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1 Introduction

Despite the multifarious nature of allegedly nonexistent U.S. language policy (Czeglédi 2006), it is probably the “Official English” question that stands out as the most salient aspect of all recent language-related legislative activities. 

Roughly half of the fifty states have adopted similar measures since 1920, some of which have been challenged (and a few of them have been invalidated) in court.


Furthermore, state governors – and since the mid-1990s, even Chief Executives – have gradually become entangled in the issue, which now seems to be mobilizing ever larger numbers of otherwise apathetic American voters. 

Responding to grass-roots demands, Representatives and Senators in the U.S. Federal Congress have also introduced dozens of similar, as yet unsuccessful bills and resolutions since the appearance of the very first federal-level “Official English” legislative proposal on the Senate agenda in 1981.

Opponents soon branded the efforts to officialize English as “English-only” activism, emphasizing the probable xenophobic and racist motives that might lie beneath the surface of the seemingly innocuous and patriotic movement. While this label could aptly characterize a number of (failed) initiatives that were found to be incompatible with the “freedom of speech” and “due process” Constitutional guarantees, current “Official English” proposals tend to steer clear of openly violating the Bill of Rights.

Nevertheless, the very existence of – and the mounting political support behind – state- and federal-level “Official English” initiatives suggests that U.S. language ideology is taking an undoubtedly assimilationist turn, which may be interpreted as a return to “normalcy” after the overly “multiculturalist” understanding of American national identity during the 1960s and 1970s.

This paper attempts to highlight some vital components of American “linguistic culture” or “language ideology” by tracing the evolution of state- and federal-level “Official English” proposals, paying special attention to 

a) the forms of legislation;


b) the key stipulations that may affect minority “access” (to political and civil rights); 
c) the passages that try to influence the application of K-12 bilingual education (BE) 
models.

Finally, after examining the political support behind the most important Congressional initiatives, predictions are made about the likely nature of a future, federal-level “Official English” law.
2 “Language Ideologies” in the United States

The term “language ideology” was probably introduced for the first time by Heath in 1977 as “the self-evident ideas and objectives a group holds concerning the roles of language in the social experiences of members as they contribute to the expression of that group” (qtd. in Galindo 1997, 107).

Macías defines “language ideologies” as collective perceptions that may or may not be factually correct (2000, 52). The use of plural indicates that there is hardly a single, unified, well-defined ideology that may be presented as “the” most appropriate description of the resultant force of various American language attitudes. 

Crawford also uses the term in the form of “language ideologies” to describe the “belief systems shaped by everyday practices, rooted in social reality, growing directly out of the lived experience of various identity groups” (2004, 62). These belief systems represent more or less coherent opinions about language (sometimes described as “folk linguistics”).


Ovando (2003, 1) questions the usefulness of the phrase “language ideology”, arguing that changing political, social and economic forces have shaped the nation’s responses to language diversity, and not any kind of consistent ideology.

Nevertheless, Macías believes that some consistency is clearly present in patterns of American language attitudes, e.g. the dominance of “English-only” ideology, which is rooted in the history of the country, and considerably influences public perceptions about non-English languages, language minorities, and immigrants in general (2000, 53).


Similarly, Wiley identifies the possible unifying element in American language ideology in the motive of strong assimilation-orientation, and interprets recent efforts at language restrictionism from the perspective of a prior nativist ideology in order to find considerable consistency in language policy developments over time (2000, 84).


This view is shared by Baron (2004), who regards “linguistic nativism” as a long-standing and regrettable American tradition.


Perhaps the most succinct description is offered by Cutshall (2004/2005), who observes a “chronic case of xenoglossophobia” characterizing U.S. history. 

Despite the various labels attached, what appears to be evident is the ubiquitous presence of “linguicism” as a determining characteristic of American language ideologies, defined by Skutnabb-Kangas as the “ideologies structures, and practices which are used to legitimate, effectuate and reproduce an unequal division of power and resources (both material and immaterial) between groups which are defined on the basis of language” (qtd. in Phillipson 1992, 47).


Schiffman (1996, 5) prefers to use the term “linguistic culture” instead of language ideology. The essence, however, is practically the same: “the set of behaviors, assumptions, cultural forms, prejudices, folk belief systems, attitudes, stereotypes, ways of thinking about language, and religio-historical circumstances associated with a particular language”. For Schiffman, language policy is grounded in linguistic culture, which had largely been formed in the 19th century (shaped by the legacy of the English linguistic culture, which is characterized by Heath and Mandabach (1998) as the combination of a laissez-faire attitude and general intolerance of linguistic diversity).


Furthermore, U.S. linguistic culture underwent profound, repression-oriented changes during and after WWI, which resulted in e.g. the relatively short-lived ban on foreign language teaching in several Midwestern states – and in a seemingly irreversible, assimilationist shift in language ideology. These policies virtually equated English monolingualism with unquestionable patriotism, and “folk bilingualism” was regarded as a proof of being a “hyphenated-American” with divided loyalties.

These popular attitudes began to change only after the passage of the National Defense Education Act of 1958, which attempted to enhance U.S. competitiveness in the space race by funneling federal monies e.g. into the teaching of “critical” foreign languages (Czeglédi 2005).


Thus, “elite bilingualism” was slowly gaining public recognition as a scarce Cold War resource, while immigrant languages were extended considerable tolerance within the public education system after the passage of the Bilingual Education Act (BEA) in 1968. The BEA had originally been intended as an anti-poverty or “equal opportunity” measure in order to reduce the number of school dropouts in the Southwest by encouraging some native language support (and not prohibiting the application of “late-exit” developmental models, either) in K-12 educational settings.

Consequently, the BEA (and most of its later reauthorizations) generally dealt with minority languages from a “language-as-problem” perspective (Ruíz 1984), although by the mid-1990s, the “language-as-resource” interpretation of linguistic diversity also appeared to be gaining ground in the fifth reauthorization of the law (known as the “Improving America’s Schools Act” of 1994).

Yet, unprecedented federal-level activism in areas of questionable constitutionality (i.e. education) inevitably bred resistance: the Bilingual Education Acts were increasingly transformed in order to provide federal funds for English monolingual (“immersion”) programs in public schools – most recently in the name of “flexibility”, “accountability”, and “choice” (NCLB).


The “Official English” movement also picked up steam in the 1980s for numerous reasons. Besides leveling criticism at the allegedly unnecessary, expensive, and divisive BE programs, “Official English” proponents wished to return to the image of the “old”, proud America (presumably not haunted by the “Vietnam syndrome), and, perhaps most importantly, the movement also embodied nativist feelings harbored against Latin-American and Asian immigrants in an acceptable, even laudably patriotic form.

3 State-level “Official English” Proposals
The number of states adopting some form of “Official English” legislation grew more or less steadily from two (plus one) in 1980 (Nebraska, 1920; Illinois [1923], 1969; and Hawaii, adopting two official languages in 1978) to approximately twenty-eight as of early 2007.
3.1 State-level “Official English” Proposals Adopted before 1924

Nebraska’s constitutional amendment of 1920 was the direct outgrowth of post-WWI nativist hysteria and Americanization campaigns. The amendment – which had originally been intended to give the “American” language official status (Tatalovich 1995, 35) – was far from being a merely symbolic measure: besides establishing English as the official language of state government, it also prescribed that the “common school branches shall be taught in said language in public, private, denominational, and parochial schools” (Nebraska State Constitution, Art. I, Sec. 27).

The educational stipulations were basically the direct reiterations of Nebraska’s harsh Siman Language Law of 1919, which declared that “no person, individually or as a teacher, shall, in any private, denominational, parochial or public school, teach any subject to any person in any language than the English language” (Tatalovich 1995, 34).


In 1923, the Supreme Court of the United States found these regulations unconstitutional, declaring that a) the freedom of the modern language teacher to pursue his profession; b) the right of pupils to acquire knowledge; and c) the rights of parents to influence the education of their children were also protected by the “due process” clause of the Fourteenth Amendment (Meyer v. State of Nebraska).


The first efforts to establish “American” as the official language of the United States failed in 1923 (in fact, it was the very first attempt to establish any official language by federal law), although Illinois codified the measure in the same year and continued to operate under an “Official American” law until 1969, when the state replaced it with “English” in a laconic, one-sentence declaration.

Anti-German, anti-immigrant (and antiforeign) sentiments gradually subsided after the mid-1920s (partly due to the passage of the restrictive Immigration “Quota” Acts of 1921 and 1924), and the “Official English” question resurfaced in state and federal politics again in the 1980s, where it has been gaining importance ever since.
3.2 State-level “Official English” Proposals Adopted until Early 2007

Calculating the exact number of current “Official English” states is somewhat tricky, because there are considerable differences in the categorization of the legal standing, effects, merits and demerits of several pieces of legislation from the “assimilationist” and “pluralist” perspectives.


The most ambitious enumerations of “Official English” states are complied by two organizations, ProEnglish (http://www.proenglish.org), and U.S. English (http://www.us-english.org), which mention 28 states.


The latest addition to the long list is Arizona, whose “Official English” ballot initiative (Proposition 103) was approved by the overwhelming majority of voters (74.2%) in November, 2006.
3.2.1 State-level “Official English” Proposals According to Forms of Legislation

The following table summarizes the available data on state-level “Official English” legislation based mainly on the aforementioned sources, checked against State Codes and relevant court decisions. The disputed points are discussed below:
Alleged “Official English” States

	Year of Adoption by the Given State
	Type of Legislation or Policy Granting Official Status to English
	Challenged, Disputed, or Invalidated

	(1811) Louisiana
	state constitution(s)
	the 1974 Constitution is silent on language

	(1920) Nebraska
	constitutional amendment
	

	(1923 & 1969) Illinois
	statute
	

	(1975) Massachusetts
	state constitution
	no expressis verbis declaration 

	(1978) Hawaii
	constitutional amendment
	recognizing native Hawaiian as well

	(1981 & 1996) Virginia
	statutes
	

	(1984) Indiana
	statute
	

	(1984) Kentucky
	statute
	

	(1984) Tennessee
	statute
	

	(1986) California
	constitutional amendment by initiative
	

	(1986 & 1996) Georgia
	statutes
	

	(1987) Arkansas
	statute
	

	(1987) Mississippi
	statute
	

	(1987) North Carolina
	statute
	

	(1987) North Dakota
	statute
	

	(1987) South Carolina
	statute
	

	(1988) Colorado
	constitutional amendment by initiative
	

	(1988) Florida
	constitutional amendment by initiative
	

	(1990) Alabama
	constitutional amendment by initiative
	encourages national origin discrimination?

	(1995) Montana
	statute
	

	(1995) New Hampshire
	statute
	

	(1995) South Dakota
	statute
	

	(1996) Wyoming
	statute
	

	(1998) Alaska
	initiative statute
	overruled as violating state constitution

	(1998) Missouri
	statute
	

	(2000) Utah
	initiative statute
	challenged as restrictive of free speech

	(2002) Iowa
	statute
	

	(2006) Arizona
	constitutional amendment by initiative
	


Italics indicate spurious claim or invalidated legislation. (Source: author)

Out of the total list of 28 “Official English” states at the beginning of the year 2007, four cases cannot be regarded as unquestionably belonging here:

1. When Louisiana (then called “Orléans”) was introduced to the Union in 1803, its major language had been French. According to ProEnglish, the territory adopted English in 1807, as a condition to admittance as a full state. However, throughout Louisiana’s turbulent history the language question surfaced several times in the state constitutions, as documented by Kloss (1977, 110-116). Nevertheless, the state constitution of 1974 lacks any linguistic prescriptions (Louisiana State Constitution of 1974).


2. The Constitution of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts declares that “No person shall … be eligible to office under the constitution of this commonwealth, who shall not be able to read the constitution in the English language, and write his name” (Article XX). Yet, no official declaration specifies further the exact status of English.

3. The Hawaii State Constitution declares English and Hawaiian to be the co-official languages, with the rider that “Hawaiian shall be required for public acts and transactions only as provided by law” (Art. XV, Sec. 4).


4. The Alaska initiative adopting English as the official state language (Ballot Measure 6) was passed by the state’s voters in 1998. As a substantively restrictive measure, it declared “a compelling interest in promoting, preserving and strengthening” the use of English (Section 1), and specified that the applicability of the measure extends to 

the legislative and executive branches of the State of Alaska and all political subdivisions, including all departments, agencies, divisions and instrumentalities of the State, the University of Alaska, all public authorities and corporations, all local governments and departments, agencies, divisions, and instrumentalities of local governments, and all government officers and employees (Section 4).

The use of native languages in education was not forbidden, provided that the real purpose was “to teach English to students of limited English proficiency” (Section 5(3)); and oral communication with constituents in non-English languages by elected public officials was also allowed. Still, this “English-only” initiative was overturned by the Alaska State Supreme Court in 2002.

Consequently, a more realistic figure concerning “Official English” states is 24, which amounts to nearly half of the present-day U.S. states.


Furthermore, out of the 12 “Official English” measures adopted since 1988, half were passed directly by the people, in referenda that sometimes overrode the will of their elected state senators, representatives, or even governors. The latter case can be illustrated by Arizona’s highly successful Proposition 103, which came just one year after the state governor vetoed a similar measure (Voters Make English the Official Language of Arizona).

In addition, constitutional amendments – as opposed to “simple” statutes – are extremely difficult to unamend, thus the permanence of this type of legislation is almost guaranteed, unless invalidated by the state or federal Supreme Courts, or overridden by another amendment.
3.2.2 Key Stipulations of State-level “Official English” Proposals 

Existing state-level “Official English” laws range from the totally symbolic (e.g. the one-sentence declaration by Arkansas in 1987, which even limits its own applicability in the public school context) to the more coercive (e.g. the Tennessee and Utah statutes).


The following table, which attempts to summarize the key aspects of each “Official English” statute or amendment still in force, reveals that by the early 1990s the drive to adopt merely symbolic declarations had practically petered out.


The need to “preserve, protect, and strengthen” the English language had already emerged half a decade earlier; and some recent “Official English” laws have elevated this necessity to the level of “compelling interest”.
Select Aspects of State-Level “Official English” Legislation

	Year of Adoption by the Given State
	Symbolic v.

Substantive 
	Reason(s) for adoption
	Affecting “language of government”;

minority “access”

(political, legal, etc.); and/or

(bilingual) education 

	(1811) Louisiana
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A

	(1920) Nebraska
	substantive
	–
	lang. of govt.; public and private schools

	(1923 & 1969) Illinois
	symbolic
	–
	–

	(1975) Massachusetts
	substantive
	–
	political access

	(1978) Hawaii
	substantive
	–
	public acts and transactions

	(1981 & 1996) Virginia
	substantive
	–
	state and local governments; school boards (implicit support for all-English methods)

	(1984) Indiana
	symbolic
	–
	–

	(1984) Kentucky
	symbolic
	–
	–

	(1984) Tennessee
	substantive
	–
	political, legal access (bilingual ballots limited); instruction in public schools, colleges (although exceptions are made if “the nature of the course” so requires)

	(1986) California
	substantive
	to preserve, protect and strengthen the English language
	implicitly affecting each area; individuals empowered to sue the state to enforce language law

	(1986 & 1996) Georgia
	substantive
	–
	primarily lang. of govt.

	(1987) Arkansas
	symbolic
	–
	–

	(1987) Mississippi
	symbolic
	–
	–

	(1987) North Carolina
	symbolic
	to preserve, protect, and strengthen the English language
	–

	(1987) North Dakota
	symbolic
	–
	–

	(1987) South Carolina
	substantive
	–
	language of govt.; BE excepted

	(1988) Colorado
	symbolic
	–
	–

	(1988) Florida
	symbolic
	–
	–

	(1990) Alabama
	substantive
	to preserve and enhance the role of English
	implicitly affecting each area; individuals empowered to sue the state to enforce language law

	(1995) Montana
	substantive
	–
	language of govt.; tacitly anti-maintenance BE

	(1995) New Hampshire
	substantive
	–
	language of govt.; legal access; BE excepted

	(1995) South Dakota
	substantive
	–
	language of govt.; legal access; BE excepted

	(1996) Wyoming
	substantive
	–
	language of govt.; legal access; BE excepted; compliance with the Native American Languages Act (NALA) emphasized

	(1998) Alaska
	substantive
	“compelling interest” to promote the “common unifying language”
	language of govt.; oral communication with public officials and BE excepted; compliance with the NALA emphasized; any person authorized to sue the state to enforce the law

	(1998) Missouri
	substantive
	English fluency as necessary for full integration into American culture
	adult and family literacy programs encouraged

	(2000) Utah
	substantive
	–
	language of govt.; quick transitional BE emphasized

	(2002) Iowa
	substantive
	to encourage assimilation; to promote the English language as the common thread binding individuals of differing backgrounds together
	language of govt., but communication in non-English languages is not forbidden, if deemed necessary; BE excepted from “English-only” regulations; compliance with the NALA emphasized

	(2006) Arizona
	substantive
	to preserve, protect, and strengthen the role of English, which is the common thread binding individuals of differing backgrounds; “in recent years the role of the English language as a common language has been threatened by governmental actions” 
	language of govt.; the teaching and learning of languages excepted; Native American language use and preservation  excepted; informal and nonbinding translations or communications by government employees allowed, BUT “representatives of government… shall preserve, protect and enhance the role of English”; individuals empowered to sue the state to enforce language law


Italics indicate spurious claim or invalidated legislation. (Source: author)


Virtually all the latest regulations are of the “language-of-government” type of legislation. They affect bilingual education only marginally: in the majority of cases BE is basically exempted from the scope of the “Official English” laws; the sheer passage of which can hardly be interpreted as conducive to the application of “strong” (“additive” or “enrichment” type) language education methods, though.


Nevertheless, indigenous languages are routinely exempted from the scope of “Official English” laws, which are tailored to comply with the maintenance-oriented policies of the Native American Languages Act (NALA).


The portrayal of English as the “common unifying language” and the open encouragement of linguistic assimilation with respect to nonindigenous languages corroborate the “language-as-problem” orientation of the discussed pieces, suggesting that the ‘real’ risk factors threatening with the fragmentation of society are the immigrant languages of considerable vitality, especially the Spanish language.


The most recent state-level initiative, the Arizona constitutional amendment is reminiscent of Arizona’s previous “Official English” constitutional amendment in several respects (which was adopted by voters in 1988, and invalidated by the state Supreme Court in 1998). Nevertheless, the 1988 amendment (originally: Proposition 106) declared that “the English language is the language of the ballot, the public schools, and all government functions and actions” (Proposition 106, Sec. 1(2)). Moreover, it also prescribed that all government officials and employees use English during the performance of government business (Sec. 1(3)(iv)), which was later interpreted by the Arizona Supreme Court as violating the “freedom of speech” guarantee of the U.S. Constitution.

The new “Official English” amendment of Arizona avoids these pitfalls: it does not affect bilingual ballots (required by federal law
), it does not interfere directly in public education (where English monolingual immersion was declared to be the default minority language education model
 in 2000, anyway), and it allows the “informal and nonbinding translations and communications” between government employees and “other persons” (Proposition 103, Sec. 1(i)).

Although the new Arizona “Official English” amendment is clearly a toned-down version of the draconian Proposition 106, its lessons are nonetheless far-reaching.


First, the state Representative who championed the new legislation had previously been described by the Arizona Daily Star as “the Legislature’s most vocal proponent for restricting immigration” (Arizona’s Immigration Proposals…), corroborating frequent allegations that the “Official English” movement is practically inseparable from immigration restriction – and nativist attitudes (see e.g. Crawford 2000, 4).

Second, according to the Arizona Republic, no one really campaigned either for or against Proposition 103 (‘Official English’ wouldn’t Alter Much). The amendment was nevertheless passed by an overwhelming margin, indicating that the piece is almost entirely compatible with societal expectations concerning the role of languages – i.e. the current law is a true reflection of present-day assimilationist language ideology.
4 Federal-level “Official English” Proposals (1981-2006)
The “Official English” movement formally began at the national level on April 27, 1981, when Senator S.I. Hayakawa (R-California) introduced into the Senate a proposed amendment
 to the Constitution that would have designated English as the sole official language of the United States.

SJRes 72 (97th Congress, 1st Session) was a substantive measure, which would have applied to “laws, ordinances, regulations, orders, programs, and policies” (Sec. 3). A major focus of the resolution was bilingual education, with only transitional methods being granted exemption from the scope of the legislation:

This article shall not prohibit educational instruction in a language other than English as required as a transitional method of making students who use a language other than English proficient in English (Sec. 5).


Out of the approximately 60-70 similar bills and resolutions introduced in Congress between 1981 and 2006, only the Emerson “English Language Empowerment Act
” (HR 123, 104th Congress, 2nd Session) reached the Congressional floor on August 1, 1996, and was passed by the House of Representatives (but not by the Senate).


Ten years later, it was the Senate that passed two, slightly incompatible and watered-down “Official English” amendments attached to the “Comprehensive Immigration Reform Act of 2006” (S 2611 ES, 109th Congress, 2nd Session), despite the fact that “Official English” bills and resolutions have generally been introduced in the House since the late 1980s.

The following paragraphs highlight the main aspects of federal-level “Official English” legislative proposals between 1989 (the earliest year available online) and 2006. The relevant data were retrieved from the “THOMAS” Legislative Information Service of the Library of Congress (http://thomas.loc.gov).
4.1 Federal-level “Official English” Proposals According to Forms of Legislation (1989-2006)
There were 51 relevant legislative proposals introduced in Congress during the examined period: 11 joint resolutions (proposing amendments to the Constitution), and 40 bills.


The overwhelming majority of the proposals (43) were introduced in the House, indicating that the Senate was much less receptive to these ideas. On the contrary, the lower House – with Representatives elected for two-year terms, thus being held more accountable to the voters – seemed to be more sympathetic to officialization policies.

All the 51 legislative proposals were substantive; 4 of them extremely so. The “extreme” proposals even declared English to be the “preferred language of communication” among U.S. citizens. Here belonged 2 versions of HR 739 during the 103rd and 104th Congresses; HR 622 during the 105th Congress; and HR 50 during the 106th Congress.

However, political support behind these pieces declined sharply after the 104th Congress: while HR 739 was openly endorsed by 104 Representatives (23.9%) in 1995-96, the percentage of sponsors and cosponsors fell to 9% in 1997-1998, and to a mere 2.3% in 1999-2000.
4.2 Key Stipulations of Federal-level “Official English” Proposals (1989-2006)

The most characteristic elements of these 51 proposals were:

1. The declaration of English as the language of government (including all laws, public proceedings, publications, orders, etc.; occasionally prohibiting even oral communication in non-English languages between officials and language minority citizens);

2. The regulation of minority “access” to certain political and civil rights: e.g. prohibiting bilingual ballots (see Note 1); setting uniform English language testing standards for naturalization; disallowing naturalization ceremonies in non-English languages;

3. The drastic curtailment of maintenance-oriented bilingual education methods, expressing (implicit) preference for short-term transitional BE, English monolingual immersion, or ESL programs;

4. Exemption granted to indigenous (Native American and Native Alaskan) languages from the scope of the “Official English” law.
4.2.1 The Flagship Federal-level “Official English” Bills to Date: HR 123 and HR 997

The most successful “Official English” bill until now, the Emerson “English Language Empowerment Act” of 1996 sought to “empower” minority students through maximized exposure to English.

In the “Findings” section, HR 123 seemed to relish the idea of ethnic, cultural, and linguistic diversity characterizing the United States (Title I, Sec. 101 (1-2)). Nevertheless, the English language was described as a “common thread binding individuals of differing backgrounds”, which allegedly needed federal intervention in order to be able to fulfill this historical function properly:

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 (Title I, Sec. 101 (4)).

Moreover, English language skills and literacy were also deemed “necessary” in order to turn the immigrants into “responsible citizens and productive workers” (Title I, Sec. 101 (6-7)).

HR 123 set out to achieve the quicker assimilation of immigrants through declaring English the sole official language of government (although oral communication with public officials in non-English languages was allowed even in official situations – unlike in the first version of the proposal introduced in 1991).


The 1996 Act required “fluency in English” as a prerequisite to naturalization (with ceremonies conducted entirely in English); and repealed the bilingual voting requirements as specified in the 1965 VRA (Title I, Sec. 102-Title II).


The “teaching of languages” and the preservation of Native American and Native Alaskan languages were not to be affected by the provisions of HR 123 (Title I, Sec. 102 (a) 'Ch. 6, 'Sec. 167 '(2)). There were no direct references to bilingual education, but the desire to accelerate assimilation by every specified means left little doubt about the stance of the Act on the issue of immigrant language maintenance.


Eventually, the “English Language Empowerment Act” of 1996 did not get further than passing the House by the otherwise healthy majority of 259 votes to 169. The Senate, however, failed to act on the measure after President Clinton threatened to veto it if passed by the upper House as well – and, as Crawford observed, there was neither veto-proof majority on the part of the proponents, nor the political will to pursue the matter any further around election period (2000, 47-49).


HR 123 continued to dominate the “Official English” proposals in Congress until the 107th Congress, when it disappeared from the agenda. (The last versions of the bill took a more lenient stance on the “bilingual ballots” issue).


During the 107th Congress (2001-2002), political support for the officialization of English dropped considerably (to 11.3% of the House). The lead bill in this legislative period was the quite drastic HR 280, which set out to repeal both the Bilingual Education Act and bilingual voting requirements.

Supporters of “Official English” rallied behind HR 997 during the 108th and 109th Congresses. The “English Language Unity Act” of 2003 and 2005 (sponsored by Republican Representative Steve King from Iowa) attempted 

1. To declare English as the official language of government (while permitting unofficial communications in any medium in non-English languages between officials and LEP citizens);

2. To set uniform English language testing standards for naturalization (requiring that all citizens “should be able to read and understand generally the English language text of the Declaration of Independence, the Constitution, and the laws of the United States” (HR 997 IH, Sec. 3, 'Chapter 6, 'Sec. 164('a)), (the proposal also prescribed English-only naturalization ceremonies);

3. To declare that “Representatives of the Federal Government shall have an affirmative obligation to preserve and enhance the role of English”, e.g. by “encouraging greater opportunities for individuals to learn English” (HR 997 IH, Sec. 3, 'Chapter 6, 'Sec. 162). This stipulation may be interpreted as a thinly-veiled attack against genuine BE models
;


4. To exempt Native American and Native Alaskan languages from the scope of the “Official English” law.


HR 997 IH did not seek to put and end to bilingual voting requirements, which altogether makes the proposal a more lenient measure than HR 123 was during the mid-1990s.

It does not mean, however, that the prohibition of bilingual ballots has entirely disappeared from the (hidden) agenda of assimilationist legislators: the very same Steve King of Iowa, the chief sponsor behind HR 997, tried unsuccessfully in July 2006 to eliminate the bilingual voting assistance requirements from the newly reauthorized version of the Voting Rights Act (National Puerto Rican Coalition, Legislative Update). Eventually, Congress extended the bilingual election requirements of the Act until 2032, which was considered to be a serious defeat by ProEnglish (Congress Reauthorizes Bilingual Ballots).

Judging from the soaring political support behind the latest version of HR 997 (see table below), it will probably be enacted very soon, with minor modifications at best. Since the Senate also showed its unexpected willingness to endorse at least symbolic “Official English” measures in May 2006, the legislative hurdles before the first “Official English” law of the United States seem to be lower than ever.
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For comparison, the political acceptance of the clearly “language-as-resource”-oriented (and nonbinding, therefore politically less risky) “English Plus” resolutions varied (i.e. virtually disappeared) as shown below:
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The graphs indicate that HR 997 has dramatically increased the number of its cosponsors after 2001-2002, while “English Plus” has never recovered from its marginalized position after the 107th Congress.

This trend can probably be attributed to the long-term effects of “September 11”: it appears that rising nationalism, patriotism (and to a certain extent: xenophobia) are paving the way for the passage of “Official English” legislation as well. While political support in the House by now appears to have reached the magnitude recorded after the “Republican Revolution of 1994” (and there are no signs at this point that the process will be reversed), the Senate is expected to follow suit in a very short time – as presaged by two critical decisions made in May 2006.
4.2.2 The Inhofe and Salazar Amendments: “Official” in All but Name?
For the first time in U.S. history, in May 2006, the Senate voted on and passed 2 amendments which were designed to enhance the status of English in the country – without technically granting the majority language “official” status.


Both amendments were attached to the “Comprehensive Immigration Reform Act of 2006” (S 2611 ES, which dealt with e.g. border enforcement in order to reduce the flow illegal immigration), and neither of them was merely a symbolic, one-sentence declaration.

In fact, the amendment introduced by Republican Senator James Inhofe of Oklahoma (which eventually became Sec. 767-768 of S 2611 ES) fell nothing short of a typical, “language-of-government”-type “Official English” proposal, except for one thing: it called English the “national language” instead of the “official one”.


In addition, it also sought to set uniform English language proficiency requirements for naturalization, defined as “a sufficient understanding of the English language for usage in everyday life”. Besides, the amendment would also prescribe the understanding of “the United States Constitution and the amendments to the Constitution (particularly the Bill of Rights), the Declaration of Independence, the Federalist Papers, and the Emancipation Proclamation” (S 2611 ES, Title VII, Sec. 768(a-b)) – which are hardly comprehensible even at intermediate level of proficiency.

The amendment (if passed by the House as well) would probably pose an even more serious threat to the implementation of Executive Order 13166, which was signed by President Clinton in August 2000, with the aim of ending possible national origin discrimination that violates Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964.


The executive order (titled “Improving Access to Services for Persons with Limited English Proficiency”) requires federal agencies to examine their services and “develop and implement a system by which LEP persons can meaningfully access those services consistent with, and without unduly burdening, the fundamental mission of the agency
” (Executive Order 13166).


Arguably, with executive support, linguistic discrimination has been placed under the heading of national origin discrimination by EO 13166, yet, as Section 5 clarifies, the scope of the document is limited: “This order is intended only to improve the internal management of the executive branch and does not create any right or benefit … enforceable at law” (ibid.).


Nevertheless, EO 13166 has repeatedly been called a “Babel mandate” or “multilingual mandate” by its assimilation-oriented critics (see e.g. ProEnglish: Fighting the “Babel” Mandate), and several attempts have been made to rescind it openly – or to attack it indirectly, e.g. through “Official English” declarations. The Inhofe amendment (passed by a healthy majority of 63-37) could become the first successful effort of the latter type.

Partly to counter the potentially harmful effects of the seemingly innocuous “national language” declaration, Senator Ken Salazar (D-CO) introduced another amendment to the “Comprehensive Immigration Reform Act of 2006”, which calls English the “common and unifying language of the United States”, specifically declaring that “Nothing herein shall diminish or expand any existing rights under the law of the United States relative to services or materials provided by the Government of the United States in any language other than English” (S 2611 ES, Title VII, Sec. 769-770). “Law” is defined by the amendment as “provisions of the United States Code and the United States Constitution, controlling judicial decisions, regulations, and controlling Presidential Executive Orders” (S 2611 ES, Title VII, Sec. 770).

The Salazar amendment was also passed (by a margin of 58 votes to39), with 24 Senators endorsing both language-related proposals. The “Official English” controversy has clearly reached the upper House as well.
5. Conclusions
There are several factors that project the imminent adoption of “Official English” legislation at federal level, either in the form of an act or (in the more distant future) in the form of a constitutional amendment:

1. First and foremost: the officialization of English does not contradict the basic tenets of American language ideology: in this respect, the officially promoted multilingual/multicultural interpretation of American national identity could be considered as more of a deviation.

2. The “bandwagon effect” is likely to bring a few new states into the “Official English” fold, especially those that are already wavering (e.g. Oklahoma, whose initiative was struck down by the state’s highest court in 2002, before the voters could have expressed their opinion on the issue). Congressmen from “Official English” states are less likely to vote against a similar, federal-level piece.

3. In those 13 states, where initiatives are allowed by the state constitution
 to pass new statutes or even to change the constitution, increasingly assimilation-oriented popular sentiments (i.e. the manifestations of underlying language ideology) may surface more easily within the framework of authorized political activities, and gain recognition in various forms of legislation. The states that have not had “Official English” laws until now (and, simultaneously, allow the initiative process) are Idaho, Michigan, Nevada, Ohio, Oklahoma, Washington, and Oregon
.


4. Since no major immigration reform laws are to be enacted by the Federal Legislature in the near future (at least comparable in magnitude to the quota restrictions of the 1920s), continued, large-scale (legal and illegal) Latino immigration is expected to provoke further antagonistic reactions; uniting on the one hand those “nationalists” who emphasize the need for a “positive attachment to the symbols of nationhood” (Citrin, et al. 1990, 549), and on the other also the “exclusivists” who epitomize the “ideology of exclusion”, manifesting itself in a “symbolic clash between a dominant and minority culture” (Schmid qtd. in Crawford 2000, 8).


5. According to Huntington, the perceived erosion of the ethnic and racial components of American identity, and the recent challenges to the “core culture” of the United States (2005, 224) posed by the forces of “deconstructionism” (i.e. by the ideology of cultural pluralism and the massive influx of Latino immigration) have led to the appreciation of the English language as a defining element of “settler” culture, inseparably attached to those sacred documents of American history that form the basis of the “American Creed”
, which is the last more or less intact component of national identity (2005, 75). “Preserving, protecting, and strengthening” the role of English through officialization policies – which tend to base language proficiency requirements on “key” historical documents – may be regarded as the symbolic unification of the “cultural” and “political” components of American identity, which process is likely to continue in order to counter the internal threat of “cultural bifurcation” and the outside menace of Arab terrorism.

6. While “grass-roots” politics may be more easily influenced by nativism and xenophobia, the post-“9/11” trauma has made the legislative atmosphere more conducive to the passage of “Official English” pieces in the name of strengthening national unity. The fact that even the Senate seems to have become embroiled in the debate proves that the “Official English” question is beginning to dominate the agenda of the political elite.

Although “Official English” proposals have become more moderate since the mid-1990s, the impact of the future language law is difficult to predict. It is certain to affect day-to-day government operations, will probably set challenging English proficiency requirements for citizenship applicants, and is likely to dissolve the tenuous link between “linguistic” and “national origin” discrimination.

The distancing of ill-defined linguistic rights from the now firmly protected civil and political rights will not only spell doom for the hardly-ever-existing “language-as-resource” interpretation of American linguistic diversity, but in the longer run it will probably foreshadow the critical weakening of “language-as-right”-based accommodations as well, as the continued attacks against bilingual ballots
 and EO 13166 indicate.
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� The Voting Rights Act Amendments of 1975 outlawed English-only registration or election materials if “more than 5 percent of the citizens of voting age [of a state or political subdivision] are members of a single language minority” and “the illiteracy rate of such persons as a group is higher than the national illiteracy rate” (VRA 1975, Title III, Sec. 301, 'Sec 203 (b)(i-ii)).


The current “Section 203 coverage formula” prescribes the inclusion of a jurisdiction in the list of covered entities if (a) the number of United States citizens of voting age in a single language group within the jurisdiction is more than 10,000; or (b) is more than five percent of all voting age citizens; or (c) on an Indian reservation, exceeds five percent of all reservation residents; and (d) the illiteracy rate of the group is higher than the national illiteracy rate (About Language Minority Voting Rights).


Nowadays there are 466 jurisdictions in 31 states that are mandated to provide bilingual ballots (National Puerto Rican Coalition).


� Since 1998, ballot initiatives in several states have placed severe restrictions on K-12 “limited English proficient” (LEP) language education methods, affecting nearly half of the nation’s LEP student population (Crawford 2003a). California (“Proposition 227”, passed in 1998), Arizona (“Proposition 203”, in 2000), and Massachusetts (“Question 2”, in 2002) have largely limited the legally acceptable BE models to “structured English immersion”, practically outlawing minority language maintenance.


� A legislative proposal can be introduced in either House in four forms: as a bill (public or private), designated as “HR” or “S”, depending on the House where it originates; joint resolution (“HJ[Res]” or “SJ[Res]”); concurrent resolution (“HCon[Res]” or “SCon[Res]”); and simple resolution (“HRes” or “SRes”). Initiatives to amend the Constitution are introduced in the form of a joint resolution, requiring approval by two-thirds of both Houses before being presented to the states for ratification. Concurrent and simple resolutions normally are not legislative in character, since they are used merely for expressing “facts, principles, opinions, and purposes” of the two Houses (How Our Laws are Made 2003, 5-8).


� Although, technically speaking, an “Act” is a bill that has been passed by at least one house (just like in this case), in everyday use an Act of Congress is a bill that has been approved by both Houses.


� A more forceful stance is not required on at least two grounds: first, education is not a federal-level concern according to the strict interpretation of the Constitution; second, the latest reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (known as the “No Child Left Behind” Act) contains severe “accountability” requirements concerning the rapid mainstreaming of LEP children, practically outlawing late-exit, maintenance-oriented BE models.


� Federal agencies are also obligated to ensure that recipients of federal financial assistance provide “meaningful access” to their LEP applicants and beneficiaries. 


� In Alaska, Arizona, Colorado, Florida, Idaho, Michigan, Missouri, Nevada, Ohio, Oklahoma, Oregon, Utah, and Washington.


� Oregon is perhaps the least likely to follow suit, since “the presence of diverse cultures is welcomed, encouraged, and protected” in the state, as well as “the multilingual nature of communication that currently exists in Oregon”, according to the stipulations of the non-binding “English Plus” Resolution adopted by the Oregon Senate (Senate Joint Resolution 16 (1989). Similar, pluralist resolutions have been adopted in New Mexico (1989), Washington (1989), and Rhode Island (1992) (Crawford 2003b).


� The notion was popularized by Gunnar Myrdal in The American Dilemma (1944). According to Lipset (n.d), the American Creed can be subsumed in five terms: liberty, egalitarianism (i.e. equality of opportunity), individualism, populism (the rule of the people), and laissez-faire. The “American Creed” is considered by Huntington as the “political” component of American identity (2005).


� Senator Inhofe’s own “National Language Act of 2006” (S 3828 IS), introduced on August 3, 2006, attempted to repeal bilingual voting requirements – 10 days after they had been extended by Congress for an additional 25-year period.
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