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Language Rights Arguments in Central Europe and the
USA: How SimilarAre They?'

Miklós kontra
JózsefAttila University, Szeged and Hungarian Ácademy of

Sciences, Budapest

1. IntroductoryCaveats

It is a curious feature of the various discourses on language rights and bilin-
gualism that one can come across arguments which seem to be identical but
are used for diametrically opposed purposes. For instance, it has been

claimed that failure to provide basic bilingual services, that is services in the
Ll ofa group ofpeople whose mother tongue is different from the state lan-
guage of the country in which they live, can block the adaptation of such
people to the majority population (see, e,g., Nicolau and Valdivieso
|98811992:320} But failure to provide basic bilingual services has also been
cited as a possible cause of assimilation to the majority population. For in-
stance, the second position, üat lack of bilingua.l services enhances or pro-
motes assimilation, has been argued by Hungarians who live in Slovakia, The
former position, üat lack ofsuch services blocks adaptation, has been argued

with regard to some Spanish speakers in the USA. Such appalent paradoxes
seem to be an unfortunate characteristic of much of üe popular and political
discourse about language rights, but perhaps linguists' discourse also suffers
from it to some extent.

I personally have recently come to the conclusion that the implicit
dangers of misunderstanding between, say, a Central European scholar and a
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West European or North American scholar are considerably greater than it is
usually assumed and therefore special care needs to be taken by scholars to
hopefully minimize any possible misunderstanding. Part ofthe problem may
be that the scholars engaged in scientific commrrnication are native speakers of
different larrguages and their unequal competence in üe language they happen

to be using with each oüer or in their research leads to undetected miscom-
muüication. But, peíhaps more importantly, miscommunication may also

result from differences in shared basic knowledge and assumptions, which

may also go rrndetected, even with the best of intentions on the part of the

cornínunicators. For instance, üe English word democracy is most likely to

cau_se problems if it is used by, say, a Hungarian and an Engüshman since

üey use them in very different ways. English and Hungarian social scientists
engaged in a convelsation may do their best to avoid or minimize misunder-

standing and yet üey may dismally fail,
Misunderstanding can also result from inaccurate printed information,

and the more plestigious üe publication in which üe information occurs, the

more likely it is to be believed. For instance, until recently I had been using

publications by the Minority Rights Group (London, UK) with geat benefit

and with little suspicion ofpossible inaccuracies. But recently l read üe íol-
loüng in a paper on Czechosiovakia:

In September 1992 the Sloyak National Council (SNC) endorsed a con§titu-
tion for an independent republic based on principles of parliamentary democ-
íacy. ... The Slovak language is the official language and the use ofoth€r lan-
guages will be regulated by §eparate la}\,...

The applicable Language Act in Slovakia grants the status of oíficiaI lan-
guagc to a minority language if an ethnic minority in a given region exceeds
20 per cent of the population. (Plichtová l993:l7)

Unsuspecting readers of üis text would be much surprised to leam that the

second occurtence of the phrase oficial language denotes here a situation in

which, ifa minority exceeded2Do/o of the loca] population, its langrrage could

be used in official contacts orally but not in writing, and that local government

officials were not required by law to know and use üe minority language.

This was üe case in Slovakia while the Slovak Offrcial Language Law adopted

in October 1990 was in force. It is Section 6, Paragraph 2 of this law which

states that national and local goverrrrn€nt ofiicials are not required to know
and use üe minority languages, and that oíTicial documents are written in the
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oíficial language, ]i/hich is earlier deírrred in the law as Slovak (see, e,g. Zalabai
1995:324).| In short, the tetm oficial language is used by Plichtová to de-
note widely different referents: for instance, gov€ríunent oíIicials were re-
quired to know and use oficial language@ but not oficial language(2), a:;rd

oíficial documents were always wTitten in oficial language(l) but never in
ofiicial language(2).

A comparison ofüe kind I will attempt to make herc is bound to fail
or be badly misunderstood if some of the basic historical and political differ-
ences between the regions compared are not clearly stated and constantly
borne in mind. I will try to avoid these tlaps by bliefly stating what seem to
me the major pertinent diíIerences between Cenhal Europe and the United
States.

The relations of minorities to majorities radically changed in Central
Europe following the Tleaty of Versailles after World war ]. The Austlo-
Hungarian Monarchy collapsed, new borders were drawn artd new states cre-
ated, such as Czechoslovakia and Yugoslavia. Former minorities became ma-
jorities and vice versa (see Slapnicka 1993). Hungary's new borders were
drawn without regard to ethnic boundaries and thus about one-third of Hun-
garian speakers became citizens of another neighboring country (see, e.8,

Magocsi l993: 134-5).
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The situation in which millions of Hungarians forrnd themselves after WW I

seems to be somewhat similaí, for instance, to üe plight of the Mexicans who

"woke up one moming to find themselves citizens of the United States"

(Marshall 1986: 40) when the US annexed New Mexico following the Treaty
of Guadalupe Hidalgo in 1848.2 Thé first important point to bear in mind is
that Hungarian minorities in Slovakia, Ukraine, Romarria, Yugoslavi4 Croatia,

Slovenia and Austri a are indigenous minoríties like üe Spanish speakers who

became US citizens after the territory ofNew Mexico changed hands. They
are not immigrants in arly sense of that word. (There is no emigration fiom
Hungary to any ofüe neighboring countries,] not even Slovaks living in Hun-
gary emigrate to Slovakia.) From üis it follows that the aim of Hungarian

minorities outside Hungary ís langtage and culture maintenance raüer than

assimilation to the majority nations in whose countries they live.4 lt should

also be noted that assimilatory pressules on üe Hungarian minorities in the

successor states ofthe Austro-Hungarian Monarchy have tended to be much

greater and certainly more direct than the pressures on immigrant minorities in
the United States (see, e.g. Janics,tsorsody 1982, Schöpflin & Poulton 1990,

a::.d Destroyinq Ethnic Identity 1989).

At the risk of gross oversimplification ] will attempt to chaíacterize

üe cunent foreign policy situation in the Carpathian Basin. For about a dec-

ad€ novr', but certainly since 1988, Hungary has been arguing that ethnic Hun-
garians living in the neighboring countries form an inte$al part oí üe Hurr-
garian nation and that Hungary has a special obligaüon toward them (see e.g.,

Oltay 1992). At least thíee neighboring countries, namely Slovakia, Romania

and Yugoslavia (Serbia), reject the idea that the Hrrngarian Republic has any
obligation toward the Hrrngarian minorities living in their countries (c.

600,000 in Slovakia,s c. 2,000,000 in Romania, and perhaps 300,000 in Vo-
jvodina, Serbia). Official propaganda in those countries often describes Hun-
garians in Hungary as well x in the neighboring counaies as striving fol terri-

torial revisions, and a "Hungariarr tfueat" is part and parcel of üe extremist

propaganda in those states. At least for half a century no Hungarian govem-

ment has made any territorial claim on any neighboring country. The second

imPortant point to bear in mind is ,that minority and language rights issues in

Central Europe are by definition intimately tied to foreign policy.Ó
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Following,the collapse of communism, Cenhal European countries
have been taking steps to join the Corrncil of Europe (cE). An imPortant
precondition for üese countdes to be admitted to the vaIious organizations of
European integration is üat they settle all their differences and sign bilateral
treaties. Hungary has been attempting to follow a policy of intemationaliáng
minority grievances (see Oltay 1992), i.e. expressing gra,ve concem over the
Hungarian minorities' human rights and language rights in Romani4 Slovakia
and Serbia at CSCE (now OSCE = Organisation for Security and Co_
operation in Europe) and oüer internaüonal conferences. Slovakia Romania
and Serbia, however, claim üat the Hrmgarian minorities enjoy equal rights
with other citizens, and the only problem is the threat of Hungarian separa-
tism. Hungaíy and Slovakia, but not Romania or Yugoslavi4 gained associate
membership in the European Union in December, 199l. As a consequence,
minority dghts and language rights often form part of üe agenda for negotia_

tions between European organizations and Hungary, Slovakia, Romaniq and
to some extent Yugoslavia (Serbia). While a certain Ewopean iníluence on the
fate of Hungarian minorities can be detected, by and laíge it is unclear how lhe
intemational political forces aíe going to affect üeir futuíe. The third point
of difference to Iemember is that - at least üeoretically - the various Euro-
pean organizations such as the CE and OSCE might iníluence the language

rights of these minorities in some general European way.
A final caveat concems the term democracy. In my opinion the

American political scienüst Barany (1992: 47) is right in his claim that:

It appears that is cont€mporary Eastern Europe "democracy" frequently
denotes majority rule, accompanied by a neglect of, or even discrimination
against, unprotected minorities.

Method

The sources for this study ale not many. A comparative examination of X-
Only legislation as promised in üe title would only be possible in a book or
several books. Thus what I üll do in this paper is to glean X-Only argu-
ments from five books and some auxiliary sources of information, rnairrly

newspapels. The books are the following:
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Crawford l992a (Hold Your Tongue);
Crawford l992b (Langage Loyalties);
Berényi 1994 (Nyelvországlás, a book about the social and historical causes

ofüe Slovak Offcial Larrgrrage Law of 1990, written by a Hungariarr
member of üe Slovak Parliament);

Zalabai |995 (Mit ér a nyelvrinN ha magnr?, a collecüon of documents in
the Hungariaa press in Slovakia conceming üe "placename-sign wat''
and the "personal-name war" in l990-199q]

Ihe Slovak State Language Lctw and the Minorities: Crilical Analyses and
Rezar,ts. ISBN 963 04 61021. This book contains an English trans-
lation of the State Language Law of 1995, the Justification (= com-
mentary explaining the purpose of üe law) attached to the draftJaw
submitted to the National Council of üe Slovak Republic on 24 Octo-
ber, 1995, and critical analyses. (In this paper, this book will be ab_

breviated as SSLL,)
A furüer resbiction should be admitted at the outset: not only do I limit my
arralysis to the listed sources, I also use them in a selective manner. The
number of X-Only arguínents in üese books runs into the hundreds, which
has forced me to select just a-few of üem for üis paper, Space limitations
have also forced me to concentrate on slovakia aad exclude Romania and
Yugoslaüa ftom this discussion.8 A major reason for selecting Slovakia is
üat in less üan six years two official language laws were passed in that coun-
try: Law No. 428/1990 on the Official Language of the Slovak Republic, and
üe Law on üe State Language of üe Slovak Republic adopted on 15 Novem-
ber, 1995 (see Appendix l). The latter has revoked üe 1990 law and came
into force on l January, l996.9

I üll classi$ üe aíguments into similar (Section 3) and dissimilar
.(Section 4), keeping in mind which argument is for X Orrly, and which against
it.

3. Similar Arguments

3.1, The Righl to Be Free from Discrimination Based on Language
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The clairn has been made that English speakers are discriminated agains| for
instance, in Dade County, Florida (see Crawford 1992b: 104-5), A member
ofthe Slovak Palliamen! Eva Garajová cIaimed in üe debate on the draft of
the state language law of Slovakia that the law ..would halt the lingual dis_
crimination and national assimilation of Slovaks,'' it threatens nobody, and
"provides an opporfunity for üe creation of lingual and social equality of
every inhabitant in Slovakia." (SSLL:I8)

The argument that people have üe right to be free from language_
based discrimination has been used both by proponents of X_Only legislation
and its opponents. On the one hand, English-Only advocates and Slovak-
Only advocates have used üis argument, and on the oüer hand, the Mexican
American Legal Defense and Education Fund (see Crawford l992a: 15I) and
Hungarians living in Slovakia have used it. It seems that everybody §upports
this argument and everybody claims that they alone are discriminated against.

Clearly, what is needed for this algument to be used in a reasorrable
way is some procedure to establish which group of people in a given linguis-
tic situaüon is really discriminated against. The right to be free from lan-
guage-based discrimination can üus be citedfor X only as well as againsí X
only. In what follows I will try to sepante üe aíguments for Iestictive lan-
guage legislation from üose against it.

3.2. Similar Arguments for X OnIy

3.2.1. Equal Access to Education and Equal Chances to Participate Fully in
íhe Couníry's Political, Economic and Social Life

It has been argued both in üe US and Central Europe (e.g. in Slovakia and
Romania) that x only creates social equality, hence X only is good.

Among oüers, U.S. secretary of education william J. Bennett claimed
üat "altemative," nonbilingual approaches in teaching limited-English-
proficient speakers would prepare children to participate fully in the oppor-
tunities and challenges of American society (Crawford 1992b: 358). In his
view English is the common language that enables everybody to paíticipate
firlly in American society.

The Justification of üe Slovak law claims that the Slovak Republic
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"offers bilingual education in multi-lingual inhabited regions, which would al-

low members of national minoriües to master üe state language to a sumcient
degree, thus contributing to a deepening of mutual understanding." (SSLL:15)

Such "equal opportunity" is provided for Hungarians in Slovakia and Roma-

nia whether or not üey wish to be beneficiaries of it. They usually do not, as

caa be demonstrated by a recent press report (Vonyik 1996), in which arr

etbnic Slovak citizen argues thatlo

Hungarians are not discriminated against if they leaín the state language. It
allows them to get on in the entile tenitory of th€ country and they will
not be tied to this region.

The íesponse to this argument simply 'asks üe rhetorical question:
Why do you think Hungarians would like to moye a\ray from here? They
have theií housos and lands here...

This kind of argument has been aptly summarized by Joshua Fishman
(|988l1992b: 169) as the "We only want to liberate üem from üeir ethnic

self-imprisonment" syndrome. A recent use of this argument is found in a

letter by the Slovak Foreign Minister to the OSCE High Comrnissioner on

National Minoríties.l| In it the Minister explains to Mfi van der Stoel that

after the recent failure ofthe slovak version of "altemative education"l2

this form of education will not be inkoduced for lack of paíental consent
(thus fully re§pecting by the Government of the SR üe proclaimed principle
of voluntary option) and different methods of in§truction of the slovak
language as the state language will be applied in order to achieve - above all
in the interest of the ftrture of the children of Hungarian minority - ade-
quate standard of the Slovak language command.

3.2.2. X Only Fosters Social Harmony

It has been asserted in the USA that an English-Only rule in a workplace "is
necessary to promote racial harmony" (see CraMord l992b: 279-80). How-
ever, a Circuit Court of Appeals judge ruled in 1988 that prohibiting üe use

ofthe employees' native tongue may contribute to racial tension and that the

argument that it fosters racial harmony is unsupported.

The preamble of üe Slovak State Language Law states üat the law

has been enacted to secure citizens' "freedom and equatity in theií dignity and

their rights as well" (SSLL, p. 7).
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The aígum€nt that X Only fosters social harmony seems to be a
popular one.

3.2.3. Minority-Language Instruction Carries Ánti-Majority Ideologl

The argument has been made for X Only that elimination of minority_
language in§truction can reduce ifnot eliminate anü-majority ideology.

In üe 1920s in Meyer v. Nebraska üe Nebraska Supreme Court
found that "permitting foreigners to rear and educate their children in the lan-
guage of üeir native laad" was to "inculcate in üem the ideas and sentiments
foreign to the best interests of this country" (Crawford 1992b:235).

The Justification to the Slovak law makes the allegations that "A large

volume oftextbooks and instructional tools from Hrmgary containing irreden-
tist material appears in the schools of Souüem Slovakia"" and that "the stu-
dents aíe not taught to respect the Slovak homeland in which they live.''
(SSLL:15)

3.2.4. Minorities Do Not W'ant lo Learft the Language of the Country They
Live ín

This is a frequent argument used in suppolt of English only (see Crawford
l992a and 1992b). Ií is also used in the Justification of üe Slovak law, but
the Slovak argument also contains an element üat is unlreard-of in the Eng-
lish-Only debate, namely that native-speaking teache§ of the majority lan-
guage have an irsufficient compet€nce in their own mother tongue:

A consequence of the neglect in nurturing the state language is that in the
íegions of §outhem Slovakia having a mixed population, persons teaching
the young generation of the Hüngarian minority find mastery of th€ state
language to a sufficient degree to be unnecessary, in fact, it occurs that eth-
nic Hungarian, and even ethnic §lovak teachers aro not familiar with the
state language to th6 necessary degree. (SSLL, 15)

3.2,5. The Unwanted Minorib, Should Have Completely Assimilated by Now,
or the Similarity of Insults

Denying the use ofthe name ofan indigenous people in a territory is an effec-

l5l
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tive insult found in boü the U.S. and Central Europe. The implicit argument
behind such insults may be something like this: üe unwanted minority should
have completely assimilated to the majority by now.

When Califomia's constitution was revised in 1878_79, minority
(Spanish) language rights were also debated and a Mr. Tinnin larnented the
fact that tons of documents were "published in Spanish for the benefit of for-
eigners." This provoked the following exchange:

Mr. Rolfe: Do you call the native population of this stat9 foreigners?
Mr. Tinnin: They had ample time to learn the language. (Crawford I992b;
53)

As recently as June 1994 some Slovak politicians claimed that ..there are no
Hungarians in Slovaki4 but üere are Hungarian-speaking Slovaks,'' who are
"Magyarized Slovaks who speak Hungariarr'' (see Zalabai |995:202 and 21l).

In 1993 an ethnic Hungarian indignantly voiced his opinion about lan_
guage choice as shown in üe following translation from a newspaper article:

Everything depends on the point of view one looks at it from. ... For us,
Hungarian is not a foreign language, for us it i§ our mother tongue and -
strange though this may sound to some - for us, Slovak is a foreign language.

I respectfully submit this: the fact that we speak Hungarian is not because we
have not (yet) leamed Slovak, it is because we are Hungarians. Is this too
hard to understand? (Zolczer I995:lI8-9)

3.3. Similar Arguments Against X Only

3.3.1. X only Insults and Alienates Minorities

in his examination of Official English arguments, Leibowicz (t985/1992;l l 1)
states that:

Based on undocumented fears ofsoparatism and culfural fragmentation, pas-
sage ofthe E.L.A. would insult and alienate a significant portion of our soci-
ety in the name of national unity.

A possibly dramatic alienaüng consequence of Slovak-Only legislation has
been indicated by a Hmgarian mayor in Southem Slovakia in a r€cent news-
paper article. Since l January 1996 there has been a controversy about the
legality or otherwise ofüe use of Hungarian along wiü Slovak in official con-
tacts with local govemments in Southem Slovakia. Some Hungarian mayors
passed local ordinances to make Hungarian coequal wiü Slovak in official use
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within their municipalities. This has become necessary, the mayors claim,
because the State Langrrage Law revoked üe previous law which allowed re-
stricted official use ofminority languages in localities with at least a 20% mi-
norjty population. Excerpts from üe article by the Hungarian mayor of
ZsitvaudvarüDvory.nad 2itavou, József Szíraz, follow: 13

What we did [when we passed an ordinance that Hungarian can also be used
in official contact§ in the municipality] was simply to pa§§ an oldinance
which reflects the reality of our lives, with which we have been happy aIl
along. Everybody ha§ §poken the language in which they can best - and most
intel|igibly - express themselves. ... We have respected and wi|t continue to
respect the language of the state. AIl documents prepared by members of my

,local govemment arc written in impeccable standard Slovak and with perfect
orthográphy.

All we did was to reflect reality. This reality has always meant a perfect
symbiosis of plants, animals and humans (SIovaks, Hungarians, Roma, and
Jewish people) in the most deaí spot on Earth for us, in our hometown in
southem slovakia.

so far I haven't met anybody who taught dogs to meow, cats to bark, or
who wanted to paint the beautiful green grass on the banks of the Danube
blue. Times have changed and a lot of things are extremely hard to get ac-
customed to, Many ofus are unable to com€ to terms with such anomalies.
They are unnafural and try to incite us to rej€ct something that has until
now been natural for us. For well_intentioned, peace-loving people nothing
has changed, not even now.

l would hope that nobody who continually makes dectarations about Euro-
peanness, democracy and toleranc€ can in futurc demand that I don't use the
language most intelligible for us, our mother tongue, when I talk to my eld-
erly parents, neighbors or most oth€r visitors who come to my mayor's of_
fice to seek my advice. I would hope that nobody can demand that I u§e th€
state languag9 to these people. ... what they would say to me in that case is
unprintable - and for a good reason. ... (Száraz 1996)

3,3.2. X Only Causes Cultural Dislocation and Socíal Rootlessness

one ofüe strongest arguments against rcstrictive language legislation is üat it
can cau§e a group ofpeople to lose üeir identity. In his classic article '.The
Curse of Babel" Haugen (1973 / |992:407) declaíes that:

Language is not a problem unless it i§ used as a basis for discrimination, but it
has in fact been so used as far back a§ we have records. The trend in Slveden,
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as in the United states, is cleaíly towaíd a language shift on the part of the
minoritie§ as they are more fully integrated into the national life. But this is
a process that promotes cultural dislocation and social rootlessness, that de-

prives the minorities not onIy of their group identity, but even of their hu-

rnan dignity,

In his fight against the consequences of Slovak-Only legislaüon, Pál Csáky

(1996), a Hungarian member ofthe Slovak Parliament, has stated that:

Safeguarding our identity has recently become a primary issue. I

might as well say that it has again become a primary issue. I could
also say: unfortunately, it has become a primary issue. The rea-

son is the frontal attack on us by those who wield the power.

what Csaky calls a frontal attack on the Hungarian minority in Slovakia can

be instantiated by the continued attempts to ban the use of Hungarian place-

names, i.e. to legislate the mandatory use of placenames in Slovakia in Slovak

only. This means Slovak only placenames in maps, school textbooks, news-

papels, sometimes in üe speech of radio and TV arnouncers, but so far not

(yet?) in the speech of interviewees (see Zalabai 1995:82). In a l993 news-

paper article the ethnic Hungarian lawyer József Gyönyör (1993/1995: 101-

2) \aTote:

I think it is also impossible to imagine that 8eographic names should be

leamed only in Slovak and as a consequence ancestral Hungarian name§

would all sink into oblivion. It is quite unthinkable that th€ lHungarian]
names Csallóköz, Bodrogköz, Mátyusíóld,l4 as well as the names of innu-

melous mountains, hills, creeks and fields should remain unknown to future
generations. If this were to happen, it would make Slovakia, but Europe
too, pooref.

This argument simply says that X Only causes cultual dislocation, rootless-

ness and loss of identity and is, thereforc, wTong.

3.3.3. X only Makes Communication Inűcient and Generates Resentment

it can be argued that if people are forced to use üeií weakel langu€e, com_

munication may be less successful than it would be in the speakels' stronger

language. An extreme but not at all unusual case is when monolingual speak-

ers ofl-l are offered certain vital services only in L2. Having to use one lan-

guage ratlrer üan another when both could be used can gen€Iate resentment

and can lead to a violaüon of linguistic humarr rights. Hopefully, I am not

reading too much into the íirst principle of üe Linguistic Society of Amer-
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ica's recent statement on language rights when I assume that the motivation

behind it may be similal to what I have said here. This fiíst principle states

that:

At a minimum, alt residents of the Unit€d States should be guaía[teed the

following lin8uistic fights:

A.To be allowed to express themselves, publicly or privately, in the lan_

guage oftheir choice. (LSA Bulletin, No, l5l, March 1996)

The city of Öamorín/Somorja in Souüem Slovakia in a recent ordinance

which made Hurrgarian coequal wiü Slovak in official communication in the

city where about't}%o of üe 12,000 inhabitants are ethnic Hungarians, used

language which comes close to üe principle that one should have the right to

use the language ofone's choice:

Alt citizens and representatives ofthe city of Somorja have the right to use

the tanguage in which they can better express themselves in oral and written

official communicatioí|.(Uj Szó,29 January, 1996, p.3)

This ordinance makes it mandatory for the city council staff to use the same

language with a citizen as the citizen first uses with üem.

4. Dissimilar arguments for X only

In looking íor arguments which are different in Cenkal Europe from those in

the U.S.A., one can find (a) arguments which simply do not seem to exist in

one or the otheí context, and (b) arguments which are superficially similar

but, in reality, different.

4.1. Past Historical llrongs Must Be Righted

Although one can claim üat the U.S. and the Republic of Slovakia aíe similal

in the sense that both the majolity of the U.S.-born population and ethdc

Slovaks in Slovakia constitute a powerful majority in their respective coun-

tries, there are enornous historical differences which make üe U.S. arrd Slo-

vakia very different. Most of all, for most of their history, slovaks did not

have their own independent country (see, for instance, Karpat 1993). Slo-

vaks and what is Slovakia today belonged to the multinational Hungarian
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Kingdom or the Austro-Huagarian Monarchy until 1920. Then, for most of
the next seven decades they were part of a federation with üe Czechs. Eth_
nic rivalry and tensions ofvarying intensity having been a characteristic of üe
carPathian Basin for centuries, it is unsurprising to find frequent references
to "historical justice" and past injuries in a great deal ofpolitical discourse.

The first part ofüe Justification ofthe Slovak State Language Law of
1995 (SSLL, pp. l2-3) has been written in this spirit:

From the end ofthe 18th century, the S|ovak language had to withstand the
increasingly aggressive pressure ofthe Hungarian language. ...

Forced Magyarisation during th9 time of historic Hungary, as well as be-
fween the years 1938 and 1945 when Hungary occupied a |arge part of
southern Slovakia,l5 inflicted wounds that remain open to this da),. ...

Thís hisíorical argument seems to be the basic rationale cited for üe law on
the protection of the state language in Slovakia, a country with a population
which is made up ofover 80% Slovaks,ló about 11oá Hungarians, and smaller
communities of Roma, Czechs, Ruüenians, Ukrainians, Germans and Poles.
However, as Jouko Lindstedt (Helsinki) pointed out in an electronic mail dis-
cussion on 30 April 1996, "The oppression of üe Slovak language in the
Austro-Hungarian Empire has obviously nothing to do with the linguistic
rights ofpresent-day Hungarians in Slovakia. Ifthe official Slovakia thinks it
does, the result is bound to be unsatisfactory from the vantage point of hu-
man rights."|7

In the U.S,, English has been a.lleged by some to be under attack from
otheí languages, but as far as l am awaíe, nobody has cited histofical wrongs
which befell Americans as thejustification for English-Only legislation.

4.2. Language Proficiency as Prerequisite for Citizenship

One ofthe guiding principles of U.S. English states that:

l// candidates for U.s. citizen§hip shou|d be required to demonstrate the
ability to understand, speak, read, and write simpIe English, and demonstrate
basic understanding of our system of government. (Crawford I992b:|45)

When the Slovak State Language Lar,tr' was passed in November 1995 anews
article and a reader's letter in The New York Times prompted the Slovak am_

bassador in Washington, D. C. "to present the Slovak view of this legisla-
tion." I quote the first substantial paragraph from the ambassador's letter:
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Its [The law's] main purpose is to preserve the historically developed
form of the language, a5 is commorr in many European countries, §uch as
France, Belgium or the Netherland§. Knowledge oí a stdte language ís a
basic requiremenl íor obtainíng citízenship il countrie§ around the
vorld [Emphasis added, M.K.] To live effectively and to participate in
the social and economic life of the Slovak RepubIic it is necessary to
speak Slovak and to speak it well. Minority citizens will and shou|d re-
tain also the language of their original culture and heritage. (Lichardus
l995)

The reference to obtaining citizenship seems odd here since relaüvely few
people immigrate to Slovakia and seek Slovak citizenship these days. The
national and ethnic minorities in üe Slovak Republic have been citizens of the

country and its predecessors since the Trianon Treaty (with the exception of
1945 to 1948 when Germals and Hungarians weí€ deprived of all ciül rights

and their citizenship, see, e.g. Janics/Borsody l982).
Ifthe ambassador's reference to language proltciency as a prelequisite

for citizenship is not solely to be understood as only relevant to foreigners

who seek Slovak citizenship novr' or in the future, then we have an aígument

here which is exbemely different from the U.S. English argument. U.S. Eng-

lish simply says that one has to know simple English ifone wishes to óecome

a citizen ofthe USA, The Slovak ambassador says that one has to speak S1o-

vak well tf one li a citizen of Slovakia_ Ií U.S. English weíe to adopt this

logic, they would suely have to campaign for federal programs which would

teach all citizens of, for instance, New Mexico to speak English well. A con_

quered people would be forcibly taught to speak the language of üe conquer-

orsweIl.

4.3. " Language is Law above the Ltntl"

X-only legislative attempts, at least in üe USA, concem what lahguage one

should use in speech arrd writing. As far as I know, they have not concemed

themselves with aíeas beyond language choice such a§ lrow one should use a

language. In oüer words, Americals have not concemed üemselves wiü is-

sues that come under corpus plaming, i.e. what words, pfuases, spellings

etc., must be used and what must not. In this respect some Central Euíopeán

countries are different. There have been attempts not only to legislate the
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mandatory use of x only in certain commtmicative situations, but also what

particular linguistic forms must be mandatorily used.

In the years before the Law on üe Registration of Births, Marriages

and Deaths was adopted in Slovakia in 1994, a vociferous debate went on,

among oüer üings, about whether ethnically non-Slovak women should be

allowed to use their names according to the rules and traditions of their

mother tongue or they should mandatorily add the Slovak sufiix -oyd to their

names.|8 In the debate the algrrment was made that "language is law above

the |avl' (jayzk je zákon nqd zókanom), that is that "üe law of üe Slovak

larrguage," namely the use of the suífix -ovd at the end of women's names,

should ovemrle any European requirements such as:

Every person belonging to a nationa| minority shall have the right to use

his/he. surname and first names in his/her mother tongue and to officia| rec-

ognition of his/her sumame and fiíst names. (Article 7, Paragraph 2 oí
Recommendation 1201 tl993] ofthe Parliamentary Assembly ofthe coun-
cil of Europe)

According to Jemudd, such an attempt, if canied out successfully, would

constitute a violation oflinguistic human rights. Jemudd (1994: l30) has con-

vincingly argued that "mandatory adjustment of name is a means to deny a

group's existence qaa group" and "states wishing to forcibly assimilate visi-

ble ethnic groups require names to be changed." According to newspapeí re-

ports (see, e.g, Zalabai 1995: 199-20l), some Slovak linguists assisted theil

government in its attempt to forcibly assimilate visible ethnic groups.

In this case Slovak-Only attempts have íailed because the Council of
Europe requirement quoted above has been observed and ethnically non-

Slovak women now have üe right to register üeir names and their daughters'

names without -oyri if they so request.

In oüer cases, however, there ale instances where recent Slovak lan-

guage planning reaches beyond the boundaries of the Slovak language itself,

and Slovak linguists are playing an active role in such planning. Perhaps the

most conspicuous example is found in the rules of Slovak orthography

(Pravidlá slovenského pravopisu), tritten by linguists in the Linguistics In-

stitute ofthe Slovak Academy of Sciences arrd issued in 199l. According to

these rules, the spelling ofpersonal names originally written in a Latin alpha-

bet is retained in Slovak, with one exception. Certain Hungarian historical

names have to be respelled, e.g. Rákóczi as Rákoci and Páffi as Príf. Such
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respelling ofnames is mandatory ifthe name's bearer is ofiicially regarded as

belonging to "the Hrmgarian era of Slovak history," Since William Shake-

§pear€ is not so legarded, his name should not be respelled as Yiliam éelapír
(see Zalabai 1995:193). To me this constifutes a clear instance of linguistic

discrimination, It is all üe more deplorable because üe rules written by Slo-

vak linguists and published in l99l will now become the legal basis for the

activities ofthe linguistic police following üe adoption of üe State Language

Law in 1995. According to Section 2, Paragtaph 2 of this law, "the codified

form of üe state language is decreed by üe Culture Ministry of the Slovak

Republic on üe basis of proposals made by specialist Slovak language insti-

tutes." The next paragraph states that "Any form of interference with the

codified form ofthe state language which is not in line with its rules is inad-

missible." Under a strict interpretation of this law, if a memorial plaque on a

building has a Slovak text containing a Hungarial name spelled in Hungarian,

e.g, Páffi, ntbet thzrrr Páf, the owner of üe building can be frned by üe Slo-

vak governírent's "language consultalts" (see II. Rakóczi Ferencböi-

FrantiÖek Rrákoci lI.?).

5. "The Supreme God of Slovak Grammar"

Since the American (and generally the Anglo-Sa\on) tradition of language

codification is different from the traditions in Hungary, Slovakia or Romania

(there is no central institution to codify English), Americarr linguists cannot

possibly play a role similar to Slovak linguists. For instance, they cannot

write rules of orthography which carr become the legal basis for the imple,

mentation of English-Only policies, discriminatory oí not. Their linguistic

expertise cafflot possibly be used by their govemment as "scientific justifica,

tion" for English Only.
Slovakia is a very diíferent country and Slovak linguists play very dif-

ferent roles from Americans. Recent Slovak history has produced a situation

in which üe enforc€rs oí lánguáge legislation, the linguistic police (see Ap-
pendix 2), are supervised by professional linguists. This semilegal role of lin-

guists was clearly articulated by Minister ofCulture Du§an Slobodník in July
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1993. When the Slovak govenrment decided to refurn the law on personal

names to the Slovak parliament, the minister told a press conference üat:

Under no circumstances was it a breach of the requirement by the Council of
Europe (CE) regarding the freedom of names, but this institution simply
cannot impose certain things on us, said Slobodník. He pointed to the de-

mand by the Hungarian ethnic minority not to attach the ending -ová (a

grammar rule in the slovak language - ed). The Slovak language painlessly

accepts some elements from other lan8uages. But there wa§ a certain limit
which no language could cross and no one can force this on us under any
pretext, said Slobodník.

He added that the slovak Govemment'§ decision stemmed from the neces-

sity to preserve the principle of Slovak grammar. The EC cannot impose
gmmm.r on us, as it is not within its competence. It is within the compe-

tence of the supreme god in terms of the Slovak grammar, L'udovit Ötúr

Language lnstitute, stressed Slobodník. (FBIS-EEU-93-133)

What Slobodník called "the supreme god in terms of üe Slovak grammar," the

L'udovít §tur Linguistics Institute of the Slovak Academy of Sciences, is the

major research institute for Slovak. It was üe linguists of this Institute who

ratote the discriminatory rules ofSlovak orthography published in 1991, And

it is this Institute whose crrrrent and former directors aIe zrmong the members

of"The Central Linguistic Council" which was appointed by the Slovak gov-

emment in Malch 1996, The Hungari an daíly Ú1 Szó leported on 22 March,
l996, üat:

Yesterday CuIture Minister lvan Hudec appointed the members of The Cen-
tral Linguistic Council in Bratislava. The members are Ján Dovul'a, Ján

KaÖala,, Milan Majtán, Ivan Masár, Jozef Mistrík, Jozef Mlacek, Simon

ondru§, Mária PisáÉ iková, Matej Povaiaj, Ivan Ripka, and Ján Sabol. It
will be their duty to take measures to help observe the law on the protection

of the state language, and to form an opinion on the proposals to modify
the codified form of the state language. Furtheí, it is their task to produce

expert opinions on contentious issues in the use of the state language, to
monitor the activities of the various terminological committees in public

administration bodies, and to supervise the work of the language consult-
ants.l9(Nyelvtanács született)

Such close cooperation between legislators, politicians and academic linguists

in crcating linguicist practice?o is probably an exception raüer than the rule

today in most countries in the world. Alüough a detailed examination of the

Slovak case would certainly offer many an insight into novel applications of
linguistics, space limitation§ make it orrly possible here to point to the major
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theoretical foundation of curent Slovak language policy arrd legislation. The

book has been written by a former director of üe L'udovít §túí Linguistics

Institute, Já,n Kaöala, (1994) arrd is entitled SloveÉina,vec politiclai? (The

Slovak language - a political matter?). A random and very cursory look at this

book follows.
Chapter VB (162-1ó8) deals with "linguistic sovereignty." Among

other things, we leam hele that linguistic sovereignty is closely related to the

sovereignty of a state and national soveleignty. Linguistic sovereignty mani-

fests itself in filtering borrowed items from oüer languages as well as how the

names of oüer countdes aíe formed in the language. The wlnerability of such

a'theoretical stance" was abundantly demonstrated to the Slovak Prime

Minister V. Meö iar in January 1996 when he attempted to influence the gov-

emment of unified Germany in üeir choice of üeir country's self-designaüon

in Slovak. According to a recent íeport ()MRI Daily Dígest,22 January,

1996), the Slovak Prime Minist€r "told German Foreign Ministeí Kinkel that

Germany can decide for itself what its official name is to be in Slovak, thus

settling a dispute that has blocked üe signing of several bilateral treaties,

Meó iar's govemment previously insisted on the Cold War name - the German

Federal Republic - raüer üan Germany's prefened name: the Federal Re-

public oí Germany."
According to Kaó ala" national arrd linguistic sovereignty also imply

üat a nation can responsibly decide when the solution of problems concem-

ing the situation and use of üe national language requires linguistic legislation,

Chapter Vi5 (172,176) deals with the notion of literary language and

its political implications, laying much of the groundwork for the preamble of

the State Language Law of 1995, where Slovak is called "the most valuable

piece ofüe cuitural heritage and expression of sovereignty of the Slovak Re-

public and the general means of communication for its citizens, which guaran-

tees them freedom and equality in dignity and rights in the tenitory of the

Slovak Republic".
Chapteí V/7 (17S,l85) gives a historical background to the law of

1995. The first-ever draft of an official Slovak language bill was published by

the then director ofthe étúr Institute in the daily Pravda on 8 May, 1968,

The need for language legislation, says Kai ala, was increasingly felt not only

by linguists but also by ordinary users of Slovak, especially üose who felt a
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thrcat to their Slovak identity. We are told that in ethnically mixed
(Hrrngarian and Slovak) regions Slovats are discriminated against and are sub-
ject to assimilatory pressules- Therefore legislaüon is needed to protect slo-
vaks in their own homeland against foreign linguistic and national pressures.

The claim that Slovaks are forcibly assimilated to become Hungarians
in today's Southém Slovakia serves much ofthe ideological foundation of the
Law of 1995 but has never been substantiated by any serious research, In
fact, üe number of Hungarians within Slovakia has decreased from 650,600
(2L.7%) in 192l to 566,700 (l0,8%) in l99l (see Plichtová 1993: l8). But,
exactly like in üe English_Only debate,2l in the current Slovak political dis-
course about language íacts do not matter.

6. Whence All These Similarities?

There are striking similarities in the alguments for English Only and Slovak
Only. At least in part they have come about through direct contact between
repíesentatives of U.S. English and the drafters of the Slovak State Language
Law of 1995. The only Hungarian daily published in Slovakia, Ú1 Szó re-
ported on 5 october, 1995 that a delegation from U.S. English visited Slo-
vakia to meet drafters of the law and Huagarial opposition members of the
Slovak parliament. According to the newspaper reports, the chairman of U,S.
English, Mauro Mujica, tried to convince his listeners that in the United
States: "the academic performance of pupils in bilingual education proglams
is poor; such children are left behind in social competition and are stuck in
ghettoes. -,

The U.S. English delegation was also able to lead at least one Hungar_
ian member ofthe Slovak parliament to believe that "As an organization, U.§,
English was mainly founded to help immigrants to America" (for details see

Kontra, l995ll996).
Soon after the U.S. English visit to Slovakia, the Justification attached

to the draft-law submitted to the slovak National council on 24 october,
1995 contained the following text:23
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[n drafting the law on the state language, we took into consideration regula-
tions having the force of law in several European §tates, primarily France,
Lithuani4 Belgium and Holland.

The following information from the USA is characteristic:

Republican Congres§ional Repre§entative Tobi Roth submitted a bill to con-
gress whereby the official language of the USA would be English. The law
aims to simultaneously terminate bi-lingual education in elementary and
secondary schools, as weIl as multi-Iingual election materials. In his opin-
ion, transactions related to obtaining American citizenship also have to be
conducted in English. The proposal already has 150 supporters, and.should
be debated and yoted still lbetter: voted on during, M.K.] this year. [n addi-
tion to proclaiming English as the oíficial language, the bill aIso states that
English is the prefened form of contact [better: communication, M.K,] for
USA citizens, which the government will also support. Emp|oye€ contact
with citizens lbetter: employees' communication with citizens, M.K.] will
also occur in English. ít is the comPulsory task of citizens to leam to wíite,
read and speak English to the best of their physical and intellectual abilities.
Institutions dealing with naturalisation will demand that applicants for citi-
zenship have a §tandard knowledge of English [sic, M.K.2a]. (The Slovak
State Language Law and the Minorities, 14)

However, a1l these evident contacts with and references to English Only
should not be taken to suggest that Bill l0l passed by Quebec's National As-
sembly in 1977 did not or could not provide many an idea fol thg drafters of
the slovak law of 1995. The similarities between those two laws are often

glaling, despite the enormous differences in history and poweí Ielationships

between francophones in Quebec (a powerless majority in the Province of

Quebec in 1977 and a minority in Canada) and Slovaks in Slovakia (a power-

ful majorit! in a nation-state).

7. Conclusions

Restlictive larrguage legislation arrd linguisüc human rights have come to the

center of intemational attention and scrutiny. As all too often happens, in-

formation that is not readily available in English or another lvorld language is

oftentimes left out ofconsideraüon. In üis paper ] have attempted to bddge

some of üe information gap in intemational discourse on langu€e rights by
comparing a few X-Only arguments in the USA and Central Europe. I have
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tried to point out some ofüe potential pitfalls of such a comparison between

language rights arguments and legislation in different cormtries and cultur€s. I

also believe that there is a great need to bíoaden üe intemational knowledge

base conceming larrguage rights and linguistic human rights.
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Appendix 1

Text ofüe Law on the State Language ofthe Slovak Republic Adopted on l5
November, 1995

As I have no access to an ofíicial English Eanslation ofüe law, I will present
an unofficial tíanslation, The text below is based on two unofficial tían§la-
tions: (1) üe one released by üe CTK news agency in Prague on 13 Decem_
ber 1995, and (2) the one published in The Slovak State t angrrage Law arrd
üe Minorities (pp. 7_1l; see References), Both English versions have been
checked against the official text ofthe law in Slovak by Professor István Lan_
styák. The text published here has been freed of the mistrarrslations and
omissions ofthe trarrslations in (l) and (2) aad is, as far as Lanstyrák and I can
tell, a more accurate English rendition ofthe official Slovak text than either (l)
or (2). (Miklós Kontra)

LAW OF THE NATIONAL COLINC]L OF THE SLOVAK REPUBLIC,
oF l5TH NOVEMBER 1995 oN TI{E STATE LANGUAGE oF THE
SLOVAK REPUBLIC

The National Council of the Slovak Republic, proceeding from the fact that
üe Slovak language is the most important distinctive feafure of the unique-
ness ofthe Slovak nation, the most valuable piece of üe cultuíal beritage and
expression of sovereignty of üe Slovak Republic and üe general means of
commrrnication for its citizens, which guarantees them freedom and equality
in dignity and rights2s in the territory of the Slovak Republic, has approved
üe following law:

SECTIoN l
Introductory provisions

(l) The state language in üe t€nitory of the Slovak Republic is the Slo-
vak language.26

(2) The state language tzkes precedence over oüer languages used in üe
territory ofthe Slovak Republic.
(3) The law does not legislate üe use of lituígica.l languages. The use of
these languages is determined by the regulations27 of üe Church and re-

l65
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ligious communities.

(4) The law does not legislate the use of languages of national minorities

and ethnic groups. The use of these languages is determined in other

laws,28

SECT]oN 2
The state language and its protection

(l) The state

a) Provides the necessary conditions in üe educational, academic and in-

formational systems to enable each and every citizen of the Slovak Re-

public to leam and use the state language oíally and in wTiting.

b) Takes care ofthe scientilrc study ofüe state language, its historical

development, of the sfudy ofregional and social dialects, of the codífica-

tion ofthe state language and ofthe raising oflinguistic culture.

(2) The codified íorm of the state language is decreed by üe Culture

Ministry of the Slovak Republic (henceforth "the Culture Ministry) on

the basis ofproposals made by specialist Slovak language institutes.

(3) Any form ofintederence with the codified form of the state language

which is not in line with its rules is inadmissible.

SECTION 3

The use of üe state language in official contacts

(l) State organs and state organizations, organs of local govemment and

public statutory organs29 (henceforth "statutory organs") are obliged to

use üe state language in üe performance oftheir tasks in the entire terri-

tory ofthe Slovak Republic. Proving arr adequate level of competence in

writing and speaking üe state language is a condition for employment or

similar work relationship and a condition for the performance of work

agreed upon in a particular work activity in a statutory organ.

(2) Employees and functionaries of siatutory organs, employees of pub-

lic transport and communications, members of the armed forces, armed

security services and othel armed units a.rrd the fire departínent use the

state language in ofíicial contacts.

(3) The state language is used in

a) laws, govemment dilectiv€s and other generally binding legal regula-
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tions, including regulations of organs of local govemment, nrlings and

oüer public documents.

b) sessions of statutory organs.

c) all official written material (registers, minutes, announcements, statis-

tics, files, accormts, official records, information for üe public, and so

on) arrd written material of the Church and other íeligious communities

intended for üe public.

d) oííicial names oftor^ns and parts oftowns, signs denoting the rrames

of streets and other public areas, other geographical names, such as

names on state maps including maps of land registries; denoüng the

, names of towns in other languages is legislated by a separate law.30

e) chronicles of communities. Occasional, foreignJanguage versions must

be translations from the state language.

(4) Statutory organs and organizations established by them are obliged to

use üe state language in all information systems and mutual contacts.

(5) All paperwork submitted by citizens to statutory orgars is in the

state language.

(6) Every citizen ofüe Slovak Republic has üe right to have his/her first

and last names adjusted according to the rules ofSlovak orthography free

ofcharge.3l

SECTION 4
The use ofthe state language in education

(l) The teaching ofüe state langu.age is obligatory at all elementary and

secondary schools. Larrguages oüer than Slovak are used as the languages

of instruction and testing to the extent determinecl by other regulations.32

(2) Pedagogical workers in all schools and educational faciliües in the ter-

ritory of the Stovak Republic, with the exception of foreign pedagogues

and language assistants, are obliged to master aad use the state language

in its written and spoken forms.

(3) All pedagogical documentation is in üe state language.

(4) Textbooks and texts used in the teaching process in üe Slovak Re-

public are published in the state language, except for textbooks arrd

teaching materials in the languages of etlnic minorities, ethnic groups and

oüer foreign languages. Their publication and use is covered by oüer



l68 MIKLÓS KONTRA

laws.3]

(5) The provisions of paíagraphs 1, 2 and 4 do not apply to üe use of
the state langua8e in teaching at univeísities, the teaching of oüer lan_
guage§ or teaching in other languages than üe state language, or the use of
textbooks or teaching materials in teaching at rmiversities,

SECTION 5

Use of the state language in üe mass medi4 at culfural events arrd at public
meetings

(l) Radio and television broadcasüng is in üe state language throughout
the Slovak Republic. The exceptions are

(a) foreignJanguage radio broadcasts and foreignJanguage television
broadcasts composed of audiovisual works and oüer picture-and-sorurd
recordings With subtitles in üe state language or which in some other
way meet the criteria ofbasic comprehensibility with regard to the state
language,

(b) Slovak Radio's intemational foreignJanguage broadcasts, television
and radio language courses and other programs with related aims,
(c) musical programs containing original texts.

The broadcast in national minority and ethnic group languages is regu-
lated by separate provisions.34
(2) OüerJanguage audiovisual works aimed at children under 12 years
must be dubbed into üe state language.
(3) Radio and television opeíators, presenters, announcers and editors
are required to use üe state language in broadcasts.
(4) Broadcasts by regional and local television channels, radio stations
and radio facilities take place basically in the state language. Oüer lan-
guages may be used before th€ broadcast and after the broadcast of a
given program in üe state language.
(5) Periodícal and non-periodical publications are published in the state
language. Press publications issued in oüer larrguages are regulated by a

separate provision.35
(6) Occasional publications designed for the public, catalogues for galler_

ies, museums and libraries, programs for cinemas, üeaters, conceíts üld
oüer ctrlfural events ar€ issued in the state language. If necessary they
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may contain translations into oüer languages.

(7) Cuttural and educational events take place in the state language, or in

another language which meets the criterion of basic comprehensibility

with regard to üe state language. Exceptions aíe cultural events by na-

tional minoíities, ethnic groups or with foreign guests, and musical works

wiü original texts- The presentation of such píogmms must first take

place in the state language.

(8) All participants in meetings or lectures in the Slovak Republic have

üe right to make üeir speeches in üe state language.

SECTION 6

The use of the state language in the armed forces, armed units and in the fire

department
(1) In the Army of üe Slovak Republic, in üe troops of the Interior

Minisíy ofthe Slovak Republic, in the Police Force, in üe Slovak Intel-

ligence Service, in the Píison and Justice Guards Corps of the Slovak

Republic, in üe railroad police ofthe Slovak Republic and in the munici-

pal police forces the state language is used in offtcial contacts.

(2) All üe ofIicial wTitten material and documentation of üe armed

forces, armed security units, other armed units and íire departrnents is in

the state language.

(3) Paragraph (l) does not lelate to üe air force during air operations and

to the international activity of armed forces.

SECTIoN 7

The use ofthe state language in court and legal proceedings

(1) Dealings between üe coults and ciíizens, court cases, legal proceed-

ings, decisions and üe minutes of court and legal orgarrs arc carried out

and published in the state language.

(2) The rights ofpeople belonging to etbnic mínorities and ethnic groups

or the rights offoreigners who are not competent in üe state language, as

set down in separate 1aws,3Ó remain unaffected.

SECTIoN 8

The use ofthe state language in the economy, in services ald in health care
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(l) In the intere§t ofconsum€l protection the use of Üe state language is
compulsoíy in the indication of the contents of domestic or impoÉed
píoducts, in instructions for üe use of products, especially foodstuffs

and medicines, in the conditions for guarantees aíld in oüer infomation
for the consumer.37
(2) Legál documents relaüng to employment or similaí work relation-

ships are drawn up in Üe state |anguage.

(3) Financial and technical documents, slovak technical norms, üe stat-
utes ofassociations, societies, political parties, political movements and

corfunercial enterprises are día\rn up in üe state language.
(4) Health cáre institutions conduct all üeií administration in the state

language, contact between health care employees and patients takes

place usuatly in the §tate language; if the pati€nt is a citizen oí fo.eigner

unfamiljar with üe state langlrage, lhen also in such a ianguage in which

they can understand each other.
(5) Prcce€dings before statutory organs rcgarding contracts shall take

p]ace in the state language.

(6) All signs, adveítisements and announcements designed to inform the
public, especially in shops, sports gíounds, restaurants, in the stfeets,

along and above the road§, at airports, bus and railroad stations, in mil-
íoad cars and in public tlanspoít must be in the state language, They
may be tlanslated into other languages, but the foreign-language text§

must follow the stateJangu,Lge texts of the sarne size.

SECTIoN 9

observance
The culture Ministry monitors the observance ofthe obligations eí-

suing fíom this law. If it finds non-compliance, it aleíts the l€al €ntities or

individuals in whose activities the non-compliance ha§ occurred, a.nd is

auüorized to call upon them to correct üe ill€gal state of affairs.

sEcnoN l0
Fines

(1) If an iliegal state of affairs is not corrected (section 9), the culture
Ministry can levy a fine of
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a) up to 250,000 slovak crowns for legal entities in bí€ach of obligation§

in s€ction 4, Paragraph 4 and section 8, Paragraphs l, 3, 5 and 6.

b) up to 500,000 slovak cíoims fof legal entities in brcach ol obligations

set down in section 5, Paragraphs 2 and 4.

c) up to 5o,oo0 slovak crowns for individuals licensed to carry out pri-

vate business activities in breach of obligation§ s€t down in secüon 4,

Paragraph 4, section 5, Patagraphs 2 arrd 4, and section 8, Paragraphs 1,

] and 5-

(2) ln determining fines, the culture Ministry conside$ tbe seíiousness

ofthe breach of legal obligations.

(3) Fines can be levi€d up to one year at the latest ftom the day on which

the Culture Ministry discovers breach of legal obligation§, but up to

üree years at the latest from when the bleach of lega,I obligations oc-

cuTed.
(4) Fines levied under this law are payable within 30 days after the deci-

sion determining a violation ha§ gone into effect. General public adminis-

trative regulationsr3 apply to the procedure on lelaing fines.

(5) Fines levied under this law are rcveílues of the state culture fund Pro

Slovakia.r9

SECTIoN l l
G€neral and intenú provisions

(l) The law does not peítain to the use ofcommonly used foreign wolds,

specialist tems or new exprcssions for which ther€ are no equivalent

terms in ihe state language.

(2) The heads of stafutory organs and oüer legal entities and individuzls

(section lo, Paragraph 1) arc responsible for complying with the provi_

sions of üis law,
(3) The costs for all changes to public signs and oüer texts ac§olding to

this law are covered by the authoritie§ concemed aJld other legal entities

arrd individuals. These changes must be caíried out within ooe year of the

day üe law comes into force,

(4) The state language for the Purposes of section 2, Pa$graph 1 , letters

a) and b), Section 3, Paragraphs 1, 2 and Paíagraph 3, letteís a), c), d) and

e), section 4, Section 5, Paragraphs 5 ard 8, section 6, Paragraph 2, arrd
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section 8, Para8raPhs l to 5 is mderstood a§ beiDg üe slovak language in

its codified form (Section 2, Paragraph 2),

sEcTloN 12

Revoking provisions
This law revokes the law of üe Slovak Natíonal Council (no,

4281199o zb.) on the official la.nguage ofüe slovak Repubiic.

sEcTIoN 13

This law takes eflect on lst January 1996 with the exception of section l0

which takes €ff€ct on 1st January 1997.

The Píesident ofihe Slovak Republic

The speakef of üe National council ofüe stovak Republic

TIre Prime Ministet of the Slovak Republic

Tó llnderstánd üe severifv ofthe files in section 10 ofthe above law' readers

shoüId note, for instance, that the maximtütl fne which can be levied on a

violator oegal entity) of Section 5, Paragraph 4 foí failüe to aií a minority-

language TV oí radio progían in its entirety in Slovak as well is 500,000

Crowns, which is equivalent to half th€ maximum fine for endangering slo-

vakia's nuclear safety (see Pamglaph 17 ofüe law zb.z*- 28/84 adopted on

22 March, 1984). Ifa private businessman ptoduces an audiovisual Program

in HrmgaIian for children under 12 and it is not dubb€d into slovak (violation

of5,2), the ríaximum fine fof that, 50,000 cíown§, is almost 17 times a5

much a§ üe maximum fine for desecíation of the Slovak national flag, a meíe

3,oo0 crowns according to law 3771990. 50,000 crowTls equals about seven

times the monthly salary of a tenured a§sociate profe§sor at a univeísity,

(Miklós Konka)
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App€údií 2

The following is a tían§laüon of Kamoncz3 1996, an article Published in tle

""rr*^li', 'i; "u 
[Bratislavq Slovakia], 12 March, 1996, Pp, l & 2,

THE LANGUAGE POLICE GOES TO THE CHURCHES AS WELL

when Parlianent debated üe law on üe protection of the state languáge last

""r.. 
..i*O *"-*, Dr. Andrej óuják was among the ctowd in froru of the

'ar*"", O,ri'iirl, an' *h"n Ú" io*" passed the law he reJoiced, with

those around him. At tha! rime he could not suspect that he too woulo play

". 
io"á .i" 

'. 
*sening the law, At the beginning of üis year he áíd

ilr""lir* "ri"Ó. 
*U the honor of being appointed language consultants

i"-Üi*", 
"r 

a"'n* lvan Hudec, The appoinm€nt is &om l Febíuary

'i;;il;ilui** 
.. 

" 
meíe two months, Now üai almost a monúr and a

t uIth-uu" gon" uy. *" inteíviewEd Dr, éuják About }us experiences,

nr éuiák: Let me begin by slating what my tasks aíe, l have to check that all

,""..""'"l"* in u" t"w on üe píotection ofthe srate language, tn torce slnce

il. Ü';Ú";;;ile",. "e 
ábs"ed, I have made the rounds in seveml

-""'JU,-"'*r--""""latd villages in the Galántá,/Calanta ánd Dunas7erda-

;:;",il;."; ;;Jd;',üicts, Ceneralty my expenences have been good,

^;;;"Ö; 
il"; *" provisions ofthe,law and observe them, Shopkeepers

gria, 
"*,o."r. 

in stouak frrst, and ofÍicial documents arc wntlen in üe sl3te

'lang,rage, 
Bur. of. corrrse, liere árc exceptions, such_1 a üüac€, wh:::,l::

"]U""J.*"J"* '. 
**n in Hungalian alone, l cálled üe mayo's adenüon

a *i. -J i" n-*O"d that in üe fuhüe 1hey would write üe text in the

;;; ;il"te in boti languages, The otheí day l saw a business sigí)

:i'".T-,"l.ii;;úJ",ir,-*r,i"r, i, wronB - it should be "PutI' 
1nd

,i." ŐJ*"'lir]Ú^OÓK lHungarian Cultural Associalion in Slovaki&

i".*ljii."rr- a,,'*, people to a cultural e,ent weíe r^Titten in Hrrngarian

^"'" 
' *,"" r called their anention to t}ris, CSEMADoKoIIicials said they

il;,;;;;;;;"",y to print bilingual poslers, This, of course, is no ex,
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cuse becar§e the law appli€s to everybody without exception. In a village

near Galántá/Galanla a tavem had üe Hungmian sigD'vendéglő" lRestaurant]

but not the slovak sign, despite üe law which says that the nam€s of busi-

nesses arc fiíst \,lTitten in the state Ianguage and üen in the minority langu€e,

For the time being we cannot enforce the law since enforcement b€gins only

on 1 January, 1997, All I can do is to wam the owners ofsuch businesses,

Generally it has been my experience that peoPle follow my advice.

Reporter: It is your job to .eport to the Ministry of culture the deficiencies

obseíved, right?

Dr. §üják Yes, I píepare rnonthly reports about the breaches of the law for

the Ministry,

RePoríer: Your appointment ends al tie end of March. wlat do you think

will happen afterwards?

Dr, §ujiák: I believe there will be a languáge consultant in each district in slo-

vakia, Ifthe country will be divided in eight districts, üere will be eight lan-

guage consultants. But this is merely my pesonal opinion.

Reporter: During th€ rest ofthis rnonth where else will you be going?

Dr. óuják: I would like to visit the Érsekújv:rrlNové Zrimky district, and espe-

cially the city Párkány/§turovo and its vicinity, I have observed that in some

churches the inscriptioos, the prayers and the nanes of fall€n soldiers aíe

written in Hungarian only. This is againsi tbe law. I wonder if such breaches

ofthe law are found in other village§ as well, It has also been brought to my

kno\,,/ledge that in some churches üe Hungarian Anthem is sung lthe Hungar-

ian Anihem is a chuích song as weII, M,K.], which, I think, should not be

sung in suclr Places, I would like to make sure personally thai these thin8s

are as reported to me; I have much to do yet,

Reporteí: We interviewed Dr, Andrej §ujrik in the Galánta/Galanta distict
library. His fee and travel costs are paid by the Library using the special
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funds received from the Ministry of culture. If anybody has questions re-

garding üe larrguage law, th€y can meet Üe language consultant in the library

building where he has office horrrs from 9 am to 3 pm every Monday,

Wednesday and Friday.

Not€§

'The writiog ofthis study was supporled by the American colncil of L,eamed so€i,ties

whose fellowship l enjoyed at Michigm stai€ Unive6iry in 1995-9ó, and by the Re,earch

suPpon scheme ofthe Higher Education supPort Progmmme, granl no, 58zl995, I owe a

specialdebt ofgratitude lo Professor István Lanstyák of com€Dius UniveEity, Brati§lava, ftí

Prcvidin8 á good deal of th€ infon aiion contajned bele and for calling my attention to elro§

oflact ard interpíeiation in €arlier ve6ions. I alon€ am responsible for any infelicities that

1My translation oíthe Hun8ar;an lext oflaw 428lt990 (x. 25,) on thc official Leguage d
the slovak Repoblic. This law was in erect unlil l January l996, *hen L\e Law on üe slate

Language ofthe S]ovak RePublic came jnto force, Thc n€w Iaw conlains m rEfffice to aT

lan8uage righls foí minorities that exceed 20% of the local poPulaiion,

:A Mr- csuká§'s life story, repodedby The N4 Yolk Tine§ on Ja,uary 25, 1993, m@psu,

lates tlre shifiirg fortun€s of Hungdiús 6 well 6 otheí nationalities in central E!rcPe,

Bofu in 19l8. Mr, csukás was a citizen ofAu§tria_Hun8ary, A few monús later he becaín€ a

citizen of czechoslovakia, when Hfigary los! §lbstantial teEitory as a penalty for siding

wilh G€rmany in Ww I. when lhe Nazis dismemb€red czechoslovakia in 19]E, they 8av, á

pi€ce to Hungary, and Mr, csukás b€came a Hungarian a8ain. Afler Ww Il,óe l€rritory was

restored to Czechoslovakia, on ]anuary l, 1993 that counúy broke up, and Mr, csuká§ took

Up hi§ fifth citizenship, úis tim. as a slovak. Álthough he has been a citiz,n of fiv, diffamt

countries, he hás nev€r leíi the naríow strip of villages alon8 what is now li, bordeí b€§leen

Hungary and stovakia, simild stories ofRomeiáni serbs or oüers could esily b, ciied,

rll can be assumed lhat some citizens oí Hungary would €mi8rate to Austria ií it were po§si,

bl€.

'Thi§ is irue with one excéption: the Hungalians in Burgenland, Aushia, see cál (l979),

5slovak§ and Hungariaís have lived tog€ther in lhe teritory that is today call€d ihe Republic

ofslovakiafo.abouta millennium, constituling over t0% ofslovakia's citizens, HunBari,

ans mostly live in the §ouihem part ofsIovakia wheíe in oveí 400 villages and towns ü€y

áre lhe localmajorily of the population,
dBailey (lhis volúóe) notós "lhe conflict between two idéologies about minoritieJ' on lhe

intematjonal political on€ has been temed '1he

discíimiíatiod.quality/individDal rigbts aPprcach" (whi€h Protec§ ninorities E'om opPres-

sion but does nothin8 io fulth.r their interest§), and üc other "lhe Po§itive meas-

ures/h€i8hten€d panicipation/self,rule gíoup righls" dPProach (which pr€sümes som€ sori d
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afímativ. aclion to str.n8then minority lángua8es úd cultures), The membq states of ü.
confeÉnc! on secuiry and cooperalion in EuloP., says Bailey, "sPlit alon8 predictabl.
lin.s": Fmce, the United siaies md the Unitéd Kin8dom favored the fom€r aPProach

(subordination and assimilatio,), Hun8ary, Italy, ü. Noídic counEi.s and pre-civil wdt

Yugoslavia the latter (favoring equal;iy d interd€Pendence). Using th. §ame polúiztion !o
descíibe lhe carpathian Basin in 1996, oíe'ce say that slovakia, Romania, and Rump
Ylgoslavia (serbia) hvo. the "non-di§crimination" appíoa.h (§ubordination and as§imila,
tion), while Hungiry chmpions lhe cause of tbe "po§iiive me8u.es" apProach (equaliry and

'For a rcview oíBerényi(l994) md Zalabai (l995) se. Konha I996,
BA rccent exampl. of language .esEiclionisn in RomaDia is the Law on Education pösed

on 28 June, 1995. In civilwaínom Rump Yugo§lavia (serbia) a Law on th€ officia] Use d
Langua8€ and writing was pa§sed in l99l (se. Bozóki 1995:242-250). The Hun8arian te-
script oí ih€ parliameniáry debate of this law wd published a§ "A nyel\aóNény

képviselóházi vitá.ja", see Refer€nce§, While Hun8ary has no law on ofiicial languag. use, a
Law on úe Rights ofNational aDd Ethnic Minorities Wa§ adopted in 1993 Gee Kontra in
press and Blgaiski 1994;40a,40ó), Blgajski (1994) is lhe b.st English-l.nguage summary

ofHungand minority policies conceming non-Hun8arian minoriiies in Hungary d Hú-
8alian minorities in the nei8hboring countries.
lcsual efeMe will also be made in thi§ papel to two other slovak laws: Law No,
l 54l l 994 on the Re8haation of B inhs, Marriág€§, and Death§, and Law No, l 9 l / 1994 on

Bjlingual city-, Town", and villageJimit Signs.
toMy translátioí ofthe o.i8inal Hun8aria, textPublished in slovakia.

"Dated Bratislava, octob€r 20, l995; Rel, No,: 201,707195 KAMI; signed by Juraj schen-k.
tlThe oveNhelmin8 majoriry ofHun8arim Parenrs rcjected ii in 1995 and the slovak gov-
emment could only introdüce it in a handíul ofschools in seplember l995,

!'These name§ denole larger geograpbic e3, one ofwhich, Bódíagkóz, is the nme of a

region cut acro§s by the Post-ww I slovak,Hungarian bordeí.
l5In Maeocsi's wolds (l99]: I34), "In cooperation with Hill€r and wiü lhe backin8 of Mus-

solini, Huntary received the §o-called vienna Awaíd (November 2, l9]8), which wa5 a strip

ofwl]at lhe Hüngarian§ called their Fe]vidék, or Hiehlands, including soui}em slovakia and

§ouúem cnrPathian RUí,-. ," By mjd-l94l "Hungary rcgained ábout two-fifi}§ ofwhal it
had lost ürough the Treaty ofTrianon.
With the end of world War II in 1945, Hungary wa5 again oí lhe losing sid€, 'ftercfore the

AIlies striPped lhe counlry ofall its post-Mi]nich (l938) acquisitions ánd, in l945, rctuhed
lhe country to ils Trianon boundalies, This íneant lhat oíce agrin lher€ werc signific t

Magyar minorilies livir8 in Czechoslovakia, Ronania, and Yugosláviá,"
tóAccording lo the Justincalion (ssLL, p, l3), slovaks "comprke tbó oíly state_foíming

elerneni ofthe slovak Republic." Ther6 i5 no rcfemce ií lhe Justií]cation to what ethnic

non,slovaks, al Ieast 15% ofthe cilizens ofslovakia, afe if they N not a '\tate-foming
élemeni', The Justlficalion exPliciljy slates lha( "Tlr€ role of the Slovak language as the
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un irying lan8!a8e of all citizens of the slovak Republic al§o üisd &om üc posil'on ofíü.
slovaks as the] state-foming element," Arlicle l, PaíagaPh 2 ofth. Law decl@s that slo-
vak enjoys "precedence over other lan8ua8€í'used in slovakia.
!?Quored wnh permis§ion ofJouko Lind§l€dt, from th€ Postin8 on the Kifu li§t (Finland),
l3To give an English examPle, acness üi,abelh Tayla. collld only be Elbabelh T6!10ló|á
in Slovak, and, if Americans *ere to follow the same lo8ic, tfie Americaíl 1ennis star M@_
lina N@ralilóvd ||onldbe mandaíodly c^lled Madi"a N@ralrl in En8lish.
l'My tmnslation oflhe original Hungarian news rcPon, ''Lánguage consultanis'' e üe gov_
emment\ employees doing lhejob olúe lin8uistic polic€ (foí a repod of such activiiies s€
ApPendix 2). In common Hungarid pdtúce in slovakia th€§e people aJ. called
Rye l y.. hdőr ö k' |an glaee p olic.'.
:oThe tenn 1il8!/c6D, an analogous concept to .aciJn, JaBn, ./a§JiJr, hal been defined
as "ideologi€s, §trucures and pmctices which are used to legitimate, effecfuat! ard Epmduc€
an unequal division ofpower and rcsources (both material and immaterial) be§ven grouPs
which áre defined on the basis ot lan$age" (skuhább-Kangas l9E8| t 3). see also PhilliPson
& skutnabb_Kaígas 1995:497 -

'lThh point ;s emphatically made by cmwford (this volune) úd Nunberg, cf, also cEw-
ford's asse.tion (l992a: 3I) lhat "My(hs, no| facls.re g€n€Elin8 strong f€clings aboul bilin_
gualjsm today, and these nylh§ do not involve lo8ua8e so much as kadidon,''

''My lróslation ofüe original HungariaD néw§ repon.

']Tbe íollowing quote is a verbatim quote from the SSLL, For lh. b€nefil of rcadels, I havc
attempted to improve the English t€xt by a few insenions in squarc bracketl.

"'ln the original slovak §btddrd,ó zmlosl ü4lieihr'síandard k owl€dge ofEntlish'.
15constnuüon ofth. slovak Republiq Article l2.
l6constitution ofthe slovak RePublic: Articl. 6, Paragraph L
:rlaw No. 308/I99l on Fr€edom of Reli8jon ed the sitlation oíchurches od Reli8ioDs

""ForexmPle, Law No. 1411196l on crininál ProcedDrc, according to ils n.w.st ún€nd_
ments, the Law on civil Pro.cdure. Law No, 8l/1966 on Periodicál Prcss and other Tel.-
commllnicaijon InstruDenls, á.cording to it§ newest amendment§, Law No, 2911964 oí lhe
Sysl€m of Elementary and Secondary schools (school Law), accordin8 lo its newest
amendmeít§, sNC Lrw No. 254ll99l on Slovak Television, accolding to iil nNest
amendm€nts, sNc LawNo.255/l99l on §lovak Radio, accoldiog |o ils newest amend_

m€nts, Law No. l9l/l994 on the D€§ignalion ofLocaliljes in National Minority Leguage§.

''Foí example, $r'C La\9 No, 254/l99l, accoldiú,g to its newesl arnendmenl§. sNc L6w
No,255ll99l, Law No.27311994 or, Health ínsumrce, the Financing ofHealth Insufuce,
lhe creaiion ofthe GeneBl Heáín care In§urancc, ed the creation of s€ctoml, conpay
and civilian Healih Insulanc. companie§, Láw No, 274ll994 on social s€curiry, according
to its newest amendments.
rOSNC Law No. l9l/l994.
llsNc Law No, 300/l993 on Fi6t Names and sumames: Alticle 7, Paíagraph l,
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j'Law No.29ll9E4|Ádicle 3 and Articlc 3A in lighl of Ihc nodiflcations ofsNc Law No.
l7Ill990 and No. 2]0/l994.
lrlaw No.29ll984: Ariic|.40, ac.o.din8 to i|§ n€west ámendment\
llsNc LawNo,254ll99l: Anicl€ 3, PáragnPh ], &cording to its newest am€ndments.

sNc Law No.255ll99l: Aniclc 5, according to it§,.west ámcndmcn§.
JllawNo,8l/1966 on Pcriodical Pr€§§ and olher Telecominunicálion Instrum€nls, accoíd_

ing to its newesr amendnent§.
l'civil Procedurc: Adicle l8. Law No. 14ll]96l on criminál Procedure Article 2, Parn_

graph 14. Law No.36/196? on Expert§ and hterpreters, Decí.e No. 371967 of the Ministry
ofthe lneterior oflh. slovak Republic on üe Impl€mentation oftfie Law on Expeds and
Inlerprelers, áccordin8lo its new€st arnendmenl§.

'7lawNo, 634/1992 on con§umer Protection: Articlé 9, Pmgrrphs l, 2 and Anicje ll.
sNc Law No. IJ2ll995 on Food Products.
Jllaw No.7lll96? on Public Ádministrativ€ Procedure.

"sNc Law No, 95/l99l, on the Pro slovakia staie culfural Fund, according to its newest

What Happens After English is Declared the Official
Language of the United States?

Terrence G. Wiley
. Califurnia State Uniyersity, Long Beach

1. IntroductioD

As a means of s?eculating on the future, this pape. considers the probable
consequences of restrictive official English le8islation on language minority
groups by briefly reflecting on üe historical consequences of Prioí oíaciat
English poiici€s at the state and tenitorial level, This aPProach n€cessitates a
comparative siudy ofthe impact of official English and restfictionist po|icies
on different groups in distinct historical contexts (cf Tollefson l99l). As
Leibowitz (1969, 1971, 1974, 19?6) noted many years ago, in oldel to under-
stand the impact of official language policies, it is necessary to sfudy üem in
a variety of social domains such a§ (a) wiüin üe educational system, (b) in
terms ofcitizenship and voting requircments, or (c) ií terms of economic ac_
tivities.

As Baron ( l 990a) has noted üe oíficial designation of a larrgrrage may
be meíely a symbolic act. califomia's Ploposition 63 (1986) so far appears
to be a good example of this. Mote saIient than an official designation_from
üe standPoint oílanguage rights-is (l) the extent to which reshictive meas-
urcs limiting üe use ofotheí languages accomparry any ofrcial English desig-
nation, and (2) üe differential imPact of üose restdctions on variou§ ethno_
linguistic groups, The task of analyzing üese issues is complicated by the
difficulty of sortin8 out the relationship betw€en ianguage and íace. some


