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  The goal of this chapter is to examine three different polities—the United States, France, and the former USSR, and their language policies, to see how the concept of ‘citizenship’ and its relationship to language is played out in them. Each has a different notion of how language and citizenship are interconnected, each policy being embedded in a particular notion of linguistic culture.  These linguistic cultures are not in and of themselves unique, but each differs in some way from the others.  The one thing that these polities have in common is that they have undergone revolutions, following which, notions about language and citizenship were different than before the revolution.  In some cases (France and the USSR), the change was deliberate, and crucial to the carrying out of the revolutionary program; in the American case, the connection between language and citizenship evolved slowly, especially as immigration from non-English speaking countries increased during the 19th century (Kloss 1977).

On Language Policy
     Before we can begin, it is probably useful to define in some way the notion of language policy, and in particular, to understand how it differs from such notions as language planning, with which it is often confused.  I prefer to view language policy (roughly, ‘decision-making about language’) as rooted in what I call linguistic culture, which I define as the sum totality of ideas, values, beliefs, attitudes, prejudices, myths, religious strictures, and all the other cultural `baggage' that speakers bring to their dealings with language from their culture. Linguistic culture also is concerned with the transmission and codification of language and has bearing also on the culture's notions of the value of literacy and the sanctity of texts (Schiffman 1996)
.  Thus language policy is both the explicit, written, overt, de jure, official and ‘top-down’ decision making, but also involves implicit, unwritten, covert, de facto, grass-roots, and unofficial ideas and assumptions, which can influence the outcomes of policy-making just as emphatically and definitively as the more explicit decisions.  Often, policy-makers—confident that their explicit decisions are the correct ones, see the implicit factors (which are more embedded in the ‘unconscious’ linguistic culture) as problematical. Why? Because these factors are pesky, petty, and even emotional, and they thwart the well-laid plans of the decision-makers, who of course  ‘know best’ what is needed.  

     Most definitions of language planning (Cooper 1989:30-31) assume that the natural outcome of language planning is language policy, i.e. that language planning is language policy planning. This is then conceptually abbreviated, not to policy planning, but to language planning, leading to the mistaken assumption that language policy is a deliberate and future-oriented activity carried out by government agencies or language academies.  This unfortunate conflation of one of the possible outcomes of language planning with the activity of language planning has led to a neglect of the study of language policy per se, except within formal theoretical frameworks emphasizing individual cases, and aiming toward universality, thus eliminating any cultural context.  

     Some scholars use the term ‘language ideology’ (Schieffelin, Woolard and Kroskrity 1998) to refer to what I call covert policy but I find this usage inadequate to handle all of the phenomena I am dealing with here; ideology, I would hold, is part of covert language policy, in particular in cases of elaborate, systematic, well-formulated, and state-sponsored political and philosophical conceptions of policy, such as we once found in Soviet policy or find even now in French language policy. But I do not find it apt for all cases, such as the American situation, where complex ideologies are not present.  Language policy in the US is certainly fraught with unspoken, implicit, and covert ideas about language (cf. Mertz 1982), but it does not display anything as complex as the ideologies found in Marxist-Leninism.

   Territorial vs. Personal Rights. In addition to these notions, it is useful to think of language ‘rights’
 (or rights enjoyed by individual citizens) as dichotomized along a number of dimensions—-territorial versus personal, and tolerant versus promotional.

· Territorial Rights are those that can be enjoyed or exercised only within a particular part (or subjurisdiction) of the larger state (or territory). Thus in the U.S., the state of New Mexico has officialized Spanish to the extent that it can be used by legislators in the New Mexico State Assembly, even though this right is not enjoyed by Spanish speakers in adjacent territories such as Arizona or Texas. Similarly, the French language enjoys certain territorial rights in Louisiana but not in Missouri or Maine. In the former USSR, languages other than Russian had territorial rights only, while Russian speakers could expect to enjoy their ‘rights’ anywhere over the whole of Soviet territory.

· Personal Rights are rights to services that are portable anywhere within the polity.  Previously in Canada, French was a territorial right (only in Quebec and parts of New Brunswick) but this was then extended to be a personal right, portable to any Canadian province, even predominantly English-speaking provinces. In the former USSR, Russian speakers had personal rights, and could expect to use their language anywhere in the Soviet Union. Speakers of other mother tongues in the USSR did not have those personal rights, but only territorial rights.
· Tolerance vs. Promotion.  Kloss (1977) makes another useful distinction, in his typologies of language policy, between policies that merely ‘tolerate’ any given language, and policies that promote a particular language or languages.  US policy, he claims, is tolerant of languages other than English, although this tolerance has fluctuated over time.
  
On Citizenship 

     In all of these discussions, we also need to have an idea of what ‘citizenship’ means, especially in terms of how language (especially any particular language) is or is not crucial to the concept. In particular, what we find in some polities is that language is not a crucial issue for persons born in the territory of the policy, because citizenship is, for that polity, automatic.  But knowledge of or proficiency in a particular language may be crucial in the acquisition of citizenship, which we will see played out differently in various polities. 

Language Policy and Citizenship in France 
     Any Anglo-Saxon who has ever visited France is aware that French linguistic culture is somehow ‘different’ from Anglo-Saxon culture, and self-consciously so. Americans admire French culture, cuisine, couture, and other aspects of French life, but sense, whether they understand and speak French or not, that French linguistic culture is not the same as theirs, and that they may never be able to fully comprehend it.  

     Without going into great detail on this point, we can isolate a number of historical differences between ‘English-speaking’ culture and French culture, some of which go back to old historical enmities between France and England, and some of which is not based in enmity, but in a different conception of the connection between language and the state. 

The French Revolution and the ‘citizen’ It seems clear that the French Revolution did many things—it abolished the privileges of royalty, it took away lands and properties of both the nobility and the church, and it created the notion of the citoyen, or citizen.  Before 1789, ordinary people were either in a state of serfdom or servitude to those with greater power, or perhaps as artisans or tradespeople and inhabitants of cities, where they could lead a kind of individual life with some rights, but without much in the way of privileges.  

 “The National Constituent Assembly completed the abolition of feudalism, suppressed the old orders, established civil equality among men (at least in metropolitan France, since slavery was  retained in the colonies), and made more than half the adult male population eligible to vote, although only a small minority met the requirement for becoming a deputy.” (Encyclopedia Britannica, 2004.)
  Before the Revolution, however, there had also developed a notion, aided by the monarchy, of a special role for the French language: under some earlier pressure from both Spanish and Italian, which seemed--in  the 17th century at least--to be making inroads into French linguistic territory, a French Academy was established. At first independent, then under royal sponsorship, the Académie’s role it was to guard the language in some way from corruption and incursions by other languages.
  Over time, the idea that the French language had inherited some kind of special status, perhaps even the ‘mantle’ of classical Latin, became established. This claim to ‘classical’ status was aided by the close link  the Académie  had with the French monarchy, admired throughout Europe for being the most elegant and refined royal regime the world had every known. Thus the ‘brilliance’ and luster of the French monarchy had also ‘illuminated’ the French language, French literature, and indeed all of French culture.  Even though the monarchy then fell, the status of the French language was not affected by the Revolution, but  was in fact enhanced, since various revolutionaries saw the role of the French language as the ideal vehicle for the dissemination of the ideas of the French revolution. These leaders then campaigned actively not only to further the language, but to undermine any attachment anyone in France might have to any other kind of non-standard variety of French, or of any other language, dialect, idiome, patois, or whatever else that was spoken on the territory (Schiffman 1996).  These other linguistic varieties were seen as relics of feudalism, as expressions of loyalty to separatist tendencies, or even worse.

     At first, during the early months of the Revolution, the ideas of the Revolution were disseminated by whatever means possible, for instance, by translating the texts of the laws and decrees emanating from Paris, but this eventually was determined to be not functioning in the manner that theoreticians such as the Abbé Grégoire and others had hoped. Translation, they felt, was in fact working against their revolutionary goals, and they finally  concluded that proper participation in the Revolution required a form of communication that was clear and rational. The only vehicle that filled the bill was, obviously, standard French. Grégoire (de Certeau et al., 1975) Robespierre, and people like Barrère felt that only Standard French was lucid, rational, and clear, and other forms of language (derided as idiomes, patois, jargons, and argots) were muddied, irrational, unclear, and inadequate. On the 27th of January, 1794, Barrère addressed the Convention as follows:

            ‘The language of a people ought to be one and the same for all.  Our enemies had made the French language into the language of the courts; they vilified it.  It’s up to us to make out of it the language of the people, and to honor it.  Federalism and superstition speak Breton; emigration and hate for the Republic speak German; counterrevolution speaks Italian, and fanaticism speaks Basque. Let us smash these instruments of damage and error.’
 

  ‘Citizens, you hate political federalism. Abjure linguistic [federalism]. Language ought to be one, like the republic.’

     Thus there emerged from the French Revolution the notion that the French language, previously a cosseted and privileged instrument of royalty, could become the language of ordinary French people, but only if kept unified, i.e., free of any regional taint. Pure and unsullied, it would convey the noble ideas of the Revolution to all, and it was not only the right but the duty of all citizens to learn it.  Failure to do so would compromise the ideals of the Revolution, and open the door to counterrevolution, anarchy, and chaos.

     It is interesting to contrast this idea about language with ideas in other revolutionary traditions, as we shall do below.  In particular, to Anglo-Saxon eyes (and other minds as well) the idea that a monarchical view of language could be transformed into a revolutionary one, and that non-standard and regional forms of language should be ‘smashed’ and abolished, is a strange one.  American ideas about government, and about language, view decentralization and federalism as democratic, and the language of the ‘people’ as emanating from the people, not the other way around, i.e. handed down from the capital.  Soviet ideas about language, as we shall see below, also involved abolishing the monopoly of Russian, and allowing many regional forms of language to blossom, instead of trying to eliminate them.  Ironically, however, as various analysts have pointed out (Brunot, 1966), the French Revolution was a triumph of the monarchic language policy, and the royal view of language, even as the monarchs were being frog-marched to the guillotine. 

As for the present, nothing seems to have changed. Bourdieu (1982), who sees language usage as a kind of linguistic ‘exchange’, specifically discerns a kind of folk-Whorfian world-view (Mertz 1982)at work in the imposition and functioning of the French language policy model. Teachers in French schools are on the front lines, as it were, working constantly to “inculcate a clear faculty of expression and of each emotion,” through language. They work to replace the patois—for them nothing but a confused jumble—with standard French, held to be the only ‘clear and fixed’ medium that deserves to be in their pupils’ heads, if one was to succeed in getting them to perceive and feel things in the same way. The work of the teacher is “to erect the common conscience of the nation.” Bourdieu calls this a Whorfian or Humboldtian theory of language, which sees scholarly action as “intellectual and moral integration.” (Bourdieu op. cit. p.32.) Teaching language, therefore, is a kind of ‘mind control;’ instilling the standard language in the heads of children will re-program them to think clearly.  It is no wonder, then, that Anglo-Saxons cannot think clearly about anything; they have an inferior instrument residing in their crania, and nothing will help short of uprooting it and replacing it with something more ‘rational, clear, and lucid.’

 Ethnicity vs. nationality: Soviet Views 
     Though the Soviet Union has collapsed, the language policy that evolved there was an important one, and one that influenced other policies in other parts of the world, and not just within the Soviet bloc.
 As for connections between citizenship and language, however, one looks in Soviet documents in vain for references to concepts of citizenship. Graždanstvo is the Russian term for ‘citizenship’, and therefore Soviet parlance. But unless one is referring to becoming a Soviet citizen, other terms are more important.  In fact this highlights the salience of citizenship as a 'state' and not as a process or activity, and emphasizes the dichotomy between acquiring citizenship and being born into it. 

     The Soviet Census, for example, distinguished primarily between narodnost' (ethnicity) and natsional'nost' (nationality). The former was determined by what language was spoken; the second, by what ethnic group one declared oneself to be a member of, even if the corresponding ethnic language was not spoken. Thus, a Ukrainian living in Soviet Russia might declare her natsional'nost' to be Ukrainian, but if she didn't speak Ukrainian, would declare her narodnost' to be Russian. Over time, a comparison of data, especially percentages of declarations of narodnost' and natsional'nost' in various censuses shows different totals, which indicated that some groups were losing their ethnicity (i.e. language) while still declaring themselves members of the nationality in question. That is, Georgians or Armenians living in Russia tended to assimilate to Russian (and were thus Russian by narodnost’), but they would still declare themselves to be Georgians or Armenians by natsional’nost’.  Russian speakers tended to be most retentive of language, while other groups varied; Ukrainians scored low on Ukrainian language retention; Jews scored even lower than other groups because of the loss of Yiddish language (by switching to Russian) and because there was no territory on which Yiddish was ‘official’, but they were still classified as Jewish in `nationality'.  The latter category was determined by the natsional’nost’ of the father.

     In the USSR, therefore, language was the main criterion of nationality, but loss of language did not necessarily mean loss of nationality.  There were two main thrusts of Soviet policy regarding language and language ‘rights’. 

1. Early policy involved developing various languages that did not have literary traditions, or had not been used for ‘modern’ purposes, and using them for mass schooling, communications, public and professional life. The covert goal was to sovietize the population. This was particularly true during the NEP, the New Economic Plan (1917-28).

2. From 1938 on, the policy became one of universalizing the knowledge of Russian. With this came forced cyrillicization of former roman or Arabic scripts. Covertly this is a policy of ‘russification’ but overtly it was used to glorify and unify, and prepare for the impending war with Germany.

 ‘[T]he logical ground of Bolshevik policy towards nationalities after the Revolution—the korenizatsiia
 constituted a formula according to which those nations whose collective rights had been denied and repressed during the Tsarist period should have access to the free exercise of these rights within the general framework of the building of socialism in order to reach by themselves the conclusion that national sovereignty was not by itself a solution to all the national, cultural, social, political and economic problems of development. The final goal was therefore the merger of all nations into a single socialist community, once all national cultures had had the opportunity to bloom during the period of construction of socialism. All this was stressed by Stalin at the 16th Congress of the CPSU (b) in 1930. (Leprêtre 2003; emphasis mine, hfs)

Marrist ideology and Soviet (Marxist) Policy:  

     From 1930 until 1950, Soviet linguistics, and therefore all ideas about language, were dominated by a theory developed by the ‘linguist’ N.Y. Marr. This involved certain relationships between language and the ‘basis’ and ‘superstucture’ of society, which Marxist ideology defined as follows:

· The basis is the economic structure of society at the given stage of its development. 

· The superstructure is the political, legal, religious, artistic, and philosophical views of society and the political, legal and other institutions corresponding to them.  According to Marrism, language belonged to the superstructure of society:

     Language, Marr held, is of the same type of superstructural social value as painting or art in general [and therefore can be manipulated by humans, and changed to fit the exigencies of theory.]

Marr
 believed all languages in the world to be descended from one proto-linguistic megafamily, divided into three sub-families: the Hamitic, the Semitic, and the Japhetic (from which the Kartvelian and/or Caucasian languages descended, as well as many others).  Eventually, however ‘Japhetic’ elements began to ‘appear’ (or be discovered by Marr) in the most diverse languages; the Japhetic languages turned out to be ‘related’ to (or perhaps were in fact the antecedent of) all languages; hence relationship by origin, or genetic relationship, lost all meaning. In the end, Marr rejected the whole notion of genetic affiliations, attempting to closely link Marrism with Marxism. He held that since all languages were essentially Japhetic, linguistic differences could be eliminated, and all languages would eventually merge, in the same way that the State would ‘wither away’ and all peoples would merge, under Soviet sponsorship, of course. Which language would all languages merge into, and what would that language look like, i.e. which one would emerge as the universal one? Simple: rather than be a blend of all the world’s languages, it would resemble…Russian (of course).

     So early Soviet language policy allowed the development of individual linguistic groups, which were supposed to pass through the stage of bourgeois development (‘bourgeois nationalism’) only to then realize the futility of the bourgeois nationalist stage, and finally throw it all off.  Citizenship did not require any particular language adherence or knowledge, at first. But gradually it became clear that Russian was going to be important for citizens of the Soviet Union.  And Russian was indeed the language that was made available to all, since Russian had the ‘personal’ right status that the other languages lacked, and because Russian was the ‘Big Brother’ language from which other languages were supposed to borrow, especially terminology (for science and technology) that they lacked.

     The fact that there were contradictions between Marrism and the findings of linguistic science could then be countered by the assertion that Marrism was 'Marxist linguistics' and so naturally must be engaged in ideological struggle with ‘bourgeois linguistics', which was ‘incompatible with Marxism':

"When Marr's hypothesis on linguistic kinship led to a contradiction of the facts of linguistic scholarship, he attempted to eliminate this contradiction by declaring all 'traditional' . . . linguistics antiquated and incompatible with Marxism (Great Soviet Encyclopaedia (15),1977:492).

     In 1950, however, Stalin abruptly repudiated Marrist theory, saying that:

“(a) A Marxist cannot regard language as a superstructure on the basis. (b) To confuse language and superstructure is to commit a serious error. N. Y. Marr introduced into linguistics the incorrect, non-Marxist formula that language is a superstructure, and got himself into a muddle and put linguistics into a muddle. Soviet linguistics cannot be advanced on the basis of an incorrect formula.” (Stalin 1950:196-9, 203, 229).

     Early Soviet Policy was thus tolerant and promotive of linguistic differences, and Soviet citizenship was thus not contingent on a knowledge of Russian. Later, however, the old (pre-revolutionary, and post-revolutionary covert) russifying tendency reasserted itself, partly justified by the Marrist idea, partly just plain old russification under the paternalist Big Brother leadership of the Russian people, who were thus primus inter pares. It is no wonder this idea crashed and burned in 1991, and that the Soviet Union collapsed so easily, and that all the old hostilities and tensions between various national groups reemerged in all their old virulence.  Soviet ideology about bourgeois nationalism and how it would wither away under socialism had totally masked and suppressed all the hostilities between various groups, rather than eliminate them.  When the suppression was lifted, the old tensions reemerged.

American language policy and Citizenship.  
     As already noted above, concepts of American ‘citizenship’ evolved slowly after the American Revolution. So, it is difficult to find explicit statements about citizenship, and its relationship to language, especially in the period immediately after the American Revolution. Citizens were persons either living on the territory
, or born subsequently in the US. Both American and British tradition abjured the French (and other continental) ideas about the need for language academies, so even though there was some debate about founding some kind of American academy in the early years (Heath 1977), nothing developed, and no idea that any particular language was necessary for being (or becoming) a citizen existed in the early years, though ideas about this developed later.  There were, after the smoke cleared in 1783, perhaps 10% of the American population whose mother tongue was not English
 but of course these ‘citizens’ had done nothing to acquire their citizenship, but were citizens by virtue of birth in the territory, an idea that is not necessarily a given in other parts of the world.

     As Shirley Brice Heath shows, the founding fathers consciously chose an open-ended language policy: 

[...] they recognized that decisions on language choice and change would be made at the local and regional levels by citizens responding to communicative needs and goals they themselves identified. Moreover, early political leaders recognized the close connection between language and religious/cultural freedoms, and they preferred to refrain from proposing legislation which might be construed as a restriction of these freedoms (Heath 1977:270).


  It was later in the 19th century, when large-scale immigration began to bring many non-citizens to American shores, that ideas about what was required to become an American citizen began to develop, especially as more and more frequently the would-be citizens arriving here were not speakers of English.  The tolerance that Kloss perceives to have prevailed began to expire.  In contrast to Kloss, I would say that US policy is less tolerant than Kloss gives credit to it for, and that in fact tolerance that was granted, e.g. for the use of Spanish in California after 1848, can later be seen to have reached its limit. In the California Constitution of 1879, when language tolerance was at a low point in other parts of the country (e.g. Ohio and Illinois), the rights hitherto granted for use of Spanish were abrogated (Schiffman 2002).

  Kloss astutely observes that there exists in the US an ill-defined notion of ‘pioneer’ status— persons who resided in or on a territory that later became US soil, or before such territory became a US State, had rights (or at least tolerance), for their status, and for their language, if it differed from English.  Pre-1776 Germans in Pennsylvania, Dutch in New Jersey, the Germans in the Ohio valley (before Ohio and other territories became states) Spanish speakers in Arizona, New Mexico, Texas etc. before those territories became states, Hawaiians in Hawaii, Russians in Alaska, would all be accorded this status.

But over time, we can observe that this tolerance expired, especially where the group in question seemed to be asking for more than they were perceived to deserve.  Groups that asked for nothing except to be left alone—e.g. German-speaking Mennonites in Pennsylvania--were granted more tolerance than, say, Spanish-speakers in California, especially late arrivals to the territory, who claimed the same prior rights as pre-1848 Californios, i.e., they laid claim to prior rights.  This was perceived as somehow un-American. In the discussions leading to the crafting of California’s 1879 constitution, one can read comments suggesting that ‘[these people] have had ample time to be conversant with the English language if they desired to do so.’ (cf. Crawford 1992:53.) It is clear that English-speakers saw tolerance for Spanish as applicable to a ‘catching-up period’ during which Californios could learn English, and thus participate in citizenship. The idea that the right to use Spanish somehow had been granted in perpetuity was unthinkable, especially if it applied to Spanish speakers who came later than 1849.

The Rise of Know-Nothingism. During the 19th century in America, a movement developed that earlier on is referred to as ‘Nativism’ or later, as Know-Nothingism.
  This movement arose when immigration from Ireland began in earnest, and because the Irish were Catholic, it acquired a taint of anti-Catholic, anti-foreign rhetoric that at times reeked of general xenophobia and racism.  Irish immigration did not stimulate much concern about language differences, though some Irish immigrants spoke Gaelic and not English, but later, with the arrival of Germans in large numbers, and of other groups from southern and eastern Europe, who were not only not Protestant, but not even Christian, Know-Nothingism took these issues head on as well.  Kloss documents the development of nativism as being stimulated by issues over schooling, and over whether community taxes should go to support education in schools conducted by Catholics, or in languages other than English.
  The American ‘Public School Movement’ developed at the 1830’s and 1840’s and along with it, a notion arose that the role of schools was to Americanize the children of immigrants, and thus make good ‘citizens’ of them.  Gradually the idea that this had to occur through the medium of English also gained currency. The twinning of these two issues—citizenship and language, was accomplished.

     Mertz (1982) documents the development of what she calls a ‘folk-Whorfian notion’
 about the necessity of knowing English in order for non-citizens to acquire citizenship. Her study shows that this idea gained currency in popular culture, was picked up on in the courts, and became law without ever having been discussed in Congress.  In the US, immigration law has been primarily non-statutory, i.e., it has evolved through precedent, the precedents then eventually become statutory, and the statutes then confirm what has been arrived at by precedent. By 1897, the test for American citizenship had to be taken in English, and no substitute, such as a test in Finnish or Urdu, can be allowed.

        As Mertz puts it, 

‘A folk theory of the effect of language on thought underlies decisions made in U.S. courts regarding language law. Previous work on folk theory has shown an internal structuring by which a premise entails subsequent terms, consistent within the framework of the folk theory's logic. An analysis of metapragmatic statements in U.S. case law materials reveals a crudely "Whorfian" premise from which a common folk theory of language builds. This theory, evident in judges' decisions and dissents, predicates the ability to understand U.S. political concepts on fluency in English. Because becoming a ‘citizen’ requires comprehension of these political concepts, the folk theory links identity as a U.S. citizen with the ability to speak the English language. The appearance of a "Whorfian" premise in this folk theory also lends support to the suggestion by cognitive anthropologists that scientific theories are typically systematized adaptations of folk theories.’ (Mertz 1982).

Thus in a case decided by the Supreme Court of Wyoming, it was ruled that translation of US political concepts into other languages could  not be deemed to be equivalent to those documents in their English original.  In the words of Mertz, 

‘The fundamental [...] tenet of this folk theory is that languages shape the range of conceptualization of their speakers. U.S. political concepts were thought to be inextricably entwined with the English language; the concepts could not be understood unless one spoke English. The fundamental impossibility of translation of these concepts into other languages appears as an underlying assumption in [the] 1897 case:

‘It needs no argument to establish that a translation is not identical with the original. No matter how similar it may be in meaning, it is plain it can not be identical [...]. A copy of a Finnish, Russian, or German translation would not be a copy of the constitution (Supreme Court of Wyoming 1897:153).

      As we can see, this decision arises out a folk theory—not substantiated by research or facts--according to which it was just simply true, and in ‘need of no argument’ that knowledge of American political concepts obtained via another language were not the same as knowledge of these concepts acquired via English. Kloss documents the correlation among the decline of German immigration (which apparently went unnoticed, but which peaked in 1882), the increase in immigration rates of other groups, and the rise of the folk notion—which firmly cemented the logic, already inherent in the public school ‘Americanization’ idea--that children needed to know English first, and that the presence of another language ‘in their heads’ was anathema to being able to conceptualize American ideas.  The similarity of these ideas to  those entertained by the French (Bourdieu 1982) about the need to displace other, “inferior” linguistic systems, is striking.

     By 1906, the folk theory had been codified in US statutory law:

‘The Nationality Act of 1906 required aliens seeking naturalization to speak English; this stipulation was codified in the Nationality Act of 1940. The additional requirement of literacy in English was added by the Internal Security Act of 1950’ (Mertz 1982). 

     But it is in the weight of the cataclysm of World War I, the role of German language schools, and the rights of German-Americans to use their language in religiously supported parochial schools, where US law takes a decisive turn.  The United States entered WWI in April 1917, and almost immediately, anti-German feeling arose to such a pitch that the German language was prohibited in many states in all educational institutions, whether public or private. Some states prohibited German, others prohibited German for ``regular" subjects", or all non-English instruction; some prohibited non-English in elementary schools only. In many of these strictures, it was not by legal measures that the ban on German took place, but by gubernatorial edicts, or ‘resolutions’ of legislatures, or even by decrees of the so-called ‘State Councils of Defense,’ a kind of civil-defense body created in various states.
  

     As of April 1917 onward, and even after the war was over, ‘foreign’ languages would continue to be chased from the elementary schools in state after state, and relegated to high-school instruction only. Since at that juncture in US history hardly more than 5% of the population even went on to attend high school, foreign language instruction was essentially abolished for 95% of the population.  The covert assumption was that `foreign' language was not a necessary part of any child's education, but useful only for adults, especially for those college-bound.
 

     Notice that only English is not a foreign language—all others are ``foreign". After the war the campaign of ‘Americanization through Schooling’ intensified, under the slogan of the  ‘right of the child’ to an education in English. But not all German-language schools took this lying down; a teacher named Meyer, who taught in a Lutheran parochial school in Nebraska, decided that even if regular classes had to be taught in English, he could tutor a child in German after hours.
  He was wrong. The State of Nebraska took him to court. And the Lutherans fought back.  

     The Nebraska District of the Evangelical Lutheran Synod filed suit against the state of Nebraska in a case that was first known as Nebraska District of Evangelical Lutheran Synod v. McKelvie, and after it went to the US Supreme Court, as Meyer v. Nebraska . The Nebraska Supreme Court ruled against the Lutherans (Nebraska Reports 104:93-104), so the Lutherans took the case further.  The U.S.  Supreme Court ruled in June 1923 (Meyer vs. Nebraska) that forbidding the teaching of a language other than English until the 8th grade was a violation of the constitutional right to liberty under the the 14th amendment. The court also struck down similar Ohio and Iowa laws. Kloss has referred to  this as the ‘Magna Carta’ of the private ‘nationality’ school, but we would be well-advised to ask ourselves what the decision has in fact allowed if the de jure situation does not match up with de facto practice.  

     The US Supreme Court decision, however, did not justify or rule on the grounds of the right of groups--a  claim of the national minority to its native language, or the right of an individual (parent or child) to use a native language--which a European court certainly would have done. The decision protected only the right of a child to learn any desired ‘foreign language’; the right of parents to have a child learn any subject matter that was not a ‘threat’ to the state; and the right of language teachers to exercise their profession. 

     Note that the Court thereby defined instruction in the mother tongue (if the mother tongue was one other than English) as ‘Foreign language instruction.’  Protection granted in the Constitution, the Court ruled, extends to all—-to those who speak English as well as those who speak another tongue. Therefore, language rights were individually protected but, as Kloss notes, only for adults. Children do not have a right to language maintenance, only to second-language learning. And, it is a personal right, not the right of a group or that of a group confined to a territory. 

     Due to five or six-year hiatus when ‘foreign’ language teaching was forbidden (i.e. between 1917 and 1923), the net result, however, was that even if these rights were guaranteed and restored, the medium of instruction had switched to English in all these schools. And as Kloss points out, it is a peculiar phenomenon in America that a loss to English is never regained—no immigrant group that ever assimilates to English ever shifts back to another language, nor do any of its institutions. Schools, both parochial and public, continued after 1923 to teach most subjects in English, but some parochial schools of various denominations used German (or whatever other languages were affected) for religious instruction only. Some schools and churches (e.g. the German Evangelical Synod, previously known as Die Evangelische Synode des Westens) saw the handwriting on the wall and switched completely to English, converting as early as 1922, but completely by 1929 (Schiffman 1987, 1996)
. 

     It is curious that Kloss views this court decision as an example of linguistic ‘tolerance’ and therefore granting a ‘right’, when in fact the victory was Pyrrhic. As I stated in the Moldova paper, 


‘Kloss’ analysis of tolerance, therefore, is that the US was basically and generously tolerant towards linguistic minorities, except in times of war, or in extremely isolated instances of xenophobic acts directed at individuals who also, he claims, were in most cases not Caucasian. That is, linguistic intolerance was linked with racial and/or ethnic intolerance, but alone, there was not much linguistic intolerance. Kloss even goes so far as to say that the decision in Meyer v. Nebraska, which overturned various state statues and decrees legitimizing intolerance and oppression of non-English languages (1923) established a precedent for and legitimized or enshrined tolerance.  [...] He sees it as legitimizing rights that were temporarily abrogated, and giving linguistic minorities freedom to continue this ‘Narrow Sphere’ right. What he does not see, and in fact does not understand, is that though the Supreme Court overturned the statutes and restrictions, it did not (nor could it) do anything to nullify the intolerance that existed in American society, and was the original root cause of the anti-German bans during the war period.’ (Schiffman 2002:254)

In other words, the bans on language use were part and parcel of the folk theory that Mertz delineates—they ‘temporarily’ interrupted the right to learn or use a particular language, but in fact the outcome was a permanent banning of ‘foreign’ language from elementary education, and a general cooling of tolerance toward other languages.  The fact that the U.S. had entered a period of isolationism following World War I, a period of witch-hunting and red-baiting, a reemergence of the Ku Klux Klan and other nativist groups, all meant that the notion that English and citizenship were inexorably connected was solidified.  No legislation to officialize English was necessary, then or now—cultural mores, attitudes, and prejudices take care of this in America. 

     The fact that native-born Americans are not required to learn what foreign-born candidates for citizenship are required to know is illuminating. Native-born Americans are not required to be literate, and are not even required to know English, or to be able to define such notions as ‘polygamy’ or ‘anarchy’, as was made clear in another citizenship case, that of Vasicek v. Missouri, but such arguments fall on deaf ears, as Mertz points out:

‘It is of no avail to urge that the native-born need not possess these qualifications. The alien is only entitled to citizenship when he proves he possesses the statutory requisites (United States District Court, District of Oregon 1945:376)’.

     More is required of candidates for citizenship, then, or indeed for candidates for driver’s licenses in certain states such as Alabama, where speakers of English who happen to be illiterate are provided with helpers who can read the test for them, but literate speakers of Spanish or other languages can not be allowed to enjoy such assistance (Schiffman 2002).
 Citizenship in America, in other words, involves certain assumptions: to be born on U.S. soil and to have the English language firmly embedded in ones head is preferable to being born elsewhere and being able to define abstruse concepts in another language. That this assumption is based only on folk belief systems is irrelevant. It is now enshrined in immigration law, by precedent as well as by statute, and nothing is about to change that. 

Conclusion.  The connection between language and citizenship is obviously variable when we compare France, the former Soviet Union, and the U.S.  In France and the USSR, language was dealt with explicitly in the early revolutionary periods.  France required (or sought to impose) knowledge of standard French as a prerequisite to the success of the Revolution. Stepping back from the Czarist period where Russian had been required and almost all other languages banned, the Soviet Union initiated a short-term relaxation of the strict ‘russification’ policy exercised by the Czars, only to allow russification to resurface, and ultimately to become one of the causes of the collapse of the Soviet Union, after perestroika and glasnost’ had taken the lid off the ethnic tensions of seventy years.  In America, however, we see that the connection between language and citizenship did not emerge early on, that it took more than a century to evolve; that in the process, a folk theory about the connection between language and thought emerged, and the ability to function as a newly-minted citizen, at least, took the place of language legislation and/or officialization of English.  
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� Some people define all this as language ‘ideology’ but I am not happy with the way that term is usually used in the literature, and prefer my own formulation, for various reasons I am happy to discuss.


� There is often a dichotomy found between rights enjoyed by individuals, to the use of a particular language, vs. rights of groups to the use and maintenance of a particular language. The American context and US law constantly reiterate the former, and abjure any notion that groups have rights. In Europe, there is more of a tendency to focus on linguistic    minorities (often referred to as ‘nationalities’) and their rights.


� I have dealt with these issues in my Moldova paper (Schiffman 2002), in an attempt to show how linguistic tolerance in the US not only fluctuates, but can expire.


� [The] Académie française, or French literary academy, [was] established by the French first minister Cardinal de Richelieu in 1634 and incorporated in 1635, and existing, except for an interruption during the era of the French Revolution, to the present day. Its original purpose was to maintain standards of literary taste and to establish the literary language. (Encyclopedia Brittanica, website.)


� “La langue d'un peuple libre doit être une et la même pour tous. Nos ennemis avaient fait de la langue française la langue des cours; ils l'avaient avilie. C'est à nous d'en faire la langue des peuples: elle sera honorée. (...) Le fédéralisme et la superstition parlent bas-breton; l'émigration et la haine de la république parlent allemand; la contre-révolution parle italien et le fanatisme parle basque. Brisons ces instruments de dommage et d'erreur.” (...) (translation mine, HS)





� “Citoyens, vous détestez le fédéralisme politique. Abjurez celui du langage. La langue doit  être une comme la république.” (Schiffman 1996)


� I have claimed, for example, that language policy in Independent India was a ‘clone’ of Soviet policy, albeit with certain differences (Schiffman 1996). 


� The term korenizatsiia meant the ‘taking root’ of language, the ‘indigenization’ which would allow a bourgeois society to form. Marxist ideology held that this had to happen, and that it then had to be repudiated after it was realized what an impediment it was. But subcultures could not go from the ‘feudal’ stage (where they were subservient to some other group) to the socialist stage without going through the bourgeois stage.


� Marr was the son  of a Georgian mother and a Scottish father who died when he was very young; he was thus raised within Georgian linguistic culture, and developed ideas that were strongly influenced by it; this seems to have appealed to Stalin as well, which explains why the latter espoused this rather outrageous theory.


� We must note that persons of African descent were not considered full citizens, but only  ‘partial’ citizens, mostly so that southern states could benefit from the census count and increase their proportional representation in Congress.  The American Indian was also relegated to a vague status that was not cleared up until later; note the evolution of the term ‘second-class citizen’ and how this has been evoked again and again as questions about the rights of non-white males arose over and over in US history.


� Kloss (1977) makes some estimates based on the kinds of family names given in the first census of 1790, but of course no questions were asked in that census about mother tongue.  He identifies some speakers of Dutch, German, French, Spanish, and of course Amerindian languages, but concludes about probably 90% of the US population spoke English.


� The movement was characterized by their critics as such, and the party took on the name ‘Know-Nothing Party’ and wore it with pride. 


� Prior to about 1840, taxes were raised for education but given out to almost anyone who applied to run a school; after 1842, during a crisis over this issue (and Irish Catholic schools) in New York, a trend developed that resulted in schools being run by school districts created for this purpose, and various communities did various things to create these schools, or simply ‘take over’ extant schools, and laicize them if they were religious schools.  But they did not immediately anglicize schools that were operating in another language, though this did happen later.  Other states followed suit, and the American ‘Public School Movement’ was born, with a curriculum that was non-sectarian (supposedly), but not necessarily in English, though English was the rule for any new schools created. (Kloss 1977, Schiffman 1996).


� The ‘Whorfian hypothesis’ was an idea, propounded by Benjamin Lee Whorf and attributed also to Edward Sapir, according to which language structures determine thought, so that ideas developed in one language cannot easily be found parallels for in another.  A ‘folk-Whorfian’ notion is therefore a Whorfian hypothesis that develops in popular culture.


� There are some exemptions, e.g. for persons over a certain age, or who are so young that they cannot read; and it is also true that the law can be applied capriciously, so as to exempt certain persons while requiring it of other, less desirable candidates.


� In Iowa, the bans were by the  governor's proclamation; in  South Dakota, by the State Council of Defence, and in  Nebraska, by resolution of the legislature.


� See also Haugen (1956) for early ‘research’ on the harmfulness of bilingual education. 





� ‘Plaintiff in error was tried and convicted in the district court for Hamilton county, Nebraska, under an information which charged that on May 25, 1920, while an instructor in Zion Parochial School he unlawfully taught the subject of reading in the German language to Raymond Parpart, a child of 10 years, who had not attained [262 U.S. 390, 397]  and successfully passed the eighth grade. The information is based upon 'An act relating to the teaching of foreign languages in the state of Nebraska,' approved April 9, 1919.’  (Meyer v. Nebraska, June 4, 1923, FindLaw 2000.).


� This did not happen without an internal battle, as I have tried to show in Schiffman 1987; in some cases the fight was vicious, and the 1922 decision itself left much bitterness behind.


� This is cited at � HYPERLINK "http://ccat.sas.upenn.edu/~haroldfs/public/alabama.html" ��http://ccat.sas.upenn.edu/~haroldfs/public/alabama.html�.


� Note that though Mertz cites the date as 1922, the date given in the on-line version of the case is June 4, 1923 (� HYPERLINK "http://ccat.sas.upenn.edu/~haroldfs/540/handouts/supcourt/mnebrask.html" ��http://ccat.sas.upenn.edu/~haroldfs/540/handouts/supcourt/mnebrask.html�) 





