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           It is an outrage to discriminate against any such man 

           because of creed or birthplace or origin… this is 

           predicated upon the man’s becoming in very fact an 

           American and nothing but an American.  If he tries to 

           keep segregated with men of his own origin and 

           separated from the rest of America, then he isn’t doing 

           his part as an American…We have room for but one 

           language here, and that is the English language, for we 

           intend to see that the crucible turns our people out as 

          American, of American nationality, and not as dwellers 

           in a polyglot boarding-house.

           President Theodore Roosevelt (Speech to the American 

           Defence Society, New York, January 5, 1919; as cited in

           Crawford, 1992, p. 59).

           Teachers! This is the kind of work required of you: You 

           must get acquainted with these people of divers 

           nationalities and interpret to them what our Canadian 

           citizenship means. The solution of the racial problem 

           lies almost wholly in your hands; the future of our 

           glorious country largely depends upon your attitude 

           on this national issue.               

           Future Premier of Saskatchewan, James Anderson, 

           1918, p. 135).

Current Debates in U.S. Language Policy

In 1981, Samuel Ichiye Hayakawa introduced legislation in the U.S. Senate that would have facilitated a constitutional amendment declaring English to be the official language of the United States. Supporters of the bill claimed that this amendment was necessary to combat increases in language diversity and expenses associated with bilingual ballots, educational programs and governmental publications. They also argued that such an amendment would encourage immigrants to put more effort into learning English and so strengthen national unity. When their opponents raised objections to what they called heavy-handed governmental interference in personal affairs, proponents of the bill pointed to the many countries world-wide that had granted official status to various languages. Most notable among these was Canada, which had declared English and French to be its official languages in 1971.

            Hayakawa's bill failed, sharing the fate of the many attempts since 1776 to legislate matters to do with language at the federal level. The ensuing debate over the proposed amendment was considerable, however, in both the Congress and throughout the nation as a whole. It is a debate that has not yet died, working itself into many important election and legislative contests since. 

            At the forefront of these contests is the English Only movement, as it has become known, which consists principally of two organisations, 'English First' and 'U.S. English', the latter of which was founded in 1983 by Hayakawa. Both organizations have been very active politically, claiming a large number of legislative victories at the state and local level in the interests of strengthening English hegemony. Depending on how you count these measures, up to half of all U.S. states have granted English some form of official status.

            In recent years, in opposition to the 'English Only' movement, over forty academic religious and professional organizations have passed resolutions that endorse 'English Plus', a set of principles that encourages the retention of immigrants' first languages, the development of second language skills and the strengthening of language assistance policies and programs in the United States. The endorsing organizations in fields related to applied linguistics and second language education include: the National Council of Teachers of English, the National Education Association, Teachers of English as a Second or Other Language, the Modern Language Association, the Centre for Applied Linguistics, and the American Psychological Association. In addition, four states (New Mexico, Oregon, Rhode Island and Washington) have passed ‘English Plus’ resolutions.

            Many proponents of ‘English Plus’ call for the adoption of a national language policy for the United States that “would enable everyone to participate in the life of this multicultural nation by ensuring continued respect both for English, our common language, and for the many other languages that contribute to our rich cultural heritage” (National Council of Teachers of English, 2003). They argue that the adoption of an official policy would clarify many of the problems and issues associated with language planning. As Crawford (2003) argues, “now more than ever, we need a comprehensive plan for managing language resources and ensuring language rights”. 

            Canada’s bilingual and multicultural policies have been often cited by the two sides in this debate, both positively and negatively. Supporters of 'English Only', such as conservative pundits William F. Buckley Jr., George Will, William Safire and Newt Gingrich (as cited by King, 1997) have been fond of declaring that these policies of the Canadian government have been the root cause of strife in the country, pointing most notably at the well-known tensions between French-speaking Quebec and the rest of Canada. Ironically, 'English Only' advocates have also cited Canadian French immersion programs in their attacks on bilingual education. They argue that bilingual instruction is inferior to the Canadian instruction model, which they describe (erroneously) as characterised by exclusive communication in the target language. 

            Many 'English Plus' advocates, such as James Crawford (2003), Ronald Schmidt (2000) and Thomas Ricento (1998) have also made use of Canadian language policy and planning as examples, arguing they are products of a tolerant and accepting attitude towards linguistic minorities. They have pointed to the way French is sanctioned in Canada as an acceptable model for an official status for Spanish in the United States. 

            In this chapter, we argue that the project of developing a national language policy for the United States based on Canadian models must be undertaken with extreme caution. Despite the claims made by both the English Only and English Plus camps, we believe that the language polices of both countries, written and unwritten, have done little to advance the welfare of immigrant communities. Although there is something to be said for the Canadian experience, we argue that the bilingual and multicultural policies in Canada are highly limited and should be augmented with those that are explicitly anti-racist and emancipatory. Without such an augmentation, the language policies of both countries will not fulfil the democratic promise found in their constitutions. A realistic and unromantic perspective is needed for meaningful lessons to be drawn for the American context. Using Canadian examples to buttress arguments for emancipatory U.S. language policy should not be done without taking into account the social and historic contexts that we provide below.

            In what follows, we first briefly outline the field of language policy and planning (LPP), noting that recent developments have made extensive use of critical theory. We then provide a historical sketch how LPP has been manifested, both officially and unofficially, in the United States. This is followed by a discussion of Canadian immigration, which provides the background for a subsequent detailed and critical account of Canada’s LPP. We conclude with a summary of our cautions for U.S. LPP based on Canadian models.

The Field of Language Policy and Planning

Tollefson (2002) has noted that two fields within applied linguistics have experienced rapid growth in recent years: critical linguistics (CL) and language policy and planning (LPP). Critical linguistics focuses on the relationships between power, language and inequality in societal analysis. As Simon & Dippo state, it is a field that is a "starting point for the critique and transformation of the conditions of oppressive and inequitable moral and social regulation" (1986; p.197). LPP, on the other hand, is a  “broad, overarching term for decisions on rights and access to languages and on the roles and functions of particular languages and varieties of language in a given policy (Phillipson and Skutnabb-Kangas; 1995, p. 434).” 
            Language policy and planning, as Ricento (2000) notes, has developed as a distinct field in three stages. The first, developed in the works of Fishman (1968), Haugen (1966) and Kloss (1971), viewed language uncritically as both a tool for the unification of the nation state and as an exploitable resource. The second stage, which was extent in the 1970’s to 1980’s, was characterized by a growing awareness of the ideological nature, negative impacts and limitations of language policy. This led to the third and current stage of LPP, in which the focus has shifted to the influence of massive migration, globalization and the interaction of ethnic and nation state identities.

            LPP and CL intersect in many important ways in the study of language education, particularly in the interaction and potential conflicts between linguistic minorities and dominant majority populations. 

Language Policy in the United States: Implicit Unilingualism

Although there has never been a clear and explicit language policy for the United States, the implicit understanding in the vast majority of statutes and legal decisions is that English is the sole language of government in the United States. This underlies the belief extolled by most Americans that the idea of a multilingual society is an affront to ‘sacred traditions’ steeped in the notion that English has always been the language of the country.  Yet, despite this history, multilingualism has always been a component of linguistic tradition in the United States.  According to Crawford (1995) and Ricento (1998), during the time of the American Revolution, German, Dutch, and French were commonly spoken in the thirteen colonies. In addition, Spanish was the majority language in several of the territories acquired soon after independence. Later, when large scale European immigration increased, powerful political movements emerged that attempted to restrict the public use of languages other than English. Despite this, however, individual language loyalties remained strong throughout this period.  Many linguistic and ethnic groups operated their own schools where education was delivered in the particular language of their heritage.

            Attempts to change the status of languages other than English were politicized and often disguised as religious instruction.  Despite frequent alarmist concerns, however, bilingualism was an accepted fact of life in these early years of the republic.  And, although there were schemes to rid the United States of some groups of non-English speakers, there was no official language or government sanctioned body that oversaw language.  Linguistic homogeneity took a backseat to issues of political liberty. Indeed, the policy was not to have a policy (Crawford, 1995).

            During the later part of the 1700s until the early 1800s, the influence of English continued to expand at the expense of its rivals.  However, upon the arrival of large numbers of immigrants, attitudes once again began to change.  The numbers of non-English speakers grew, as did bilingual education in areas where non-English speaking immigrants had influence.  Instruction in English, German, French and Spanish was authorized in areas where parents had a voice in the education of their young.  Even so, linguistic assimilation ultimately became the goal.  Ethnic politics became the factor determining linguistic choice in education with the central issue always reverting to definitions of what it was to be a good American and to create a good America.  Americanization efforts brought language into the spotlight and divided people along ethnolinguistic lines (Crawford, 1996). 

            Large scale European immigration from approximately 1880 to 1920 was met by increasingly more powerful strains of xenophobia and also encouraged coercive movements to restrict the public use of languages other than English (Daniels, 2001). Soon Congress took steps to include an English-speaking requirement in naturalization procedures.  Bitter struggles over linguistic status occurred as the divide between those who sponsored the notion of assimilation (the melting pot) and those who supported cultural pluralism continued to widen.

            The advent of WWI saw heightened anti-German frenzy that brought not only assaults on German organizations but also an aversion to immigrants, their languages, customs, and ideas in general. Again the use of English was equated with being a good American.  As President Theodore Roosevelt noted in the quotation with which we started this chapter, dominant discourse framed these language issues as those that related to national loyalty.Emotions toward what were perceived as un-American characteristics soon crested in a wave of language restrictionism that included decrees banning the public use of German.  So driven were these sentiments that German was often met with public ridicule and discrimination to the extreme extent of burning German texts.  Many saw the use of German as a menace to Americanism (Baron, 1990). There was now a strong pressure for all immigrants to assimilate, coupled with much less tolerance for the preservation of diverse mother tongues.  Speaking or learning in a language other than English was considered un-American (Wiley, 2000).  Assimilation into a monolingual American society had become an accepted goal of much of the immigrant and resident American population.

Immigration in Canada
Like in the United States, immigration has always played a major role in Canadian demographics. According to the latest census data (Statistics Canada, 2003), out of a total current population of thirty-one and a half million, only a little more that one million Canadians claim some form of aboriginal heritage. The vast majority of Canadians, on the other hand, have either descended from immigrants or are immigrants themselves.

            In the aftermath of European contact and the devastation of native populations, the number of people in the French-speaking colonies of what would become Canada grew to approximately 1700. Soon after the British conquest of Quebec in 1759, however, large numbers of French-speaking Acadians were expelled from present-day Nova Scotia to Louisiana. Many of these exiles returned in large enough numbers to ensure the bilingual character of present-day New Brunswick, but not enough to turn the tide against successive waves of English-speaking immigration to what was now known as British North America. Not long after the American War of Independence, when those loyal to the British crown fled the United States, the English-speaking population became the majority in what would become Canada.

            By 1900, the English-speaking majority made up 57% of the total Canadian population of 5,374,026. French speakers, both in and out of Quebec, amounted to 30%. Native peoples made up only 2.4% of the population. The remainder were principally immigrants from Central Europe recruited to populate the western prairies and those Chinese laborers (possibly up to 15,000) brought in to build the trans-continental railways.

            Much of the history of 20th century Canadian immigration makes for upsetting reading (Knowles, 2000). There were strong preferences expressed by government for British immigrants. Those from Ireland or continental Europe were accepted for strategic reasons if those from the United Kingdom couldn’t be found, particularly when the Canadian government moved to counteract American expansionism and Metis separatism in the west. These immigrants were often provided with significant land grants as incentives to immigrate. On the other hand, Asian applicants were either explicitly excluded or subject to prohibitive entry fees and regulations, even when holding British passports. The notorious ‘head tax’ created a significant economic barrier to Asians who wished to enter the country or reunite their families. Other immigration procedures discouraged black applicants and made it nearly impossible for Jews fleeing war-torn Europe to enter the country.  Even those racial minorities already in Canada faced serious forms of discrimination. Many racial groups were bared from practising some professions, living in certain neighbourhoods or explicitly denied voting rights. Native peoples, to cite the worst example, only gained the federal franchise in 1960. 

            This sad history is littered with violence and the capricious exercise of power by government officials. A few of the worst examples demonstrate that Canadian history has not been the progress of sweetness and light that is often portrayed. In 1907, whites rampaged through Chinese and Japanese neighbourhoods in Vancouver, threatening its residents and smashing storefronts. In 1914, the Komogata Maru, a ship containing 440 emigrants from India, was refused entry to British Columbia under various arbitrary pretexts even though it had adhered to the ridiculous regulations used at the time to prevent the entry of South Asians, even if they held British passports. Later in the century, most Canadians of Japanese descent had their possessions confiscated during the Second World War because they shared the same ethnicity as the enemy of the time.

In 1947, a long process of change in citizenship and immigration policies was inaugurated: 

· Chinese and South Asian citizens were allowed to vote in that year.

· Japanese citizens two years later.

· Canadian citizens were made distinct from British subjects. 

· Married women gained the right to citizenship separate from their husbands. 

· The ability to claim dual citizenship, a privilege enjoyed particularly by British citizens, was restricted. 

· Residency requirements were instituted for all applicants, including those from Britain.  

· And, eventually, in the 1960’s, Canada removed quotas and racial criteria from its immigration selection process and adopted a ‘point system’, in which applications were assessed on the basis of a set of objective criteria. 

            The changes in Canadian immigration policy occurred in the context of important demographic changes in the society that started soon after the end of the Second World War. After the short but significant jump immediately following 1945, the Canadian birth rate has steadily declined. The growth rate in births now stands at less than 1% annually and continues to fall. In the 1990s it became apparent that the Canadian labor force and tax base were declining to such a degree that it threatened the pensions and other state supports, such as state-run medical insurance, for the ‘baby-boomers’ born just after the war. To answer that threat, significant increases in immigration were inaugurated. 

            These trends continue. In 2003, Canada again increased its immigration targets to between 220,000 and 245,000 newcomers. Immigrants now account for over 70% of the total national labor force growth. If current trends continue, immigration will account for 100% of total labor force growth within ten years and all population growth by 2031 (Citizenship and Immigration Canada, 2002). The government’s ability to account for expansion or inflation will thus soon be totally dependent on immigration.

            It is important to note that these new immigrants increasingly tend to come from countries where the dominant language is neither English nor French. In recent years, up to 43% of all immigrants arriving in Canada have not been able to speak either official language beyond a marginal level. There have also been changes in the ethnic origins of immigrants. In 1966, 87% of all immigrants to Canada were from Europe. Today, 80.3% of all immigrants originate from Asia and the Pacific, Africa, the Middle East, and South and Central America. The need for adult language education is also clear, given the fact that over 70% of all immigrants to Canada are adults.

Recent immigrants have arrived at a time when over 16% of the country’s population already claim a mother tongue other than English and French. These immigrants make up large percentages of the population of the three largest urban regions: Toronto (42%), Vancouver (35%) and Montreal (18%). These percentages will only increase if current trends continue (Statistics Canada, 2003).

James Anderson was a superintendent of immigrant schools on the Canadian prairies when he wrote the statement we cite at the beginning of this chapter. He later became a long-standing Premier of Saskatchewan. Although statements about immigrants commonly expressed today are not as blatantly racist as the ones Anderson made in 1918, newcomers still encounter many of the same barriers to integration that faced previous generations, not the least of which will be racism. This is because racism is not simply a ‘historical fact’ in Canada. As a number of scholars have made quite plain, it is still very much part of the nation’s present condition (Bannerji, 2000; Henry, Tator, Mattis & Rees, 2000; Li, 1990; Ng, 1993). 
LPP in Canada: Bilingualism and Multiculturalism

Since the 1970’s, the Canadian government has embarked on two major policy initiatives to remake the nation-state: bilingualism and multiculturalism. The first of these, bilingualism, is a central part of the federal strategy to maintain national unity in the face of one of the greatest political challenges facing the modern Canadian nation state: Quebec separatism (Esses & Gardiner, 1996). The second, multiculturalism, is designed as a way to integrate the increased numbers of immigrants discussed above. Few nations have ever before attempted a project on this scale. Some have argued that Canada is the first country to remake itself in the contexts of post-modernism and globalization (Fulford, 1993).

            Before the advent of bilingualism and multiculturalism in Canada, language policies centered on the interactions (or lack thereof) between the two ‘founding peoples’, the English and the French. In most jurisdictions across the country, separate school systems were introduced for both language groups and little interaction occurred. The particular language education needs of other linguistic populations were not taken into account and they were simply expected to assimilate.  

            Instituted as official government policy as a result of the 1969 Official Languages Act, bilingualism was then enshrined in the Canadian Constitution Act and Charter of Rights and Freedoms in 1982. It strengthened the role of both English and French as the official languages for the country, ensured equal access to government services and regulated the labeling of consumer goods in both languages. Bilingualism also financed the creation of English and French second language education programs in elementary and secondary schools throughout the country. 

            Bilingualism was in answer to the ‘silent revolution’ that occurred in Quebec during the 1950’s and ‘60’s. Long-simmering grievances on the part of the French-speaking majority in the province led to movements for greater autonomy and even independence. Many Quebecois expressed bitterness over the discrimination they faced in the workplace and government, noting the degree of privilege enjoyed by the English-speaking minority. More importantly, they expressed fears about their eventual complete assimilation into an English-speaking continent, citing the slow decline of French in other parts of North America where it was once more commonly spoken, such as Louisiana, Manitoba, Saskatchewan and northern Ontario.  

The Canadian notion of bilingualism developed in the context of the violent 1970 October Crisis in Quebec and the election of separatist provincial governments in that province not long afterwards. As federal policy, bilingualism was designed to make French-speaking Canadians feel more at home in their own country by providing equal access to power structures. After the adoption of bilingualism, for example, it became difficult to have a career in the top levels of the federal civil service without a working knowledge of both official languages.

            Multiculturalism, launched only one year after the October Crisis in Quebec, was developed quite clearly within the framework of bilingualism. It was adopted in response to increased immigration, the need to develop a distinct national identity in the face of an increasingly aggressive American cultural presence and the discontent expressed by immigrant groups to the designation of French and English as official languages (Esses & Gardner, 1996). In speeches at the time, Canadian Prime Minister Trudeau (1971) explicitly made the link between the creation of an officially bilingual and multicultural state and both national unity and economic development. Principles related to multiculturalism, such as respect for diverse cultures and races and the full and equitable participation of all ethnic groups in Canadian social life were also subsequently enshrined in the Canadian Constitution. On a practical level, multiculturalism released funds for the support of cultural activities and, more importantly, advocacy organizations in a multitude of ethnic communities. 

            Given the historic and political contexts that went into the creation of the policies of bilingualism and multiculturalism, it is not surprising that multilingualism was not part of the agenda (Corson, 1990). Multiculturalism was not designed to compromise the privileged position enjoyed by French and English, the languages of the two ‘founding peoples’ or their corresponding cultures.

Lessons for Americans

Canadian LPP has been held up by many as a positive model for American policy development. As we hope our discussion above makes clear, however, Canadian models are the result of a historic process that has attempted to reconcile linguistic and cultural diversity with the need for national unity. Individuals may very well benefit through these policies, but, as Fleming (in press) argues, these tendencies should not mask the fact that bilingualism and multiculturalism in Canada are ways of managing high levels of immigration and the resulting long-term economic and political benefits. There is little altruistic about them. 

            It is worth noting that some have contended that the emphasis on the bilingual nature of the country during the original development of bilingualism as state policy was greatly exaggerated for political purposes. In a paper presented at a recent conference of the American Association of Applied Linguists, Eve Haque (2004) noted that the notion that Canada has been a bilingual country historically was highly contested by many of the ethic organisations that made representations to members of the commission which drafted the policy, the Bilingualism and Bicultural Commission. Echoing Esses and Gardner (1996), Haque contends that the members of this commission believed that the bilingual nature of Canada had to be exaggerated in order to head off Quebec separatism and safeguard the existence of the nation state. Given the historic and political contexts that went into the creation of the policies of bilingualism and multiculturalism, it is not surprising that multilingualism was not part of the agenda (Corson, 1990). Multiculturalism was not designed to compromise the privileged position enjoyed by French and English, the languages of the two ‘founding peoples’ or their corresponding cultures.

            Language policy and planning, bilingualism and multiculturalism can fulfil their egalitarian and democratic promises only if a strong anti-racist component is built into the process of constructing them. As Cummins (1988) and Corson (1990) have noted within multicultural education, tokenism is little more than a smokescreen for oppression. Having the right (and the funds) to hold festivals and celebrations of ethnicity does not mean that one has access to the 'corridors of power'. Racism still exists north of the 49th parallel and ethnic organisations still continually complain that they do not have the funds to fully protect the rights of minorities. English (and secondarily, French) cultural and linguistic 'norms' are still dominant and all-powerful. Adopting Canadian language policy and planning approaches should not be regarded as a panacea for the intense language struggles that will be waged in the United States in the not so distant future. 

            LPP in Canada has the normative function of defining citizenship in such a way as to protect English and French privilege while facilitating the maximisation of immigration. The normal Canadian citizen is thus someone who speaks English or French fluently. This normal Canadian may have secondarily allegiances or attributes, such as another cultural background or an additional language, but these remain firmly secondary. 

            Immigrants are therefore marginalized until they develop fluency and literacy in one of the official languages, a fact that has important financial consequences for immigrant families since marginalization entails lower wages and poorer working conditions. Immigrants recognise this themselves, as is indicted by studies that show that learning one of the official languages is their number one priority (Statistics Canada, 2003). Since, as Ellis notes (1985), immigrants rarely develop native-like fluency until the third generation (especially in regards to accent), first and second generation immigrants experience this marginalization as a norm.  

            It is thus considered perfectly acceptable that recent immigrants be paid less and be subjected to inferior working conditions. This normative function of Canadian LPP makes it possible to exempt immigrant workers from legislation governing standards of employment. In British Columbia, for example, non-union farm and construction labourers are rarely paid for statutory holidays or overtime and are often subject to dangerous working conditions. In this way, immigrant workers are ghettoised, wages driven down and industries granted subsidies that cost government little.

            Even if Spanish (the most likely candidate) is accorded official status within the United States as a whole, this does not mean that it will have equal status with English. French is definitely the second of the two official languages in Canada and the rights enjoyed by French speakers outside of Quebec, as we have outlined above, are quite limited. 

            Having official national languages also means that the rights of speakers without fluency in these languages are severely limited. Maybe (just maybe) we can enhance the rights of Spanish speakers in the United States. But what of the other language groups that make up the nation? A policy of adopting official languages means that government must adopt measures that ensure that immigrants receive adequate opportunities to learn them. They must also be safeguarded against systemic or individualized racist practices that marginalise those who do not have fluency in standardized forms of these official languages. Both of these measures are pretty tall orders, given the history and present state of civil society on the continent. Unless we address these needs and implement serious measures to address them, it might be better to avoid designating any language as being official.  
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