the express
permission of their parents/legal guardians. However, in contrast to the law in
Carinthia, in Burgenland students are automatically enrolled in these programs
involving the indigenous languages in the areas where the law applies, however, “ die

Eltern kdnnen die Kinder vom Besuch des zweisprachigen Unterrichts aber abmelden”
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(de Cillia 1998, p. 156). Whereas in Carinthia parents/legal guardians have to explicitly
register their children for lessons in Slovenian, in Burgenland parents/legal guardians
have to explicitly de-register their children. Despite the slight improvement over the
Carinthian law, “das[...] sogenannte Elternrecht[...] ist, zu Ende gedacht, absurd. So
gesehen muRten Eltern ihre Kinder auch vom Mathematik-, English-, ja Deutsch- etc.
Unterricht abmelden konnen* (de Cillia 1998, p. 157). For this reason, de Cillia cites
the director oft he Ludwig Boltzmann Institute for Human Rights, Hannes Tretter, as
follows: ,,Es existiert ein rechtliches Gutachten zu diesem Problem vom][...] Hannes
Tretter, das diese Verfassungsbestimmung als unzuldssig einstuft. Es sei nicht zuldssig,
Kinder vom zweisprachigen Unterricht an diesen Schulen >>abzumelden<<* (de Cillia
1998, p. 157). These laws show, in the words of de Cillia, a tendency to: ,,gegen den
Willen der Minderheit werden Regelungen oktroyiert™ (de Cillia 1998, p. 157). The fact
that legal guardians can de-register their charges from lessons involving indigenous
languages in Carinthia and Burgenland — languages that have equal status in these areas
as official language in addition to German — shows a certain disregard for the speakers
of those indigenous languages.

So what does the situation look like for Slovenian in Carinthia and Croatian and
Hungarian in Burgenland in reality? The following tables are from the Language
Education Policy Profile: Country Report Austria, a joint initiative of the Council of

Europe and several Austrian federal agencies.*

Figure 13: Carinthia: number of pupils registered for bilingual schooling in areas

where the ‘Minderheitenschulgesetz * (educational law concerning minorities) obtains,

in the school year 2004/05:

Number of pupils in bilingual Percentage of all pupils (in those
schooling areas)

Primary school 1.921 53,76%

Secondary level | 884 24,74%

Secondary level 11 768 21,50%

Total 3573

(LEPP: Country Report Austria 2007, p. 145).

* For more information on the LEPP-Process in Austria, see de Cillia/kKrumm 2011.
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It is quite plain to see here, that the access to/call for bilingual education diminishes as
pupils get older, backing up the assertion that “Eine durchgehende zweisprachige
Sozialisation in beiden Sprachen, vor allem eine ausreichende muttersprachliche
Sekundarsozialisation ist [...] vollig unmdoglich” (de Cillia 1998, p. 152).

The following tables show the situation for Croatian and Hungarian as both
mother tongue and foreign language in Burgenland (VS= Volksschule/primary school,
HS= Hauptschule/general secondary education; AHS= Allgemein bildende hdhere
Schule/academic secondary school; BMHS= Berufsbildende mittlere und héhere
Schule/vocational middle and upper secondary school):

Figure 14: Pupils in Burgenland with Croatian as their mother tongue, at various types
of schools, in the school year 2004/05

Croatian as mother tongue | VS | HS | AHS | BMHS | Total
Number of pupils 285 |53 | 139 |15 492
Sites 42 |13 |4 3

Figure 15: Pupils in Burgenland with Croatian as a foreign language, at various types
of schools, in the school year 2004/05

Croatian as a MFL | VS HS | AHS | BMHS | Total
Number of pupils | 1142 | 216 | 225 | 108 1691
Sites 42 13 |5 3

Figure 16: Pupils in Burgenland with Hungarian as their mother tongue, at various
types of schools, in the school year 2004/05

Hungarian as mother tongue | VS | HS | AHS | BMHS | Total
Number of pupils 283|133 | 122 | 122 660
Sites 64 |22 |2 4

Figure 17: Pupils in Burgenland with Hungarian as a foreign language, at various
types of schools, in the school year 2004/05

Hungarian as an MFL | VS HS | AHS | BMHS | Total
Number of pupils 1134 | 533 | 162 | 233 2062
Sites 64 22 |7 4
(LEPP: Country Report Austria 2007, p. 146).
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In Burgenland, it is a positive sign of acceptance of indigenous minority languages that
so many pupils learn Croatian or Hungarian as a foreign language. However, as with
Kérnten, there is in Burgenland also an overwhelming trend of indigenous language
teaching declining as pupils get older and move onto higher levels of education, a
disturbing and unfortunate phenomenon.

For those who speak a neue Minderheitensprache (“new” minority language, or
minority language due to immigration), the situation in Austrian schools is not as
positive as it is for the autochthone Minderheitensprachen. According to statistics
quoted in the Language Education Policy Profile: Country Report Austria, in 2006, of
Austria’s 8,265,925 inhabitants, 9.8% were non-Austrian (LEPP: Country Report
Austria 2007, p. 14). Austria has an increasing number of immigrants, many of whom
bring with them their own languages. The technical term in German for these students
is SchilerIinnen mit einer anderen Erstsprache als Deutsch (students with a different
mother tongue than German). In 2007/2008, these students represented 20.7% of all
students in compulsory education nationwide, and within the capital, Vienna, 52.7% (de
Cillia/Krumm 2010, p. 163). Unfortunately, “die Verteilung auf die unterschiedliche
Schultypen zeigt eine klare Bildungsbenachteiligung der SchilerInnen mit
Migrationshintergrund” (de Cillia/Krumm 2010, p. 164), being overrepresented in
Hauptschulen (19.6%) and Sonderschulen (schools for disabled pupils, 27.2%), and
underrepresented in the higher levels of secondary education, (AHS 12.5% and BHS
10.5%). Lessons in Deutsch als Zweitsprache (German as a second language) are
offered for these students for up to 12 hours a week, and around 20% of all students
with a language other than German as their mother tongue in the school year 2007/2008
took advantage of lessons in their mother tongues on a voluntary basis for 3-6 hours a
week (de Cillia/Krumm 2010, p. 164).

4.3 Foreign Language Instruction in Austria

According to de Cillia/Krumm: “so fuhrte die Erkenntnis von der zunehmenden
Wichtigkeit von Fremdsprachenkenntnissen dazu, dass diese heute zu einem festen
Grundbestandteil schulischer Bildung geworden sind” (de Cillia/Krumm 2010, p. 154).
As of the school year 2002/2003, the learning of a foreign language starting in the first
year of primary education (Volksschule) is mandatory, and in 2008, 93.7% of students
in primary education learned at least one foreign language, demonstrating the

importance of foreign language learning in Austria (de Cillia/Krumm 2010, p. 154).
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The Schulorganisationsgesetz (SchOG) of 1962 defined the various types of schools
within Austria, and further developments have set national curriculum requirements for
each school type, including foreign language education requirements. The following
figure outlines the education system in Austria as defined by the SchOG of 1962:

Figure 18: Austrian school system
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(LEPP: Country Report Austria 2007, p. 18).

German is a mandatory subject at all levels and in all types of schools, and as the
official language of Austria is the
prescribed language of instruction...excepting certain schools where other
provisions are envisaged or have been made, in particular schools destined for
linguistic minorities, or where other legal provisions or international

agreements provide otherwise (LEPP: Country Report Austria 2007, p. 32).
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At all levels of compulsory schooling it is mandatory for pupils to learn at least one
foreign language, sometimes multiple languages, for varying hours per week. It is
interesting that “Englisch nicht als verpflichtende erste FS [Fremdsprache] festgelegt ist
[...] Die Statistik [...] zeigt jedoch, dass die theoretisch mdgliche Diversifizierung in
der Praxis nicht stattfindet” (de Cillia/Krumm 2010, p. 160). Whereas some European
countries do set English as the mandatory first foreign language to be learned, legally
Austria has no such provision. However, due to the increasing international role of
English as lingua franca, and therefore a high demand from parents and others for
English in schools, in practice, English is overwhelmingly the first foreign language
learned in Austrian schools, and sometimes the only foreign language learned by some
students (for example, in Sonderschulen), as evidence by the following table showing

foreign language choices in schools:
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Figure 19: Number of pupils being taught MFLs, divided into selected years and types

of schools
Tvpe of \Vocational
yP Special schools VS HS AHS compulsory BHS BMS
school .
schooling

2004/05 MMAr Nearg PIMAY Nears Nears  [Year 10 [Year 10 Year 10  [Year 10

y stage stage
English [1.190 [1.374 [346589 [68.999 [P5303 [17.391 W1.643 01522  [0.136
% f/f'% 63,12% [07,66%  [09,76% [99,78% 198.95% 198,06% 07,86%  [97,38%
French [3 3.892 0574 5247 9.927 W11l 6524  B51
% 0,06% 1,10% 372% [P0,69% [56,48% [9,68% 09.67%  B,37%
Italian 3.482 0415 1856 4151 {142 3975 414
% 0,98% 349% B37% [23,62% [0,34% 18,08%  [3,98%
Russian 32 2 pa7 397 136 D
% 0,01% 000% [1,17% [2,26% 062%  0,02%
Spanish 023 34 1003 [.852 1001 b
% 0,06% 0,05% B,96% [16,23% 455%  0,06%
Croatian 1.761 86 72 38 20 10
% 0,50% 012% 0,28% [0,22% 009%  0,10%
ﬁ'o"ak'a 561 37 D 0 0
% 0,16% 005% 0,01% [0,01% [0,05%
ﬁ'o"e”'a 4 ) > 739 54 b8 132 3
% 0,08% [0,10% [0,77% 0,08% 0,16% 060%  0,03%
Czech 1.094 119 b5 o5 139 b8
% 0,31% 017% 0,10% 0,06% 063%  0,27%
:'“”ga“a 085 81 117 29 60 41
% 0,28% 012% 0,46% [0,17% 027%  0,39%
Other
N 048 301 03 45 50 D4
% 0,02% 0,27% 044% 0,09% [0,26% 023%  0,23%
Total no.
of pupils [4.515 [2.176 [354.910  (69.163 [25.358 [17.575 42.467 21.992  [10.408
(=100%)

(LEPP: Country Report Austria 2007, p. 148).

The table shows that “Minderheitensprachen...kaum nachgefragt bzw. angeboten

werden® while ,,der Englischunterricht in Osterreich flichendeckend dominiert (de

Cillia/Krumm 2010, p. 162). In all types of schools, English clearly dominates at 97%

or more in all school types except Sonderschulen — an overwhelming majority. This is

clearly a reflection of the importance English has gained as the international language,

which means that to be successful in an increasingly global world, English has become

the key. Austrian language education policy reflects this in its dominating offer of

English and the most important foreign language, despite the lack of any legal

61




obligation to offer English as the first foreign language as in some other European
countries, in order to set its students up for success once they leave school.

After English, French is the most commonly taught foreign language, reaching at
its highest point 56.48% in year 10 at the AHS. However, in contrast to English, the
numbers clearly show that the learning of French generally begins much later than that
of English — presumably chosen as a second foreign language by students in the upper
levels of secondary education. Italian follows after French, with its highest percentage
also in year 10 of the AHS at 23.62%, trailed then by Spanish, at 16.23% in year 10 of
the AHS. Russian reaches at its highest point a mere 2.26%, and “alle anderen
Sprachen liegen auch hier unter der 1%-Marke. Auch die Minderheitensprachen, die
2.T. auch Nachbarsprachen sind [...] werden kaum gelernt (de Cillia/Haller 2013, p.
160). Based on these numbers, it is plain to see that despite a lack of federal legislation
making English the first foreign language taught in Austrian schools, this has become
the de facto rule of thumb, contributing to an extremely low percentage of other

languages taught.

4.4 The Bilingual Education Act and NCLB
In the United States, 19.73% of people over the age of five speak a language

other than English at home, according to the 2007 census data (see figure 3 on page 11).
Given the diversity of languages spoken in the United States of America, whether
indigenous or languages of immigration, and the fact that at the federal level there exists
no official language, how does this affect language education policy at the federal level?
First of all, it is important to note that while there are some national policies, education
decisions are largely left to the jurisdiction of individual states, making the American
education system not nearly as centralized as the Austrian one. The United States also
does not have the tracking system that Austria does — all students go from
primary/elementary school to junior high/middle school to high school, with the option
of continuing their education at a college or university with the completion of high
school and a standardized test. Whereas in Austria, students have a certain amount of
leeway in choosing which school to go to, in the United States students either have to go
to the public school in their district or opt for private school, which can be quite
expensive. Funding for public schools is provided from both the federal and state

governments, with most of the money coming from property taxes in the school district,
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leading to large disparities between the opportunities available to students in more
affluent districts and those in poorer districts, for example in the inner-city.

The most important federal legislation which affects speakers of minority
languages in the United States (those students who speak a language other than English
at home) was previously called Title VI of the Elementary and Secondary Education
Act, otherwise known as the Bilingual Education Act, which was retitled Title 111 of the
No Child Left Behind Act, or the English Language Acquisition, Language
Enhancement and Academic Achievement Act in 2002. Whereas the Bilingual
Education Act provided federal funding for bilingual education programs, it is
extremely important and telling to note that in the rewriting of the Act in 2002, the term
“bilingual” was erased and replaced by the term “Limited English Proficient” (LEP).

The law defines an LEP student as an individual who (1) is 3 to 21 years old; (2)

is enrolled in an elementary or secondary school; (3) was not born in the United

States or whose native language is not English, who is a Native American or

Alaska Native, who comes from a background where English is a nonmajor

language, or who is migratory and from a non-English-language environment;

and (4) whose level of English proficiency may deny him or her the ability to
reach a proficient achievement level on state tests, to succeed in English-led
classrooms, or to participate fully in society (Understanding the NCLB Act

2007, p. 3).

Once again, despite English not being the official language of the United States legally,
legislation confirms its status as de facto official language, as mirrored in the fact that
English is overwhelmingly the language of instruction in the United States.
Furthermore, the language of Title 111 of the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB Act)
reflects the popular monolingual stance prevalent in the United States. The goal of the
Act is not to celebrate diversity and raise bi-/multilingual students by socializing them
in both the majority language (English) and their home, minority language, but instead
to increase English proficiency to the point where the minority language is no longer
needed. The fact that in writing Title 111 of the NCLB Act they replaced the term
“bilingual” really underscores this attitude.

The main purpose of Title 111 is:

to help ensure that children who are limited English proficient, including

immigrant children and youth, attain English proficiency, develop high levels of

academic attainment in English, and meet the same challenging State academic
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content and student academic achievement standards as all children are

expected to meet (NCLB Act 2002, p. 266).
Furthermore,

to hold State educational agencies, local educational agencies, and schools

accountable for increases in English proficiency and core academic content

knowledge of limited English proficient children by requiring—

(A) demonstrated improvements in the English proficiency of limited English

proficient children each fiscal year; and

(B) adequate yearly progress for limited English proficient children, including

immigrant children and youth, as described in section 1111(b)(2)(B) (NCLB Act

2002, p. 266-7).
The main target group of Title III is “immigrant children”, however, it could also
theoretically be extended to fund programs to help speakers of minority dialects learn
the standard language as well, as was attempted in 1996 in what would later be termed
the Oakland Ebonics Controversy. In December of 1996, the Oakland School Board
passed a resolution defining Ebonics (or African American Vernacular English —
AAVE) as a separate language from English, thus entitling them to federal funds under
the Bilingual Education Act. This set off a huge national debate as to whether Ebonics
truly is a separate language, and whether or not schools with students whose “home
language” is Ebonics should receive federal funding for programs aimed at teaching
said students standard English. Unfortunately, the school board and the experts
supporting them did a bad job of selling the program, leaving confused parents and
students who believed they were trying to teach Ebonics in schools. Due to this
confusion and a national backlash that led to a congressional hearing on the subject, the
Oakland School Board was forced to amend, and then eventually retract the resolution.
Through this precedent, it was decided that the federal funding provided by the
Bilingual Education Act, and subsequently Title 111 of the NCLB Act, can only be used
for English as a Second Language (ESL) programs and the like for students with
immigration backgrounds or who speak indigenous languages — the funding only
applies to speakers of recognized other languages and not to speakers of regional or
ethnic dialects.

The language of Title 111 of the NCLB Act also demonstrates the level of
importance that testing has reached in the United States for assessment, accountability

and allocation of funds. As quoted above, agencies are to be “held accountable” for
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increasing English proficiency in their LEP students by “demonstrated improvements”
and “adequate yearly progress”. The way to demonstrate improvements is inevitably
through improving standardized test scores. As with most educational policy in the
United States, funding for the programs of Title 111 of the NCLB Act is determined by
test scores, a fact which many educationalists criticize and which has led to scandals in
which school districts cheat on standardized tests in an attempt to receive more funding.
Another issue with these tests is that they are issue solely in English, which means that
historically, many students who are not proficient in English end up being categorized
as needing special assistance due to very low test scores (Special Ed in the vernacular),
although the low test scores have nothing to do with their intelligence level, simply a
lack of English. The following is an example of this phenomenon as relayed to me by
Robert Kahn:
When I was there [the O odham reservation], lots of kids, especially kids from
the villages, were classified as Special Ed. This qualified the district for extra
federal funding. The thing was, lots of them shouldn’t have been. As often as
not — more often than not, | think — it was because they did so poorly on tests
when they started school — because that would be their first exposure to English.
So naturally they didn’t do well on the tests, oral or written. This was not a trick
to get more money. It was a normal, predictable result of the stupid
standardized testing that schools use in our so-called locally controlled public
schools. Since the schools on the rez were disastrously underfunded already —
when | got there in 1978 | had 43 kids in one English class and 37 in another,
and no desks and no textbooks — no one complained about kids being
misdiagnosed as Special Ed from day one. School administrators especially had
no reason to complain about it, because it helped a little in funding. But I don’t
have to explain to you the long-term harm it can do to treat kids as Special Ed
students from day one, though they 're as smart as you and me (Robert Kahn,
personal correspondence).
Despite the dangers of using nationalized standardized testing to categorize students, the
practice still continues and is indeed the cornerstone of American education policy,
leaving speakers of a language other than English and of non-standard dialects over
represented in Special Education programs, just as speakers of neue
Minderheitensprachen are overrepresented in Sonderschulen in Austria.
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The NCLB Act, in Title VI, also addresses the education of Indians, Native
Hawaiians and Alaska Natives as follows:
1t is the policy of the United States to fulfill the Federal Government’s unique
and continuing trust relationship with and responsibility to the Indian people for
the education of Indian children. The Federal Government will continue to work
with local educational agencies, Indian tribes and organizations, postsecondary
institutions, and other entities toward the goal of ensuring that programs that
serve Indian children are of the highest quality and provide for not only the
basic elementary and secondary educational needs, but also the unique
educational and culturally related academic needs of these children (NCLB Act
2002, p. 483).
Title VII is consistent, if not somewhat vague, in its recognition of the special
relationship between the United States federal government and the sovereign American
Indian tribes and Alaska Natives. However, even with the protection allotted to these
groups through the NCLB Act and other legislation previously discussed, it is expressly
stated that this is not to detract from their learning the English language, as evidenced in

the following excerpt from the Native American Languages Act:

USE OF ENGLISH

SEC. 107. Nothing in this title shall be construed as precluding the use of
Federalfunds to teach English to Native Americans (Native American
Languages Act 1990, p. 63).

Regardless of the student’s mother tongue and other protections, the entire purpose of
Title 111 and Title VII of the NCLB Act is to increase English proficiency with the goal
of complete language shift, not to stabilize any bilingual situation and foster knowledge
of both English and the home language.

4.5 Foreign Language Teaching in the United States
In 2008, the Center for Applied Linguistics, based in Washington, D.C., did a

survey of the situation of foreign language teaching in primary and secondary schools in
the United States. They sent the survey to over 5,000 public and private schools during
the 2007-2008 school year. The overall picture painted by the survey results is not very

positive, and calls for many improvements to be made in the coming years. The
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following graphs in figure 20 illustrate the trend that schools at both the primary and
secondary levels have been offering fewer foreign languages over a 20 year period. At
every level of education, there has been an overall decrease in the availability of foreign
language classes. Furthermore, there is a clear disparity between public and private
schools. Those with the funds to privately fund their education are much more likely to
have access to foreign language education than students attending public school.
According to the authors of the report, “survey results revealed issues of unequal access
to foreign language instruction. Schools in rural areas and schools whose students were
of lower socioeconomic status (SES) were less likely to offer foreign language classes”
(Rhodes/Pufahl 2009, p. 1-2). Due to the way funding is set up for the public school
system, with school districts relying on local taxes, those schools in areas of lower SES
inevitably draw the short straw when it comes to funding, and therefore are not able to

offer the same opportunities to their students that more affluent districts are able to.

Figure 20: percentage of elementary and secondary schools offering foreign language
education from 1987-2008
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Figure 1. Elementary Schools Teaching Foreign Languages (by School Type)
(1987, 1997, 2008)

*A statistically significant decrease from 1997 to 2008
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Figure 2. Secondary Schools Teaching Foreign Languages (by School Level) (1987,
1997, 2008).

Note, The majorfty of middle schools in the sample were pablic schools.

*A statictically significant decreata from 1997 to 2008.

(Rhodes/Pufahl 2009, p. 2)

The following graphs show the percentages of every language offered at the
elementary and secondary levels of education, and tell a reveling story:
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Figure 21: languages offered at the elementary and secondary levels
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Figure 4.languages Offered by Secondary Schools With Foreign Language Programs (1997, 2008).
Note, SpSpSpkrs = Spanish for Spanish speakers; ASL = American Sign Language; NativeAmer. = Native American languages.

* Indicates a statistically significant increase from 1997 to 2008.
** Indicates a statistically significant decrease from 1997 to 2008.

(Rhodes/Pufahl 2009, p. 3)
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As can be seen, Spanish is overwhelmingly the most offered language, and the only one
of the top three languages not to have suffered a loss in number of classes offered at the
secondary level between 1997 and 2008. It is also important to note that, although only
a slight increase, and still not widely taught, both Chinese and Arabic are now being
offered more often. The frequency of Spanish instruction as well as the slight increase
in Chinese and Arabic classes all reflect the economic and political situation in the
United States today. Spanish is the most widely spread language outside of English in
the US, with 12.3% of the population above the age of five reporting speaking Spanish
or Spanish Creole at home in the 2007 census data (see figure 3 on page 11). Not only
does Spanish have a long history in the southwest of the United States (much of that
territory having belonged to Mexico at one point), but Spanish is also the largest
language of immigration at the moment, making it an important language for American
to learn. Chinese has recently become important as the language of the next big
economic superpower, and the ability to speak and understand Arabic is currently in
high demand at various government agencies, for example the Central Intelligence
Agency (CIA) or the National Security Agency (NSA), for defense purposes, and these
agencies are actively recruiting and training people in Arabic, making it a desirable and
marketable skill.

The teaching of both French and German, the two most commonly taught
languages after Spanish, has dramatically decreased in the last 15 years. In 1997,
French was taught in 64% of schools offering foreign language education and German
in 24% of said schools. A decade later, in 2008, the percentage of schools offering
instruction in French dropped to 46%, and German instruction decreased to a mere 14%
(a decrease of almost 20% for French and 10% for German within a ten-year period).
When | first moved to the state of Georgia in 1996, | spent two and a half years at a
public elementary school, Austin Elementary, in Dunwoody, Georgia. Austin was one
of the few schools that offered a foreign language at the elementary level — in fact,
German was a mandatory subject (it was the only language offered). However, several
years after | left the school, the German program was cut, due to lack of funding, and
the German teachers were reassigned to teach ESL classes instead. This mirrors the
national trend of foreign language classes being cut in order to divert funding to other
areas.

“Nearly one third of public elementary and secondary schools with language

programs reported that language teaching had been negatively affected by NCLB”
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(Rhodes/Pufahl 2009, p. 7). Due to the fact that the NCLB Act is heavily focused on
mathematics and reading instruction, respondents to the survey believe that this “had
drawn resources away from foreign languages because they are not included in the
law’s accountability measures” (Rhodes/Pufahl 2009, p. 6). There is limited funding
allotted to the various NCLB measures, so naturally those areas with “accountability
measures” (meaning, where test scores are used to measure a school’s progress and
success and how much funding they get) are going to be funded much more heavily
than any subject area without accountability measures, such as language instruction. So
here again, the negative effects of using testing as a means of measuring success and
guaranteeing funding can be seen. These statistics also highlight the lack of any
unifying federal language instruction requirement. Language education is one subject
that is left up to each state to decide to what extent they want to offer it — 9% of all high
schools surveyed by the Center for Applied Linguistics do not offer any foreign
language instruction, an unacceptable reality. Foreign language education is one area
where the decentralized education policy model does not work, and where federal

policy and enforcement is necessary.
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5. Conclusion

As previously stated in the introduction, I was led to the topic of this thesis by
my own observations and experiences of the differences in language policy in my native
United States and Austria over the last three years, as | lived and worked in Austria.
Through my own experiences and through a closer examination of language policy
legislation in several areas in both countries, it is clear that the United States falls
further on the laissez-faire end of the language policy spectrum than Austria, having a
very haphazard and unintentional language policy, whereas the Austrian government
does plan language policy in certain areas. The most striking difference between the
two countries is the presence of an official language at the federal level in Austria, but
the lack of one in the United States. As has been proven, however, language —
especially each country’s national variety of the corresponding pluricentric language —
plays a crucial role in the building of national identities in both countries, despite this
glaring difference. When it comes to minority language protection, both countries place
an emphasis on protecting indigenous languages, and neither country affords the same
protection to the minority languages due to immigration. Another similarity between
the two nations is that despite legal protection for indigenous languages, in practice
these protections are not upheld and these languages have an ever-diminishing
population of speakers. In regards to minority languages due to immigration, Austria
demonstrates a negative attitude towards them through the Integrationsvereinbarung,
made worse by the fact that it only applies to those immigrants from non-EU countries,
clearly targeting the “undesirable” immigrants. In the United States, on the other hand,
there is no language requirement in order to apply for a Green Card, however, despite a
lack of a federal official language, in order to become a citizen of the United States, one
does have to demonstrate a certain degree of English ability, including taking the
citizenship test in English, as it is not offered in any other language. In the area of
language education policy, both countries lack sufficient enforcement and funding for
programs set up for minority language students. Furthermore, whereas foreign language
education is mandatory in Austria, the selection of languages offered is not as wide as it
could or should be. In the United States, foreign language programs are continuously
being eliminated in order to shift funding to other areas — a dangerous trend — leading to

minimal (if any) foreign language proficiency for most Americans. All in all, both
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countries are too entrenched in a monolingual world view and need to embrace and
support the idea of a multi-lingual and multi-cultural society.

In 2001, a group of language policy experts met and produced a document called
the Klagenfurter Erklarung zur Osterreichischen Sprachenpolitik, with
recommendations for the future and improvement of language policy and planning in
Austria. In 2011, the ten year reunion of said conference, they revised the Klagenfurter
Erklarung to reflect the current situation of language policy. In this conclusion, 1 would
like to address some of the most important recommendations made for Austria in the
2011 version of this document and propose my own recommendations for American
language policy. Language use is a two-sided coin: on the one hand we use language to
communicate, and on the other hand, as has already been stated throughout, language
makes up a large part of personal and collective identities. At times, these two
functions of language may clash — for example, do I give up a part of my identity (my
native language) in order to communicate with those around me, speaking a dominant
language? However, if certain protections and rights are guaranteed, this does not
necessarily have to be an either/or situation. This is why having an intentional language
policy that takes into account all areas of life is so important — to enhance
communication while protecting and enriching identities.

This leads us to the first recommendation. The Klagenfurter Erklarung remarks
that “in Osterreich fehlt derzeit eine koordinierte und lingerfristig geplante
Sprachenpolitik” (Boeckmann et al. 2011, p. 2). The United States leans even more to
the laissez-faire side of the language policy spectrum than Austria, so this is a
recommendation for both countries. There is a need for a comprehensive, long-term,
intentional language policy in both Austria and the United States. As stated in the
Klagenfurter Erklarung, one facet of achieving this goal is to incorporate and orient
policy toward empirical studies, constantly re-evaluating policy and practices in light of
new research and evolving realities. In this same vein, language policy in a relatively
new field of study, so it is important that more extensive research continue to be carried
out in the subject.

The Klagenfurter Erklarung calls for the granting of basic language rights for
every person living in Austria, definitely an important guideline for the United States as
well — or any country for that matter. According to the authors of the document, this
includes the right to use one’s mother tongue in educational situations, the right to

German as a foreign language instruction, the use of professional translators in social
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facilities, before the law, in state offices and in health institutions and the establishment
of a publicly financed language information center, among other things. These are all
worthy goals for any country’s language policy, however, some are more realizable in
the present than others. Every person should indeed have the right to develop reading
and writing skills not only in the dominant language, but also in his/her mother tongue
(if it differs from the dominant language). In practice, however, education is one area in
the United States that is pathologically underfunded, so finding the money to support
such initiatives would be extremely difficult. Before being successful in this area,
Americans — especially policy makers — need to recognize the importance of
multilingualism and make it a priority, as is currently happening in Europe. American
society needs to get past the idea that, as the dominating world power whose language is
spoken at the global level currently we don’t need to learn other languages, as others
will simply learn ours.

The Klagenfurter Erklarung then calls for the implementation of a permanent
political forum to discuss language policy issues openly. “Seine [the political forum’s]
Aufgabe wére die Diskussion der Ziele und Leitlinien nationaler Sprachenpolitik...
sowie die Kontrolle seiner Umsetzung in die Praxis” (Boeckmann et al. 2011, p. 3-4).
Such a forum would be beneficial in the United States as well. This would contribute to
the goal of developing a more comprehensive and intentional language policy in both
countries, and perhaps even more importantly, this forum would be tasked with
regulating the practice of said policy. As is evident throughout the previous chapters,
even where policy is in place in both countries, often there is a lack of enforcement,
making the policy useless in practice. For this reason, it is important that both countries
develop mechanisms in order to assure the implementation of language policy in the
real world.

Not only is it important to make use of multilingualism and first languages other
than the dominant language in educational settings, but it is also extremely important
that the teaching of foreign languages at all levels of education become a main focus. In
the United States, as demonstrated in chapter four, displays a worrying trend of cutting
elementary foreign language programs, meaning that language education is beginning
later and later, if at all. Not only does this indicate to the next generation that language
education, and ergo multilingualism, is not important, but it positions Americans badly
in a world that is growing ever more global. Foreign language instruction should

instead be following a reverse trend and start at an earlier age, as studies have shown
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that children learn languages differently, and to some extent more easily, than
adolescents or adults. This should not just be limited to primary and secondary
education, but also to tertiary and adult education as well. Furthermore, as the
Klagenfurter Erklarung demands, educators themselves need to be taught how to deal
with the reality of multilingual classrooms — how to use this advantageously and support
multilingualism as well (Boeckmann et al. 2011).

Overall, as previously stated, the most important goal is to create an intentional
language policy, constantly re-evaluate it taking into account changing realities, and to
enforce policy, because not enforcing existing policies is a policy decision in and of
itself. In this increasingly globalized world, it is no longer enough to command the use
of just one language. Support, at the state, federal and international levels, for and
appreciation of multilingualism and multiculturalism cannot be stressed enough,
regardless of what country one lives in. Some things are universal and transcend
language differences and national boundaries — linguistic human rights are one of these

things, and the language policy of every government needs to reflect this.
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Abstract in English

Much can be learned through the juxtaposition of two countries® language

policies. In this thesis, several areas of language policy in Austria and in the United
States are compared to gain a better understanding of the ramifications of certain policy
decisions (or lack thereof). After defining such key terms as language policy and
planning, Sprach- and Sprachen-politik and laissez-faire language policy, the discussion
turns toward the presence of an official language at the federal level in Austria, and the
non-existence of one in the United States, and the importance of language to the
building of national identity, including a discussion of pluricentric languages. The
following chapter deals with minority language rights in both countries, and shows how
both accord a certain amount of protection to indigenous languages, although these
protections are largely unenforced, and neither country assigns importance to preserving
minority languages due to immigration, instead adopting a policy of assimilation. In the
fourth chapter, language education policy and legislation in the two countries are
compared. Both countries lack sufficient enforcement and funding for programs set up
for minority language students in this area. In Austria, a strong emphasis is put on
English as the main foreign language taught in schools, to the detriment of other
languages, which take a back-seat to English. In the United States, foreign language
education is in trouble, as many programs are cut due to lack of funding and a general
attitude that foreign language education is unnecessary due to the global presence of
English. Finally, in the conclusion, recommendations for the future language policy in

both countries are given on the basis of the Klagenfurter Erklarung.
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Abstrakt auf Deutsch

Anhand der Gegenuberstellung zweier unterschiedlicher, landerspezifischer Varianten

von Sprachenpolitik konnen wertvolle Schliisse gezogen werden, weshalb aktuelle
Masterarbeit die divergierenden Arten von Sprachenpolitik, sowohl in Osterreich als
auch in den Vereinigten Staaten von Amerika, einander gegentberstellt und diese
beleuchtet. Durch ebendiesen Vergleich sollen die sprachenpolitischen Entscheidungen
der jeweiligen Lander unter dem Aspekt der Nachvollziehbarkeit aufgezeigt und auf
deren Folgen néher eingegangen werden. Dartber hinaus wird auf Entscheidungen, die
auf sprachenpolitischer Ebene notwendig gewesen wéren, aber nicht getroffen wurden,
hingewiesen. Nach der Definition wichtiger Schliisseltermini wie ,,Sprach- und
Sprachenpolitik®, ,,Sprachenplanung® sowie ,,Laisser-faire-Sprachenpolitik®, bewegt
sich der Diskurs in Richtung der Prasenz einer offiziellen Sprache auf Bundesebene in
Osterreich, eine Charakteristik, die von groRer Bedeutung fiir die Konstruktion einer
nationalen Identitat ist. Es folgt eine Auseinandersetzung mit dem Nicht-vorhandensein
ebenjener offiziellen Sprache in den Vereinigten Staaten von Amerika und eine
Erorterung des Stellenwerts von gesellschaftlicher Mehrsprachigkeit. Der nichste
Beitrag setzt sich mit den Rechten von Minderheitensprachen beider Lander
auseinander und zeigt, wie ebendiese in gewissem Ausmal versuchen, indigene
Sprachen zu schitzen, dieser Versuch jedoch aufgrund mangelnder politischer
Fokussierung mehr oder weniger erfolglos bleibt. Das Ermangeln, besagter Thematik
Gehor zu schenken, ist auf die kontinuierlich fortschreitende Immigration
zurlickzufuhren, welche aber durchaus auf politischer Ebene durch
assimilationspolitische MaRnahmen reguliert werden konnte. Im vierten Kapitel findet
sich ein Vergleich zur Sprachenpolitik auf Bildungsebene und der jeweiligen Rechtslage
derselbigen in beiden Landern. Sowohl die USA als auch Osterreich verfiigen nicht tiber
die notwendigen finanziellen Mittel, um sprachenpolitische MaRnahmen adaquat
durchzufuhren und Schulerinnen und Schler, die Minderheitensprachen angehéren,
entsprechend zu fordern. Im gsterreichischen Wirkungskreis kommt der englischen
Sprache grolRe Bedeutung zu, da sie die erste lebende Fremdsprache darstellt. Dies wirkt
sich nachteilig auf andere Fremdsprachen aus, welche neben Englisch eine zweitrangige
Stellung einnehmen. In den USA befindet sich der Fremdsprachenunterricht in einer
prekaren Lage, was durch fehlende 6konomische Ressourcen begriindet werden kann.

Dies wird durch eine allgemeine negative Haltung gegeniiber dem Erlernen von
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Fremdsprachen verstarkt, welche aufgrund der globalen Prasenz des Englischen als
Lingua Franca als unnétig angesehen werden. In der ab-schliefenden
Schlussbemerkung finden sich Empfehlungen, basierend auf der Klagenfurter
Erklarung, die in naher Zukunft der Sprachenpolitik beider Lander dienlich sein

kdnnten.
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