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SUMMARY: The following article with its accompanying overview and bibliography
provide a comprehensive examination of major national language policies in the
United States since 1979. The article discusses the policy process at the federal level
and provides information about significant policies created since the 1979 President’s
Commission on Foreign Languages and International Studies (PCFLIS). The overview
briefly discusses specific important policies, programs, legislation, studies, and confer-
ences/meetings of note regarding foreign languages since World War II. The bibliog-
raphy inventories articles, books, hearings, legislative report language, studies, and
proceedings dealing primarily with language policies and policy studies rather than
academic or scholarly materials. The article, overview, and bibliography are attempts
to provide background and understanding for those who would address and change
current policies or attempt to develop new policies. It is hoped that these materials
will help to set the stage and provide valuable information and insight for the discus-
sion, planning, development, and implementation of future policies for our nation, our
citizens, and our students.

National Language Policies
Recently there has been renewed discussion of national, federal and/or United States

language policy/policies.  As in previous surfacings, this discussion has been sometimes
intense, sometimes insightful, sometimes naïve, and sometimes uninformed. Discussion
of language policy in this country dates back to the founding fathers’ consideration and
rejection of the idea of actually having an official national language. Through both World
Wars, and the Cold War, language policies were a topic of serious deliberation.  

President’s Commission on Foreign Languages and International Studies
Current discussions of language policies actually date from November 1979, with

the publication of Strength through Wisdom, the Report of the President’s Commission
on Foreign Languages and International Studies (PCFLIS). The Commission, appointed
by President Jimmy Carter, included a number of federal policy makers such as
Senator Mark Hatfield (R-OR), Representative (later Senator) Paul Simon (D-IL),
Representative (later Chairman of the House Budget Committee) Leon Panetta (D-
CA), and Representative (later Ambassador) Millicent Fenwick (R-NJ).  The single
most telling conclusion of the Commission’s report was that the state of foreign lan-
guages and international studies in the United States was “scandalous.” PCFLIS
offered numerous recommendations for rectifying the problem.
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One of the Commission’s major recommendations was the creation of a
“Washington presence.” One year after the Report, in 1980, that presence was the
Joint National Committee for Languages (JNCL), an educational association originally
comprised of eight member organizations. JNCL was joined a year later by a sister
association for advocacy that became the National Council for Languages and
International Studies (NCLIS). For more than a quarter of a century, JNCL/NCLIS has
been active and influential in the discussion, creation, and implementation of
national/federal language policies and legislation.

Some years after the President’s Commission Report, at the request of Senator
Paul Simon (one of the Commissioners), JNCL/NCLIS staff researched the status of
the remaining PCFLIS recommendations and then met with him to discuss their find-
ings. Some had been accomplished, more had not been achieved, and even more were
either no longer appropriate or had been addressed in a different fashion.

In its very first year of existence, JNCL became quite involved in the 1980 reau-
thorization of the Higher Education Act (HEA), which preserved provisions of the
highly-regarded National Defense Education Act (NDEA) by incorporating these pro-
visions into part of Title VI of HEA. Working with Senators Robert Stafford (R-VT)
and Claiborne Pell (D-RI), JNCL/NCLIS was able to assist in the creation of a new
Part B of Title VI providing grants for Business and International Education.  

Within a year of their creation, JNCL and its sister advocacy organization, NCLIS,
undertook the first of eight annual consecutive budget battles to prevent the Reagan
Administration from eliminating funding for Title VI entirely. Despite eight House and
Senate attempts to eliminate and/or rescind Title VI during this Administration,
JNCL/NCLIS, working with appropriations staff, testifying orally and in writing in
hearings, seeking champions in Members of Congress, finding allies within the
Administration, and through constituent calls and letters, played a major role in
increasing funding for these programs by approximately $10 million during this
period. At the same time, in an Administration quite unfavorable to languages and
international education, funding for the State Department’s Education and Cultural
Affairs was nearly tripled. In a policy context, were JNCL’s efforts policymaking, pol-
icy implementation, preservation of policy, or all three? 

Language Policy in the 1980s
Often the times and the context contribute to the creation of policy and deter-

mine how policy is shaped. As to the discussion and implementation of policy, the
launching of Sputnik certainly contributed to many meetings and hearings which led
to the creation of NDEA in a remarkably short period of time. The 1980 reautho-
rization of HEA literally followed close upon the heels of PCFLIS with its many hear-
ings and deliberations. Another example is that many policy makers in the 1980s,
including key members of Congress, subscribed to the theme that “Toyota is the
Sputnik of the eighties.”  Business and international economic competitiveness was of
national importance. JNCL/NCLIS, the American Council on Education (ACE) and,
later, the American Assembly of Collegiate Schools of Business Education (AACSBE)
collaborated with Senator Christopher Dodd (D-CT) and other Members of
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Congress over two years in an ultimately successful effort to amend Title VI of HEA
to create the Centers for International Business Education (CIBER).

During this decade, discussions within the language community at numerous con-
ferences and meetings, deliberations by the JNCL/NCLIS Board of Directors and at
our annual Delegate Assembly and Legislative Forum, and the publication of a series
of papers entitled “New Directions in Foreign Languages” by an Ad Hoc JNCL Policy
Committee, resulted in the identification of a number of areas where the creation of
national language policies would be valuable. Two of these concerns were foreign lan-
guage proficiency and early foreign language study. Working very closely with
Senators Pell, Stafford and Dodd, and with the Chairman of the House Education
Committee, William Ford (D-MI), JNCL and its advocacy arm were able to create
new National Foreign Language Resource Centers (NFLRC) in Title VI and to include
references to achieving language competence throughout HEA, despite strong oppo-
sition from some of the area studies community. In fact, a compromise resulted in the
substitution of the term “language competence” for “language proficiency.” Moreover,
this debate and change in legislative policy laid the groundwork for and contributed
to subsequent deliberations by the entire language community about what consti-
tutes proficiency and how to measure/test it.

As to the issue of when to begin the study of another language, the discussion was
within the language community: disagreements were sometimes quite strong, and the
debate rigorous. It was not just a discussion of when to begin, but also of how to
teach languages, what works best, what alternatives are available, how are languages
learned, and much more. All of these factors had to be taken into consideration as
JNCL/NCLIS worked with Senators Christopher Dodd and Paul Simon and
Representative Leon Panetta, to create the Foreign Language Assistance Act (FLAA)
and have it included as an amendment to the Elementary and Secondary Education
Act (ESEA) in 1988. It was necessary to establish at least general agreement and rel-
ative commitment and cooperation within the community in order to proceed leg-
islatively. As a consequence, the initial Foreign Language Assistance Program (FLAP)
was quite flexible and, in a general context, allowed applicants to determine the
parameters of the issues raised above. Programs had to be new and innovative, within
K-12, and were awarded primarily to local educational agencies (LEAs), but with state
educational agencies (SEAs) eligible as well. There was now, at long last, a policy gen-
erally acceptable to many language professionals. Two more years of very difficult
advocacy were required before languages would receive funding for that policy.

Appropriations for FLAP (a policy in its own right) have varied over the years from
$10 million originally to $5 million through the nineties with increases since 1998 to
over $25 million at present, thanks to the efforts of Senators Thad Cochran (R-MS)
and Arlen Specter (R-PA), working with JNCL/NCLIS to enlarge the program. The
George W. Bush Administration requested the program’s elimination each year until
2007, when it was incorporated into the President’s National Security Initiative
(NSLI). The program has been further shaped and refined, partially by the language
professionals who have been awarded FLAP grants, through two subsequent reautho-
rizations of ESEA (the last being No Child Left Behind in 2001). Additionally, political
realities and the views of policy makers have played a role, as is the case in most seri-
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ous legislation. In one reauthorization, a provision rewarding strong existing programs
was included by a Member of Congress seeking to recognize his district. Most
recently, “critical languages” have benefitted greatly from the Department of
Education’s regulations and interpretation of those regulations. During this same
timeframe, a variety of other policies which included foreign languages in broader
education programs, such as the Education for Economic Security Act (EESA)  were
also enacted, existed, and were funded for a limited time.

Language Policy in the 1990s 
It should come as no surprise that a major factor in determining national/federal

language policies has been national security/national defense. In 1991, after Operation
Desert Storm, the Chairman of the Senate Intelligence Committee, Senator David
Boren (D-OK), held a series of hearings on actions, competence, logistics, communi-
cation, and the overall conduct of the operation. Shortly thereafter, Senator Boren’s
staff and, later, Committee staff contacted JNCL/NCLIS, ACE, and the Liaison Group
for International Educational Exchange to talk about creating legislation to address
some of the problems in these areas revealed by Desert Storm. Months of discus-
sions, negotiations and compromise produced the National Security Education Act
(NSEA). Needless to say, the National Security Education Program (NSEP) created by
this law was not without some controversy because it was funded by intelligence and
housed in the Department of Defense (DoD). Despite a number of political ups and
downs, NSEP functioned effectively, offering fellowships, scholarships and institutional
grants, right up until the abrupt emergence of an unprecedented national security
concern. With the terrorist attacks of September 11, 2001, NSEP’s responsibilities
were actually increased to include language flagship programs and the development
of a national language service corps.

Before turning to the latest policies and policy proposals spawned by 9/11, it is
necessary to note another set of national concerns that produced a different cate-
gory of language policies. A Nation at Risk had been written in 1983, and the 1989
National Education Summit at Charlottesville, convened by President George H. W.
Bush and attended by education leaders, Members of Congress, and governors, pro-
duced a new consideration in determining the federal role in education. On the one
hand, the Reagan and conservative position contended that there should be no, or
only a limited, national role in education as exemplified by attempts to eliminate the
U.S. Department of Education. On the other is the traditional view that the federal
government’s role in education is to ensure equality and opportunity, as demon-
strated by the GI Bill, the Elementary and Secondary Education of 1964, and the
Higher Education Act of 1965.  

What the National Education Summit established was the concept that while the
federal responsibility for equality and opportunity remains paramount, the national
government also has a responsibility for quality — excellence in education, later
demonstrated by the move towards disciplinary standards, by President Clinton’s
Goals 2000: Educate America Act, and even by President Bush’s No Child Left Behind
Act. In the standards and goals, languages were included and treated as an important
educational concern largely because JNCL and its members were able to provide a
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forum for discussion and consensus building, and because NCLIS provided policy pro-
posals to include foreign languages in Goal 3 of Goals 2000, Public Law 103-227 in
March of 1994. In fact, JNCL/NCLIS worked very hard to ensure that foreign lan-
guages were fourth on the list of content subject areas. With this development, the
language community gained the momentum necessary to seriously address policies
for national foreign language standards and proficiency.

In the final years of the Clinton Administration, and with a federal government bit-
terly divided by partisan politics, educational excellence was relegated to the national
back burner where education usually resided. Attacks on the Department of
Education were renewed, new attacks were launched against the National
Endowment for the Humanities (NEH), and the neoconservatives began to question
the value and objectivity of Title VI. Attempts to reduce or eliminate programs such
as NEH, NSEP, Title VI, FLAP, and other small programs that included, but were not
exclusive to, foreign languages became regular, ongoing battles.

Nevertheless, the Clinton Administration and Congress did reauthorize the
Higher Education Act in 1998, adding provisions to Title VI to promote technological
innovation and cooperation, include more internships, and encourage outreach. Given
the national politics of this period, legislative policy proposals, even for moderate
change, had to be modest in order to achieve any improvement whatsoever.
However, as the nation began a new century, the federal government was able to
establish a number of administrative policies that benefited foreign languages and
international education. In early 2000, the President put forth an Executive
Memorandum ordering all federal agencies to determine and take steps to address
their needs for foreign languages and international education. Following this memo-
randum, the Departments of Education and State began to hold meetings and discuss
internal changes to improve the nation’s knowledge of languages and global compe-
tence. In November, President Clinton announced the nation’s first International
Education Week. Secretary of State Madeline Albright and Secretary of Education
Richard Riley held receptions, gave speeches, and availed themselves of their respec-
tive “bully pulpits” to preach the gospel of languages and international understanding.
Then, as happens with some regularity, the administration changed, and thus so did
national policies and priorities.

The Impact of 9/11 on Language Policy 
Before turning to the policy initiatives that follow the terrorist attacks of

September 11, 2001, we should note that policies to address the very language short-
coming 9/11 would dramatically demonstrate were already being discussed and con-
sidered. Over a year prior to the terrorist attacks in the Fall of 2001 and at the urging
of JNCL/NCLIS, the House/Senate International Education Study Group chaired by
Senators Thad Cochran (R-MS) and Christopher Dodd (D-CT) requested that the
General Accounting Office (GAO) undertake a thorough study of the federal govern-
ment’s language needs and capabilities. This report, “Foreign Languages: Human
Capital Approach Needed to Correct Staffing and Proficiency,” was finally released in
January of 2002. The report concluded, as had been expected, that the agencies stud-
ied by GAO all had major language “shortfalls.”  On September 14 and 19, 2000, a
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year before 9/11, Senator Thad Cochran, Chairman of the Senate Subcommittee on
International Security, Proliferation, and Federal Services, with the assistance of
JNCL/NCLIS, held two sets of hearings on “The State of Foreign Language
Capabilities in National Security and the Federal Government.” In the first set of
hearings, witnesses from Defense, Intelligence, State, and the FBI testified about the
nature of the federal government’s language “crises.” At the September 19 hearings,
Secretary of Education Richard W. Riley began by addressing the nation’s need for
“biliteracy” and discussing the Education Department’s efforts to improve language
education. The Secretary’s remarks were followed by a panel discussion among Dr.
Robert O. Slater, Director, NSEP; Dr. Dan E. Davidson, President, the American
Councils and on behalf of JNCL; Martha G. Abbott, Foreign Language Coordinator,
Fairfax County, Virginia; and Dr. Frances McLean Coleman, Einstein Fellow and
teacher, Choctaw County, Mississippi.

While the testimonies pointed to teacher shortages and difficulties in articulation,
all agreed that the capacity to teach languages existed, but that resources were seri-
ously lacking. Thus began a range of discussions regarding languages in the U.S., but
no serious policy proposals were forthcoming. The lack of immediate action is not
surprising, given that normally the policy process in the United States is slow and
incremental. The GAO report and the Senate hearings might have begun a period of
deliberation that in the future would produce recommendations, amendments, and
possibly even new legislation. However, every now and again, a major event occurs
and serves to jump-start the policy process. The terrorist attacks on the World Trade
Center and the Pentagon on September 11, 2001, constituted such an event.

With the tragedy of 9/11 (which many think might have turned out differently had
it not been for the enormous backlog of unaddressed intelligence materials, inade-
quately-trained personnel, and political indifference) there emerged a number of
ongoing conversations on how to prevent subsequent attacks and what the United
States must do to prepare itself internationally for the 21st century. At the forefront
of many of the discussions concerning national security were needs for language pro-
ficiency and international understanding. Although the term “critical languages”
quickly became a catch phrase to encompass a limited list of languages deemed crit-
ical to national security at the time, it also allowed languages to become a major issue
in 21st century preparedness and competitiveness by ensuring the study of foreign
languages a place in numerous pieces of math, science, and technology legislation,
including the America Creating Opportunities to Meaningfully Promote Excellence in
Technology, Education, and Science Act (America COMPETES) passed in 2007.
Government leaders once again remembered the importance of language and culture
study for purposes reaching far wider than pure academic enrichment, which resulted
in increased interest, conferences, initiatives, and policy developments over the next
eight years that would create a new shape for the field of language professionals.

Much of this legislation in reaction to an increasingly volatile world, such as the
Homeland Security Act introduced by Senator Richard Durbin (D-IL) in 2001 and the
introduction by Representative Rush Holt (D-NJ) of the National Language Flagship
Initiative, which established Flagship K-12 and higher education language instruction
partnerships, came under the auspices of national defense/security. Thus, the
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Department of Defense became a much more active player in considering and
addressing language and international education in the United States. JNCL/NCLIS, in
concert with the member organizations, has continued to work closely with
Members of Congress to produce and refine such legislation and with NSEP, DoD, the
Intelligence Community (IC), and Homeland Security in creating, implementing, and
promoting such programs.

National defense legislation and policy initiatives promoting languages did not sud-
denly become short-term “hot button” issues just after 9/11, but have been persist-
ently edging into legislation and education objectives in a variety of areas since then,
such as the Department of Education’s FY 2004 Plan, the International Studies in
Higher Education Act of 2003, the National Security Language Act, and the
International and Foreign Language Studies Act of 2004, among others. The FY 2004
Appropriations bill included a provision to establish the Abraham Lincoln Study
Abroad Fellowship Act, the outcome of a recommendation from the Lincoln
Commission Report to increase and diversify the group of American students who
have the opportunity to study abroad. This has since become the Senator Paul Simon
Study Abroad Foundation Act.

In 2004, the National Language Conference, where language specialists, business
leaders, academics, and state and federal personnel and legislators came together to
collaborate and discuss the nation’s language needs and strategies to realistically
address diplomatic, security, economic and education shortfalls, was held at the
University of Maryland. As a result of this conference, the Department of Defense
created its Language Transformation Roadmap (2005), strategizing and organizing
ways to increase foreign language competencies within DoD in the coming years.

Language Policy 2005–Present 
To continue the very important discussions taking place at such conferences as the

National Language Conference, the American Council on the Teaching of Foreign
Languages (ACTFL) held a National Policy Summit in January of 2005 entitled “An
American Plan for Action,” where government and business leaders, language experts,
and academics would once more engage in setting priorities for language and interna-
tional education in the United States, this time at the University of North Carolina
Chapel Hill. One of the major victories of this summit was the creation and implemen-
tation of the NSEP Chinese K-16 Pipeline Flagship, a model for sequenced, articulated
Chinese study beginning in elementary school and continuing through undergraduate
study. This model/pilot has since been replicated in two other instances in Chinese and
Arabic. Following closely on the heels of the National Language Conference and the
National Policy Summit, both houses of Congress approved resolutions making 2005
the “Year of Foreign Language Study.”  In the Spring of that year, at the annual
JNCL/NCLIS Legislative Day, Senator Daniel Akaka (D-HI) announced the introduction
of a bill that called for a “National Coordination Council” for foreign languages to con-
sider present and future national language policies and to allow the numerous perti-
nent government agencies to share information about language capabilities, resources,
and needs with one another. While this legislation became somewhat controversial, it
spawned the important idea of establishing a position for a federal representative who
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would be responsible for the government’s foreign language and international educa-
tion programs and needs.  This idea would later emerge in the form of deliberations
about a Deputy Assistant/Assistant Secretary of International and Foreign Language
Education in the Office of Postsecondary Education.

In January 2006, five years after the terrorist attacks on the World Trade Center
and the Pentagon, President George W. Bush and Secretary of State Condoleezza
Rice announced the National Security Language Initiative (NSLI) at a meeting at the
State Department for the U.S. University Presidents Summit on International
Education. According to the President and Secretary of State, NSLI would create and
expand our nation’s critical language and study abroad programs with the intention
of developing more proficient speakers of languages important to national security.
NSLI is a coordinated effort among four federal agencies (Department of Defense,
Department of Education, Department of State, and Office of the Director of
National Intelligence) for which President Bush allotted $114 million dollars (primar-
ily existing funds) to address and implement critical language and culture study.  

Soon after the NSLI announcement, the very prestigious Committee for Economic
Development (CED) released a report entitled “Education for Global Leadership: The
Importance of International Studies and Foreign Language Education for U.S.
Economic and National Security,” which emphasized beginning language study early
and using international content across the school curriculum in the U.S. to maintain
and strengthen economic competitiveness.

The year following the NSLI announcement and the release of the CED report
proved to be a year of planning and preparation to implement the new programs and
act on suggested strategies. During 2007 and the early months of 2008, JNCL/NCLIS
saw and acted upon increased opportunities to include foreign languages in legisla-
tion, to increase funding for language programs such as FLAP,  and to boost federal
representation and support on behalf of the field. Senators Daniel Akaka (D-HI) and
George Voinovich (R-OH) started the year with a hearing entitled “Lost in
Translation: A Review of the Federal Government’s Efforts to Develop a Foreign
Language Strategy,” which sought to gather and officially record input from the lan-
guage field on the need for and importance of foreign language education in the
United States. At the same time, but extending over several months, the National
Research Council of the National Academies released its report, “International
Education and Foreign Languages: Keys to Securing America’s Future,” which was
requested by Congress for review and evaluation of the effectiveness of Title VI and
Fulbright-Hays programs to better inform the reauthorization of HEA in 2008.

In May 2006, Representative Rush Holt introduced his Foreign Language Education
Partnership Program Act, which would establish a competitive grant program for
partnerships between LEAs and IHEs in articulated, sequenced foreign language study
from kindergarten through the university level. JNCL/NCLIS and the Coalition for
International Education (CIE) worked closely with Representative Holt’s staff in writ-
ing this bill by ensuring constant contact, input, and reaction from the language pro-
fession and will continue to work diligently to garner support on its behalf. While the
bill did not become law during the 110th session of Congress, JNCL/NCLIS is
strongly encouraging its amendment in the next Congress’ reauthorization of ESEA



(NCLB). Bills affecting language education that were successfully passed in Congress
and signed by the President in the 110th Congress include America COMPETES,
which expands AP and IB programs, includes scholarship programs for language
majors who become teachers and a critical foreign language partnership program
suggested by NSLI, and the College Cost Reduction and Access Act, which provides
loan forgiveness for students pursuing teaching careers in “high need areas,” includ-
ing foreign languages.

In the final days of the 110th Congress, both Houses passed and the President,
without any ceremony, signed, the long overdue reauthorization of HEA. Working
with two Administrations, four Congressional Committee Chairs, and a variety of
Members of Congress and staff from 1998 to 2008, JNCL/NCLIS worked from one
legislative extreme (defeating provisions to create a highly intrusive International
Education Advisory Council) to the other (defining “Critical Languages” in such a
broad and comprehensive fashion as to allow a great deal of flexibility regarding
which languages are studied and receive priority). Attempts to create an office of
Assistant Secretary of International and Foreign Language Education resulted in the
compromise development of a Deputy Assistant Secretary, which may open the door
for future considerations. Some other significant accomplishments in the new version
of HEA include foreign languages in the adjunct teacher corps, loan forgiveness for
teaching in “high-needs areas,” and the definition of foreign languages as an “area of
national need.” Within Title VI, most of the fine-tuning and improvements — such as
increased outreach, more study abroad, and undergraduate involvement — recom-
mended by the community when reauthorization was first addressed in late 2002 and
early 2003, were accomplished in the end.

Conclusion
JNCL/NCLIS began its advocacy efforts in 1980 with the reauthorization of the

Higher Education Act that incorporated NDEA into Title VI of one of the nation’s
most significant educational undertakings. JNCL/NCLIS has now reached the end of
the fifth endeavor to accomplish HEA approval. This latest, largely successful series of
amendments supporting languages in higher education is a perfect example of the ebb
and flow of policymaking. Policy’s incremental nature, as previously mentioned, is a
result of the processes by which government and legislation function, with both pos-
itive and negative aspects. Policymaking and implementation require focus, diligence,
and patience as ideas evolve into legislation, regulations, executive orders, and/or
decisions, and then maintenance of these efforts as support is gained, reinforced, and
continued. JNCL/NCLIS has existed for almost 30 years — created from the recom-
mendation of a presidential commission, based on the belief that what we do is
important, and committed to the effort to compete for the attention of policymak-
ers and the public. These organizations, since their inception in 1980, have achieved
numerous and significant accomplishments, through steps both small and large, for
languages thanks to perseverance, understanding of policy and the process, and the
support of their constituencies. The policy process is complex and complicated. None
of the accomplishments mentioned here, such as the continuance of NDEA, the sur-
vival of funding for Title VI, the creation of the CIBERs or the NFLRCs, FLAP, NSEP,
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NSLI, or the new Foreign Language Partnerships, have come to pass in exactly the
same fashion. Each has been unique to its place in the policy process and is the result
of numerous factors, such as need, knowledge, advocacy, leadership, involvement,
commitment, inclusiveness and trust.  

Some of the current discussions of language policies seem to be ignoring the les-
sons of previous policies by focusing on policy as an end rather than as a process, as
singular rather than plural, as individual rather than consensual, and as academic
rather than applied. A few of these approaches face or even create the real danger of
being highly shortsighted and thus risk excluding a number of variables vital to the
process, such as commitment, inclusiveness and trust. Distrust and disdain for policy,
the process, and the other players is a guarantee of failure, or certainly of no more
than limited success. Many of our policy and legislative successes have been the result
of cooperation and respect for one another as academics, practitioners, and policy-
makers and the willingness to work with one another within the policy process. With
new and daunting challenges of the 21st century, continued cooperation and commu-
nication will be essential to future language policy efforts.

AN OVERVIEW OF MAJOR NATIONAL LANGUAGE
STUDIES, PROGRAMS, LEGISLATION, AND OTHER
ACTIVITIES SINCE WORLD WAR II

1946: Fulbright-Hays Act
In 1945, Sen. J. William Fulbright (D-AR) introduced a bill to Congress that called for

the use of surplus war property to fund the “promotion of international good will
through the exchange of students in the fields of education, culture, and science”
(Fulbright, 1945 ¶ 1). On August 1, 1946, President Harry Truman signed the Fulbright-
Hays Act (P.L. 584) during the 79th Congress to create the Fulbright Program. It origi-
nally allocated funds for job exchanges between educators from other countries during
peacetime “to increase mutual understanding between the peoples of the United States
and other countries, through the exchange of persons, knowledge, and skills” (National
Security Education Program, n.d.). The Fulbright program now supports cultural
exchange programs not just for scholars, but also for professionals and youth.

This program became the U.S. government’s flagship international exchange pro-
gram. It currently operates in 140 countries and has sponsored more than 210,000
U.S. and foreign grantees. The Fulbright program, managed through the Institute of
International Education, is mostly funded through the Department of State (National
Security Education Program, n.d.). 

The Fulbright-Hays programs, not to be confused with the above-mentioned
Fulbright programs, are largely funded through the Department of Education and
were added in the 1961 version of the Fulbright-Hays Act.

1948: United States Information and Cultural Exchange Act (Smith-Mundt
Act) P.L. 80-402

The United States Information and Cultural Exchange Act (Smith-Mundt Act)
established the programming mandate that still serves as the charter for U.S. over-
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seas information and established the framework for cultural and educational
exchange programs. It also supported Voice of America, a U.S. organization that has
broadcast news and information in numerous languages around the world since 1942,
under the auspices of the Office of International Information at the Department of
State (Fulbright-Hays Act, n.d.). 

President Harry S. Truman signed this act into law on January 27, 1948.
Overlapping policies: It was updated and expanded in 1961 to be incorporated

into Section 102(b)(6), commonly known as Fulbright-Hays, in the 1961 Mutual
Educational and Cultural Exchange Act.

1954: Revision of the Convention for the Promotion of Inter-American
Cultural Relations

The basic tenets of the Convention for the Promotion of Inter-American Cultural
Relations of 1936 remained the same. These included the exchange of professors,
teachers, and students among American countries as well as encouraging “closer rela-
tionships among the unofficial agencies that exert an influence on the formation of
public opinion” (A-48 Convention for the Promotion of Inter-American Cultural
Relations, 1954 ¶ 2). However, the 1954 revisions involved an amendment to develop
a fellowship plan that each member government would provide to graduate students,
teachers, and other qualified applicants to attend a higher learning institution desig-
nated by the country awarding the fellowship. This is one of the first embodiments of
modern study abroad programs.

Each fellowship included tuition, textbooks, working materials, and a monthly
allowance for lodging, subsistence, and other necessary additional expenses for the
length of the academic year. The revisions were signed at the Tenth Inter-American
Conference, held in Caracas, Venezuela March 1-28, 1954. Members consisted of 35
countries from all over the Americas (A-48 Convention for the Promotion of Inter-
American Cultural Relations, 1954). 

Overlapping policies: Registered with the United Nations on March 20, 1989 (No.
24379).

1957: The Soviet Union launches Sputnik I
Until Sputnik was launched, schooling in substantive disciplinary subject area had

been a matter of state and local discretion, with virtually no federal involvement. This
perceived threat from the Soviet Union provided impetus for the legislation on inter-
national education and foreign languages that became the National Defense
Education Act (NDEA) in the following year (1958). The NDEA originally focused on
relatively narrow goals in direct response to the Soviet Union’s accomplishments and
the spread of communism. 

1958: National Defense Education Act (P.L. 85-864) and Title VI
The National Defense Education Act (NDEA) passed Congress in August of 1958

“to correct critical areas of shortage and neglect, which now carry highest priority in
the national interest,” according to House Committee on Education and Labor,
Report No. 2157, and thus meet and protect national security needs, especially in light
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of threats from the Soviet Union. “In passing NDEA, Congress recognized that the
defense and security of the nation were inseparably bound with education” (Scarfo,
R.D., p. 23). President Eisenhower signed it September 2 of the same year. The main
areas of concern include science, math, and modern foreign languages.

Title VI of the NDEA provided funding to educational institutions and individuals
in support of international education and research; its original mission was more nar-
rowly focused solely on language. Title VI was originally called “Language
Development” and established the Centers and Research and Studies (Part A) and
Language Institutes (Part B). The initial language focus of Part A was specifically the
less commonly taught languages (LCTLs). Part A’s “Centers and Research and
Studies” contained the predecessors to the current National Resource Centers
(NRCs), Foreign Language and Area Studies (FLAS) fellowships, and International
Research Studies (IRS) programs. Part B of the act focused on any modern foreign
language in elementary and secondary schools and provided support to train K-12
foreign language teachers (Scarfo, R.D., 1998).

Overlapping policies: Title VI programs were supplemented with an internationally-
focused dimension from the 1961 Fulbright-Hays Act’s Section 102 (b) (6). Title VI was
reauthorized in 1976, 1980, 1986, and 1992 and was amended in 1988. It was incor-
porated into HEA in its 1980 reauthorization and has since been called “Foreign
Language and International Education Programs”.

1959: Center for Applied Linguistics (CAL) Founded
In the environment of increased interest in language issues fostered by NDEA, Dr.

Charles H. Ferguson, a pioneer in applied linguistics, created the Center for Applied
Linguistics. “CAL’s original mandate was to improve the teaching of English around
the world; encourage the teaching and learning of less commonly taught languages;
contribute new knowledge to the field by conducting language research to resolve
social and educational problems; and serve as a clearinghouse for information collec-
tion, analysis, and dissemination and as a coordinating agency to bring together schol-
ars and practitioners involved in language-related issues.”

CAL’s current mission is to “improve communications through better undertaking
of language and culture.” For the last fifty years, CAL has played a leading role, nation-
ally and internationally, in research on language acquisition, language use, practical lan-
guage applications, and effective language education.

1961: Mutual Educational and Cultural Exchange (Fulbright-Hays) Act
(P.L. 402) 

The Mutual Educational and Cultural Exchange (Fulbright-Hays) Act, which
expanded and incorporated both the Fulbright-Hays Act of 1946 and Smith-Mundt Act
of 1948, added Section 102(b)(6), commonly known as Fulbright-Hays on January 27,
1948. This section supplemented the Title VI programs mentioned above and estab-
lishes “academic, professional, youth, and cultural exchange programs” which awarded
grants to U.S. and non-U.S. citizens to study overseas and in the U.S., respectively
(Committee for Economic Development, 2006 p. 31). Some of these were Fulbright-
Hays programs and some were Fulbright programs. The Fulbright-Hays programs are
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funded and administered through the Department of Education, whereas the Fulbright
Program is funded through the Department of State (O’Connell & Norwood, 2007).

There are currently nine Title VI programs and four Fulbright-Hays programs. 

1962: Executive Order assigning Section 102(b)(6) of Fulbright-Hays Act
to U.S. Department of Health, Education and Welfare

President John F. Kennedy issued the Executive Order assigning Section 102(b)(6)
of the Fulbright-Hays Act to the U.S. Department of Health, Education and Welfare.
The new assignment enabled the support of the following initiatives over time:
Doctoral Dissertation Research Abroad, Faculty Research Abroad, Group Projects
Abroad, Foreign Curriculum Consultants (FCC), and the Seminars Abroad program
that was added in the 1960s. (Committee for Economic Development, 2006).

1965: Higher Education Act of 1965 (P.L. 89-329)
The main goal of the Higher Education Act of 1965 (HEA), according to the text

of the legislation, was “to strengthen the educational resources of our colleges and
universities and to provide financial assistance for students in postsecondary and
higher education” (McCants, J., 2003). It was part of President Lyndon B. Johnson’s
Great Society domestic agenda and mentions the importance of the necessity of lan-
guage expertise in the U.S. It establishes a National Teacher Corps, creates scholar-
ships, offers low-interest student loans, and gives money to universities. Title VI of
NDEA was incorporated into the HEA during its 1980 reauthorization. It was signed
in law on November 8, 1965

Overlapping policies: HEA of 1965 was reauthorized in 1968, 1972, 1976, 1980,
1986, 1992, 1998, and 2008. 

1965: Elementary and Secondary Education Act (P.L. 89-10)
The Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (ESEA), enacted April 11,

1965, was also part of President Lyndon Johnson’s Great Society agenda. It provided
federal funding through a partnership among federal, state, and local governments to
target the most needy students and schools. The titles of the Act included financial
assistance to LEAs in areas affected by federal activity and for the education of chil-
dren of low-income families, supplementary educational centers and services, educa-
tional research and training, grants to strengthen departments of education, and
general provisions (Ohio Education Association, 2007). 

Overlapping policies: It has been reauthorized eight times, including the 1994
Improving America’s Schools Act and the 2001 No Child Left Behind Act. 

1966: International Education Act
President Lyndon B. Johnson signed into law the International Education Act, which

authorized a broader federal role in international education. This aimed at expanding
groups affected by federal support beyond the training of specialists to include gen-
eralists at the undergraduate level. Unfortunately, though enacted, no funds were ever
appropriated for it (Committee for Economic Development, 2006).

Overlapping policies: Some of its provisions were included in Title VI in later reau-
thorizations.
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1967: American Council on the Teaching of Foreign Languages is created
The American Council on the Teaching of Foreign Languages (ACTFL) was

founded on September 1, 1967, born out of the Modern Language Association (MLA)
to become a national organization for language teachers focused on the pedagogy of
language, separate from literary criticism. Many members joined ACTFL in its early
days to increase outreach, pedagogical research, and fund-raising in addition to mem-
bership in their local, regional, and multilingual organizations. Today, ACTFL’s member-
ship includes teachers of a diverse list of languages and all levels of education that
seek to improve and expand foreign language education across the nation.

1968: Bilingual Education Act
Proposed by: Sen. Ralph Yarborough (D-TX) 
Federal funding for the Bilingual Education Act of 1968 provided school districts

with resources for educational programs, teacher training, development materials and
parent involvement programs for multiple languages. It encouraged instruction in
English and multicultural programs in the wake of the Civil Rights movement
(Tollefson, p. 60). 

The Bilingual Education Act began with a bill introduced in 1967 by Texas Sen.
Ralph Yarborough and was the first U.S. legislation regarding minority language speak-
ers. It was aimed toward addressing the needs of students limited in their English lan-
guage proficiency in an attempt to provide minority language speakers with an
education equal to that of their English-proficient peers (Cromwell, S., 1998). In the
language of the federal law: “Where inability to speak and understand the English lan-
guage excludes national origin minority group children from effective participation in
the educational program offered by a school district, the district must take affirma-
tive steps to rectify the language deficiency in order to open its instructional program
to these students” (Cromwell, S., 1998). Originally intended for Spanish-speaking stu-
dents, this bill became part of the Bilingual Education Act (also known as Title VII of
the Elementary and Secondary Education Act).

Overlapping policies: This title was revised in 2001 as the English Language
Acquisition Act included in No Child Left Behind.

1969: “An Examination of Objectives, Needs, and Priorities in
International Education in United States Secondary Schools”

This report, commissioned by the Office of Education and written by James Baker
and Lee Anderson, examined the objectives, needs, and priorities in international edu-
cation in U.S. secondary schools. It did not result in increased federal support for
international education (Committee for Economic Development, 2006). 

1972: Indian Education Act (Title IV of P.L. 92-318, Educational
Amendments of 1972)

The Indian Education Act of 1972 (IEA), first introduced on February 25, 1971,
marking a turning point in native language education in the U.S. With it came the “first
federal program to support the preparation of indigenous teachers and the develop-
ment of Native language teaching materials” (Tollefson, p. 292). This program was sup-
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ported with more annual federal funding assistance than had ever been appropriated
for Indian education programs. The IEA created new educational opportunities for
Native American children and elders in the community. The passing of this legislation
also brought issues of Indian education to the national level, many of which had pre-
viously been neglected.

1974: Lau vs. Nichols (414 U.S. 563)
Argued: December 10, 1973
Decided: January 21, 1974
A class action suit brought by non-English speaking Chinese students against offi-

cials in charge of the San Francisco Unified School District led to one of the first deci-
sions to mandate basic English instruction to minority ethnic groups.

This decision established that failing to provide English language instruction to the
approximately 1,800 non-English speaking students of Chinese ancestry in the San
Francisco school system denied them the opportunity to meaningfully participate in
the public school system and, therefore, violated 601 of the Civil Rights Act of 1964
(Lau v. Nichols, 414 U.S. 563,1974). 

Lower federal courts had ruled that the San Francisco school district was not obli-
gated to provide special instruction for minority students who could not understand
English; however, a unanimous Supreme Court disagreed and overturned that ruling,
mandating that English language instruction to minority ethnic groups be standard.
Justice William O. Douglas delivered the decision on January 21, 1974.

1975: Indian Self-Determination and Educational Assistance Act (P.L. 93-638)
Sponsored by: Sen. Henry M. Jackson (D-WA)
The Indian Self-Determination and Educational Assistance Act provided maximum

Native American participation in education and formalized the process by which
tribes and other indigenous communities could contract with the federal government
for funding and the operation of social and educational services. It also allowed Indian
nations the choice of contracting to run and lead Indian schools or start tribal
schools (Lynch, 1990). “In conjunction with the 1968 Bilingual Education Act, this leg-
islation laid the legal and financial framework for reconstituting indigenous schooling
as bilingual/bicultural education” (Tollefson, p. 292).

1976: Joint National Committee for Languages begins to meet as a forum
The Joint National Committee for Languages (JNCL) began to meet as a forum

comprised of eight associations (MLA, ACTFL, AATF, AATG, AATSP, ATSEEL, AATI,
TESOL) to discuss language policy issues of importance to the profession. The JNCL
office would not be created until 1980. 

1979: President’s Commission on Foreign Language and International Studies
Convened by: President Jimmy Carter
The President’s Commission on Foreign Language and International Studies (PCFLIS),

convened during President Jimmy Carter’s administration, defined the problem of
Americans’ “scandalous” incompetence in foreign languages, among many other points,
and concluded that “nothing less is at issue than the nation’s security” (Committee for
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Economic Development, 2006). Its report, Strength through Wisdom, was issued in 1979
after interviewing various representatives from business, government, education, and
other nonprofit institutions. Some direct results of the commission included the estab-
lishment of the National Council on Foreign Languages and International Studies
(NCFLIS) in New York, and the Joint National Committee for Languages (JNCL) in
Washington, D.C. as national spokespersons for language and international studies. 

1980: NDEA’s language programs included within HEA as Title VI
In 1980, as part of the reauthorization of HEA, the language programs of NDEA

were incorporated into the HEA as Title VI. This later became the group of programs
combined with Fulbright-Hays 102(b)(6) commonly referred to as “Title IV” dedi-
cated to foreign language and international education programs. 

1980: Joint National Committee for Languages is created
The creation of the Joint National Committee for Languages (JNCL) was a direct

result of President Carter’s Commission of 1977-1979, where it became clear that
support for global education was inadequate. Though it began in 1976 as a forum of
eight associations to discuss language policy, it was in 1980 that JNCL was established
as a formal educational association with an office in Washington, D.C. Over the years,
JNCL grew to become an organization comprised of representatives from more than
65 organizations from throughout the language profession. JNCL is a 501(c)(3) non-
profit organization and is affiliated with the National Council for Languages and
International Studies (NCLIS), a 501(c)(4) not-for-profit professional association.

JNCL hosts an annual Legislative Day and Delegate Assembly in Washington, D.C.
where language professionals can identify community needs and to chart new direc-
tions in language policy. The organization increases public awareness about language
policy, works to enhance JNCL’s Washington representation through coalition mem-
bership; produces alerts, reports, and articles for the profession, policymakers, and
the media; and maintains a website.

1980: National Council on Foreign Language s and International Studies is
created

Also as a result of the President’s Commission on Foreign Language and
International Education, the National Council on Foreign Language and International
Studies (NCFLIS) was created. NCFLIS was a nonprofit organization that served to
emphasize the importance of U.S. communication among other countries and was a
collaborative effort of private foundations, businesses, and some government agen-
cies. NCFLIS advocated on behalf of expanding foreign language and international
education and worked to influence related public policy initiatives. (National Council
on Foreign Languages and International Studies)

1981: National Council for Languages and International Studies is created
(originally the Council for Languages and Other International Studies)

The creation of the National Council for Languages and International Studies
(NCLIS) was one of the direct results of President Carter’s Commission on Foreign
Languages and International Studies. The organization’s creation aimed at raising
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awareness of policymakers about the importance of international education for the
good of not only the language profession but also the nation as a whole. 

NCLIS is registered as a 501(c)(4) lobbying organization to engage in public advo-
cacy on behalf of languages and international education. It was originally called the
Council for Languages and Other International Studies (CLOIS). Beginning with 12
national language associations, NCLIS is currently comprised of over 60 members and
is affiliated with JNCL. Among other things, NCLIS tracks the federal budget and
appropriations to maintain and augment funding for language and international edu-
cation programs and works with Members of Congress, congressional staff, and the
executive branch to translate its priorities for language and international education
into national policies and programs. NCLIS also provides legislative updates and advo-
cacy training for its members.

1983: “A Nation at Risk” report is released
The “A Nation at Risk” report, released by President Reagan’s National

Commission on Excellence in Education, surveyed various studies that pointed to
academic underachievement in the U.S. in the context of national and international
standards. It stated that “if an unfriendly foreign power had attempted to impose on
America the mediocre educational performance that exists today, we might well have
viewed it as an act of war” (“A Nation at Risk”, p. 5). In response, the Commission
made 38 recommendations, one of which included the stance that college-bound stu-
dents should complete two years of foreign language study as part of five main ele-
ments of high school education (Committee for Economic Development, 2006).

1986: National Foreign Language Center is created
Proposed by: Richard Lambert, Ph.D., University of Pennsylvania
Discussions with a number of national foundations for creating and implementing

the National Foreign Language Center (NFLC) began in the mid-1980s as a direct
result of the attention to foreign language and international studies garnered by
President Carter’s 1979 Commission on Language and International Studies. In order
to describe and emphasize the need for a national strategy to enhance language
capacity in the U.S., Dr. Richard Lambert conducted a study entitled “Points of
Leverage,” published by the Social Science Research Council in 1986. The study
focused specifically on the need for a national strategy to enhance language capacity
in the U.S. NFLC was officially created in 1986 through a multimillion-dollar start-up
grant from various charitable foundations (National Foreign Language Center, 2008).

The goal of the center was to formulate public policy to enable the language
teaching systems in the U.S. to be more responsive to national needs. Over the years,
NFLC conducted surveys concerning the evolving foreign language needs of the eco-
nomic, diplomatic, and national security sectors of the U.S. and organized numerous
discussion forums about the same subjects in a search for applicable solutions.

Overlapping Policies: In 1987, the NFLC’s Institute of Advanced Studies was set up
thanks to a grant from the Andrew W. Mellon Foundation to support scholars con-
ducting empirical research with the potential for directly influencing teaching and
learning of foreign languages.
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1986: Title VI of HEA is reauthorized to include National Foreign
Language Resource Centers

Language Resource Centers (LRC’s) were established as section 603 of Title VI of
HEA to improve the effectiveness of the teaching of foreign languages by providing
grants to higher education institutions. These grants were intended to “support the
development of new materials, the development and application of proficiency test-
ing, the training of teachers in the administration and interpretation of proficiency
tests, the use of effective teaching strategies and new technologies, the publication of
instructional materials in less commonly taught languages, and the dissemination of
research results, teaching materials, and the development of improved pedagogical
strategies” (U.S. Department of Education, n.d. International Education and Foreign
Language Studies).

1987: Coalition for the Advancement of Foreign Language and International
Studies is created

The Coalition for the Advancement of Foreign Language and International Studies
(CAFLIS) was established as a central point for discussions regarding the importance
of internationalizing higher education. CAFLIS promoted a proposal to create a
National Endowment or Foundation for Foreign Language and International Studies,
which would work with public and private colleges and universities, associations, and
school systems to increase international competence.

After more than a year of discussion, CAFLIS released three white papers dealing
with the creation of a National Foundation, recommending greater involvement in
language and international studies at the state and local level, and increased involve-
ment and commitment by businesses and the private sector in improving the nation’s
language skills and economic competitiveness.

1988: Foreign Language Assistance Program enacted by Congress
Foreign Language Assistance Program (FLAP) three-year grants are awarded to

state and local educational agencies (SEAs and LEAs) to “establish, improve, or
expand innovative foreign language programs in elementary and secondary school
students” (U.S. Department of Education, n.d., Foreign Language Assistance Program
(FLAP)). These include foreign language instruction in elementary schools, immersion
programs, curriculum development, professional development, and distance learning.
FLAP is one of the largest federal sources of foreign language program funding in U.S.
schools. The grants are funded on both the LEA and SEA levels. FLAP was enacted as
part of Special Projects in ESEA.

1991: National Security Education Program established
Proposed by: Sen. David L. Boren (D-OK)
The National Security Education Program (NSEP) was established under the David

L. Boren National Security Education Act of 1991 to provide undergraduate scholar-
ships, graduate fellowships and institutional grants. The purpose of NSEP, as initially
developed by Senator Boren, was to create a larger and more qualified pool of U.S.
citizens with foreign language and international knowledge, skills, and experiences in
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order to serve in areas critical to U.S. national security needs. Boren Scholars and
Fellows, in exchange for the funding they receive to pursue foreign language and
international studies abroad, are committed to seek work in the federal government
at the end of their studies (National Security Education Program, NDU).  

NSEP is currently comprised of three main parts: 
1) The NSEP David L. Boren Scholarships for Study Abroad, created for under-

graduate students to study abroad in regions critical to U.S. interests but typi-
cally underrepresented in study abroad programs; 

2) the NSEP David L. Boren Fellowships, designed for graduate students to spe-
cialize in area study, language study, or increased language proficiency critical to
U.S. national security interests; and 

3) the Language Flagship program which offers Fellowships for advanced training
in Arabic, Central Asian languages, Korean, Mandarin, Persian or Russian
(National Security Education Program, IIE). 

1992: Title VI of HEA is reauthorized
This HEA reauthorization created the American Overseas Research Centers,

which support centers abroad to promote research and exchange in language and
area studies. It also added the Institute for International Public Policy (IIPP), which
became a section in Part C, that increased the number of underrepresented minori-
ties in international careers.

1992: Foreign Language Incentive Program 
Under the Foreign Language Incentive Program (FLIP), which was included as the

second part of FLAP in 1992, the Secretary of Education awarded grants each fiscal
year to public elementary schools as an incentive for programs leading to commu-
nicative competency in a foreign language. These programs were “comparable to a
program that provides at least 45 minutes of instruction per day for not less than four
days per week throughout an academic year” (U.S. Department of Education, n.d.,
Elementary School Foreign Language Incentive Program). Although FLIP was a part of
FLAP in the early 1990’s, it was not included the last time ESEA was reauthorized.

1994: U.S. Office of Educational Research and Improvement conducts
study of U.S.-based corporations with more than 400,000 employees

This study found that U.S. corporations were beginning to place a higher value on
second language proficiency and established that exposure to multiculturalism and
diversity in the college environment is positive preparation for employment in the
global workplace (Committee for Economic Development, 2006). 

1994: Improving America’s Schools Act of 1994 (P.L. 103-382)
Title I of the Improving America’s Schools Act of 1994 was comprised of amend-

ments to ESEA, which included help for disadvantaged children to meet high stan-
dards, improving basic programs operated by LEAs, start up of family literacy
programs, education of migratory children, prevention and intervention programs for
neglected, delinquent, or at risk of dropping out youth, among others. 
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Title VII established the Bilingual Education, Language Enhancement, and Language
Acquisition Programs, which included money for bilingual education, FLAP and the
Emergency Immigrant Education Program. It also included Title IX that outlines assis-
tance for Indian, Native Hawaiian, and Alaska Native Education programs (Improving
America’s Schools Act, 1994). 

1994: Goals 2000: Educate America Act (P.L. 103-227)
Sponsored by: Rep. Dale Kildee (D-MI)
The Goals 2000: Educate America Act, signed into law on March 31, 1994 by

President Bill Clinton, set targets for students leaving 4th, 8th, and 12th grades, and
included the desirability of competence in foreign languages, civics and government,
economics, arts, history, and geography (Goals 2000: Educate America Act). Sections
(v) and (vi) of Goal 3 of this act, “Student Achievement and Citizenship,” stated that
students competent in more than one language will increase and that students will be
more knowledgeable about diversity in the U.S. and the world at large. A main goal
was that “quality bilingual education programs enable children and youth to learn
English and meet high academic standards including proficiency in more than one lan-
guage” (Goals 2000: Educate America Act, Sec. 7102(a)(9)). 

1996: Standards for Foreign Language Learning: Preparing for the 21st
Century

“Standards for Foreign Language Learning: Preparing for the 21st Century” was a
report, first published in 1996, that set out content standards in foreign language edu-
cation. These standards were agreed upon during the meeting of a collaborative eleven-
member task force, comprised of representatives of nine nationally recognized foreign
language associations that span a variety of languages, levels of instruction, program
models, and geographic regions. The task force was conducted with the help of a three-
year grant from the U.S. Department of Education and the National Endowment for the
Humanities (National Standards for Foreign Language Education, n.d.). 

Five major standards were established (the “5 C’s” as they are commonly called),
which were then further subdivided into more detail. These include communication,
cultures, connections, comparisons, and communities. The published document has
been used by teachers, administrators, and curriculum developers at both state and
local levels to improve foreign language education in the U.S. 

1998: New Visions in Action 
The New Visions in Action (NVA) process began in 1998 by the American Council

on the Teaching of Foreign Languages (ACTFL) and the National K-12 Foreign
Language Resource Center (NFLRC) at Iowa State University (Special Projects,
ACTFL ¶ 2). The purpose of NVA was to identify and implement necessary actions
that would effectively refurbish the language education system in order to achieve the
goal of language proficiency for all students in the U.S. It conducted a survey of lan-
guage professionals in order to determine whether there was consensus on criteria
for curriculum, instructional strategies, assessment practices, professional develop-
ment, recruitment and retention programs. In addition to the survey, NVA produced
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a series of papers, progress reports, and set up task forces to address the aforemen-
tioned issues (New Visions in Action, n.d.). 

1998 Amendments to Title VI of HEA (P.L. 105-244)
Proposed by: Rep. Howard McKeon (R-CA)
Amendments to Title VI of HEA were signed into P.L. 105-244 on October 7, 1998.

One of the findings of Section 601, “International and Foreign Language Studies” of Title
VI, stated: “The security, stability, and economic vitality of the United States in a com-
plex global era depend upon American experts in and citizens knowledgeable about
world regions, foreign languages, and international affairs, as well as upon a strong
research base in these areas.” Thus, the main goals of these amendments were to estab-
lish a trained pool of foreign language-proficient citizens, increase materials necessary
for promoting foreign language competency, and to internationalize the study of under-
graduate and post-graduate students (Higher Education Act Amendments, 1998) 

Amendments in this authorization of Title VI of HEA included the establishment of
Language Resource Centers, to “establish, strengthen, and operate” a few national
language resource and training centers to improve the ability to effectively teach and
learn foreign languages in the U.S. In addition, the National Language and Area
Centers and Programs were authorized. In practice, this translated into grants for
IHEs that provide extensive foreign language and international studies programs. The
money could go to activities such as curriculum planning materials and bringing visit-
ing faculty, maintaining library collections, outreach grants and summer institutes, and
graduate fellowships. It also provided money for undergraduate international studies
and foreign language programs (Higher Education Act Amendments, 1998).

Another part of this reauthorization was the inclusion of the Technological
Innovation and Cooperation for Foreign Information Access Program to promote
original uses of technology to collect and distribute information from foreign sources. 

April 2000: Executive Memorandum in Support of International Education
On April 19, 2000, President William J. Clinton issued an Executive Memorandum,

which encouraged the support of international education, study abroad, teacher and
scholar exchanges, and foreign language and culture study in the U.S. and essentially
called for an international education policy. Clinton’s memorandum stated that the
administration is committed to:
• “Encouraging students from other countries to study in the United States 
• Promoting study abroad by U.S. students 
• Supporting the exchange of teachers, scholars, and citizens at all levels of society 
• Enhancing programs at U.S. institutions that build international partnerships and

expertise 
• Expanding high-quality foreign language learning and in-depth knowledge of other

cultures by Americans 
• Preparing and supporting teachers in their efforts to interpret other countries and

cultures for their students 
• Advancing new technologies that aid the spread of knowledge throughout the

world” (NAFSA, 2000, ¶ 2)
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Both Secretary of State Madeleine Albright and Secretary of Education Richard
Riley voiced their position in favor of this initiative and commitment to its objectives.
(Clinton, W.J., 2000)

November 2000: International Education Week
On November 13, 2000, President William J. Clinton released Proclamation 7376,

stating November 13-17, 2000 would be the first annual International Education
Week (IEW) in the U.S. and encouraged Americans to observe and participate in the
programs offered during this time.  

IEW was coordinated nationally by a joint effort of the U.S. Department of State
and the U.S. Department of Education and event sponsors include U.S. embassies
abroad, educational institutions and nongovernmental organizations that host a vari-
ety of events from roundtable discussions and lectures to potluck dinners and open
houses at universities. (International Education Week, 2001)

November 28, 2000: White House Conference on Culture and Diplomacy
The first White House Conference on Culture and Diplomacy was hosted by

President and Mrs. Clinton and was chaired by Secretary of State Madeleine Albright.
During this event, diplomats, artists, and scholars joined to discuss the integration of
culture into U.S. foreign policy and to bolster “cultural exchange programs that serve
as invaluable forms of international communication” (White House Conference on
Culture and Diplomacy, 2000, ¶ 1). The conference included several panels of speak-
ers, workshops, and plenary sessions where diplomacy, culture, language and commu-
nication, and other international issues were discussed.

In the closing plenary session of the conference, several priorities for the future
were defined and included educating Americans to understand other cultures,
increasing funding for Department of State cultural programs, and encouraging cul-
tural partnerships between countries, among others. 

2001: “Asia in the Schools: Preparing Young Americans for Today’s
Interconnected World”

This report released by the Asia Society addressed the lack of international knowl-
edge of U.S. students, especially regarding Asia. It was the most thorough analysis ever
done of the teaching and learning about Asia in the U.S. and found a huge gap between
the “strategic importance of Asia…and Americans’ disproportionate lack of knowl-
edge about this vital region”. To conduct the analysis, a Task Force on International
Education was formed and charged with conducting an “inventory of each state’s
Asian and other and international resources to examine how these could be used to
further education…” (Asia Society, 2001, p. 8-9).

2001: No Child Left Behind Act passed (P.L. 107-110)
Congress passed the latest reauthorization of the ESEA, the No Child Left Behind

Act (NCLB). This federal education policy included foreign languages as a core sub-
ject area; however, testing of foreign languages for annual yearly progress or account-
ability was not required. This authorization of ESEA focused on accountability for all
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students in math and reading and placed strict testing requirement on all students,
even English language learners.

April 2001: Senate Resolution on International Education Policy
Proposed by: Sen. John Kerry (D-MA), Sen. Richard Lugar (R-IN)
Introduced on February 1, 2001 and passed in the Senate on April 6, 2001, Senate

Concurrent Resolution 7 expressed the “sense of Congress that the United States
should establish an international education policy” (Senate Concurrent Resolution 7,
2001). This policy addressed the needs of international education as necessary to fur-
ther national security, foreign policy, economic competitiveness, and to promote
mutual understanding and cooperation among nations, among other purposes.

September 11, 2001: Terrorist Attacks on the World Trade Center and the
Pentagon

The tragic terrorist attacks on the World Trade Center and the Pentagon sparked
a number of new policies to increase national security and international communica-
tion. It resulted in a number of policies dealing with critical languages and interna-
tional study for the purpose of national security in the coming years.

December 2001: Homeland Security Education Act (S. 1799)
Proposed by: Sen. Richard Durbin (D-IL)
Introduced on December 11, 2001, the Homeland Security Education Act

attempted to strengthen national security by improving elementary, secondary, and
higher education needs in the U.S. It would have amended HEA by establishing grants
for math and science education, to assess long-term math and science needs, and for-
give interest payments on student loans for students obtaining undergraduate
degrees in certain areas, including specified languages.

This legislation would have also amended ESEA to establish early language instruc-
tion, and create grants for institutions of higher education (IHEs) to develop innova-
tive programs for teaching foreign languages. It would have amended the David L.
Boren National Security Education Act of 1991 to make grants available for advanced
proficiency in national security languages. Finally, it would have directed the National
Research Council to conduct a study on the feasibility of creating a National
Language Foundation.

January 2002: “Foreign Languages: Human Capital Approach Needed to
Correct Staffing and Proficiency Shortfalls” 

Requested by: Senators Thad Cochran (R-MI) and Christopher J. Dodd (D-CT);
Representatives James A. Leach (R-IA) and Sam Farr (D-CA)

The U.S. General Accounting Office released a report entitled “Foreign Languages:
Human Capital Approach Needed to Correct Staffing and Proficiency Shortfalls”,
which reviewed the use of foreign language skills in four federal agencies: U.S. Army,
U.S. Department of State, U.S. Department of Commerce’s Foreign Commercial
Service, and the Federal Bureau of Investigation. The report assessed the use of for-
eign language skills by such agencies, and determined and evaluated their strategies
to address shortages in language proficient personnel.
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Results showed that there was indeed a shortage of language specialists and staff
for positions in which language skills are important for overall job performance. This
shortage led to a backlog in information that needed to be reviewed or translated.
For diplomatic and intelligence personnel, this foreign language shortage “weakened
the fight against international terrorism and drug trafficking and resulted in less effec-
tive representation of the U.S. interests overseas” (Christoff, J.A., 2002, p. 2).

September 2002: Fiscal Year 2003 Intelligence Authorization Act (P.L. 107-306)
Proposed by: Rep. Porter J. Gross (R-FL)
Congress passed the FY 2003 Intelligence Authorization Act to fund intelligence-

related activities in 2003, to authorize NSEP’s effort to implement the National
Foreign Language Initiative (NFLI), and determine the need and feasibility for a
Civilian Linguist Reserve Corps. The Reserve Corps would be comprised of U.S. civil-
ian citizens with advanced proficiency in foreign languages important to national secu-
rity that the U.S. government could call upon in times of shortage of proficient
personnel in such languages. 

November 2002: 2002 Global Geographic Literacy Survey 
The National Geographic Education Foundation and Roper released results from

the 2002 Global Geographic Literacy Survey, conducted to assess the competency of
young adults in nine countries, including the U.S., in their knowledge of global geog-
raphy. The study was a follow-up to a “groundbreaking study” by the National
Geographic Society in 1988 that found a “poor level of geography knowledge among
Americans in general and particularly among young adults (18-24 year olds)”
(National Geographic Society and Roper ASW, 2002, p. 1).

The study showed a lag in U.S. young adults as compared to their international
peers in geographic and current events knowledge. This study ultimately affected an
increase in HEA funding related to language and global competency programs, espe-
cially in the Middle East and Central and South Asia.

January 2003: Global Challenges & U.S. Higher Education
The Coalition for International Education held the Global Challenges & U.S.

Higher Education: National Needs & Policy Implications conference hosted by Duke
University. The conference was prompted by the pending reauthorization of HEA,
which would expire in 2003. The conference objective was to examine current and
future needs for foreign language and international education and to contribute to
the framework upon which the reauthorization would be constructed. Attendees and
presenters represented various government agencies, as well as faculty from univer-
sities across the Unites States and participated in numerous plenary and breakout
group discussions during the three-day event. (Global Challenges & U.S. Higher
Education: National Needs & Policy Implications, 2003)

March 2003: U.S. Department of Education Releases FY 2004 Plan 
The Department of Education FY 2004 plan included objectives that would

“improve students’ knowledge of world languages, regions, and international issues
and build international ties in the field of education” (Committee on Economic
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Development, 2006, Appendix 1:A). It also included a goal of increasing foreign lan-
guage and area studies teaching in American colleges and universities.

June 2003: Asia Society/Goldman Sachs Foundation Award for Excellence
in International Education

The Asia Society and the Goldman Sachs Foundation granted the first Award for
Excellence in International Education to recognize best models for international edu-
cation in the U.S. Since this first award, the Goldman Sachs Foundation and the Asia
Society have given over $700,000 to schools, media organizations, IHEs, states, and
individuals in order to help them develop international knowledge and skills (Goldman
Sachs Foundation Prizes for Excellence in International Education, 2008, ¶ 2).

September 2003: International Studies in Higher Education Act of 2003
(H.R. 3077)

Proposed by: Rep. Peter Hoekstra (R-MI)
Rep. Peter Hoekstra introduced the International Studies in Higher Education Act

of 2003 on September 11, 2003 that would have amended Title VI programs in HEA
to enhance international education. A major and controversial new provision in this
bill would have created an International Higher Education Advisory Board to oversee
Title VI programs to make recommendations on the ways in which Title VI programs
would be implemented.

This bill passed in the House of Representatives on October 21, 2003, but never
passed in the Senate, and, consequently, died and was not reconsidered.

October 2003: The Complete Curriculum: Ensuring a place for the arts
and foreign languages in America’s schools

This report of the National Association of State Boards of Education (NASBE)
Study Group on the Lost Curriculum, entitled “The Complete Curriculum: Ensuring
a place for the arts and foreign languages in America’s schools”, addressed the impor-
tance of arts and foreign language education in the core school curriculum, which is
sometimes marginalized or even eliminated due to accountability emphasis placed on
other core academic subjects. “While NCLB includes subjects such as the arts, civics
and geography as part of the core curriculum, there is a fear that states are focusing
their attention and resources on the law’s primary emphasis on reading, math, and
science to the detriment of other curricular areas.” (National Association of State
Boards of Education, 2003)

This report made several recommendations that states were encouraged to pur-
sue regarding arts and foreign language education, which include:
• Adopting high-quality licensure for arts and foreign language teachers that are

standards-aligned; 
• Ensuring adequate time for professional development;
• Ensuring expertise at the state level to provide support for the areas of arts and

languages; 
• Incorporating and increasing the numbers of credits for arts and foreign languages

into graduation requirements; 
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• Incorporating arts and foreign language into curriculum in early education curricu-
lum, standards, and requirements. (National Association of State Boards of
Education, 2003)
Some other recommendations put forth by the report focused on advocacy and

policy reform that would support and advance education in the arts and foreign lan-
guages. (National Association of State Boards of Education, 2003)

November 2003: Homeland Security Federal Workforce Act (S. 589)
Proposed by: Sen. Daniel Akaka (D-HI)
Introduced on March 11, 2003 and passed by the Senate on November 5 of that

year, the Homeland Security Federal Workforce Act would have strengthened
national security by assisting government agencies in addressing areas of need and
form goals and strategies for recruitment and retention of federal employees pos-
sessing specialized critical skills, such as language proficiency.

December 2003: National Security Language Act (H.R. 3676) 
Proposed by: Rep. Rush Holt (D-NJ)
The National Security Language Act was introduced by Rep. Rush Holt in

December 2003 in order to strengthen national security by expanding and improv-
ing foreign language study in the U.S. The bill proposed to amend HEA by establish-
ing grant programs to IHEs and LEAs in order to encourage early foreign language
instruction. This bill contained provisions that would provide funding to market lan-
guage study, identify heritage language communities in the U.S, and would give loan
forgiveness to students who major in a critical foreign language and go on to teach
or work for a federal agency.

The legislation also proposed to amend the David L. Boren National Security Act
of 1991 to establish an International Flagship Language Initiative.

Overlapping policies: The National Security Language Act was reintroduced in
109th and 110th Congress.

January 2004: FY 2004 Appropriations include Abraham Lincoln Study
Abroad Fellowship

Congress passed the FY 2004 appropriations, which included a provision to estab-
lish the Abraham Lincoln Study Abroad Fellowship program to increase the number
of American students studying abroad, particularly in developing countries.

June 22-24, 2004: National Language Conference, University of Maryland
On June 22-24, 2004, the University of Maryland held the National Language

Conference: A Call for Action, where federal and state agencies, businesses, academia,
and language experts collaborated to discuss “strategic approaches to meeting the
nation’s language needs in the 21st century” and to “identify actions that could move
the United States toward a language competent nation” (The National Language
Conference, 2005, ¶ 4). The event was co-hosted by the Office of the Under
Secretary of Defense and the Center for the Advanced Study of Language (CASL) in
College Park, MD.
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Conference sessions included presentations and discussions regarding the national
need for language education, future needs for language proficiency, global competitive-
ness and national security, and practices for furthering language education in the U.S.

Overlapping policies: Led to the creation of Department of Defense Language
Transformation Roadmap

July 2004: International and Foreign Language Studies Act of 2004 (S. 2727)
Proposed by: Sen. Christopher Dodd (D-CT)
On July 22, 2004, Sen. Chris Dodd introduced a bill that would amend Title VI of

HEA to revise international and foreign language studies provisions. The International
and Foreign Language Studies Act of 2004 would have made grants and other fund-
ing available to undergraduate students for language, area, and international studies,
especially in less commonly taught languages. It also contained a provision authoriz-
ing the Secretary of Education to collect, analyze, and disseminate data that would
have aided in achieving the other goals of this act.

December 2004: Intelligence Reform and Terrorism Protection Act of
2004 (P.L. 108-458)

Proposed by: Sen. Susan M. Collins (R-ME)
Introduced by Susan M. Collins on September 23, 2004, the Intelligence Reform

and Terrorism Protection Act of 2004 reformed the intelligence community and activ-
ities. In addition to many national security initiatives, one of the provisions of this law
required the FBI and CIA to develop and maintain language programs and for the
Secretary of State to increase the number of language proficient Foreign Service
Officers, especially in languages spoken in Muslim countries. The law would also
increase exchanges and study in Islamic nations.

December 2004: Intelligence Authorization Act for FY 2005 (P.L. 108-487)
Proposed by: Rep. Porter J. Goss (R-FL)
Signed by President George W. Bush on December 23, 2004, the Intelligence

Authorization Act for FY 2005 authorized funding for intelligence programs and activ-
ities for 2005. In this law, National Flagship Language Initiative (NFLI) was given a
funding increase over that of 2004, which includes funding for participating institu-
tions. Furthermore, it authorizes the Secretary of Defense and the Director of
National Intelligence to implement programs to increase proficiency skills in critical
foreign languages.

Overlapping policies: S. 2386, H.R. 4548

December 2004: Council on Competitiveness releases “Innovate
America” Report

On December 15, 2004 at the National Innovation Summit, the Council on
Competitiveness released its “Innovate America: Thriving in a World of Challenge and
Change” report (later published in 2005). Samuel J. Palmisano and G. Wayne Clough,
co-chairs of the National Innovation Initiative, presented the report at the Ronald
Reagan Building and International Trade Center in Washington, D.C.
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This report focused on the innovative initiatives that the U.S. can and should act
on in order to maintain and increase competitiveness in the 21st century’s global
economy. Recommendations made by the report were divided into the categories of
Talent, Investment, and Infrastructure, all three of which are centered around the idea
of using creative collaboration for the purpose of supporting and growing the
strength of the U.S. economy on a global level. (Council on Competitiveness, 2005)

Overlapping Policies: Recommendations from this report led to the creation of
America Creating Opportunities to Meaningfully Promote Excellence in Technology,
Education, and Science Act (America COMPETES).

January 2005: U.S. Department of Defense Language Transformation
Roadmap

Proposed as: Strategic Planning Guidance for FY 2006-2001
The U.S. Department of Defense (DoD) Language Transformation Roadmap is

both a result of the National Language Conference at the University of Maryland in
June 2004 and a directive from the Strategic Planning Guidance for FY 2006-2011 to
the Under Secretary of Defense for Personnel and Readiness. The Roadmap is a com-
prehensive guide to achieve the language goals and capabilities that would be neces-
sary to support the previous year’s Defense Strategy. The Roadmap is based on four
goals. These include creating language and cultural expertise among certain DoD and
military personnel; creating the abilities to find and utilize language abilities beyond
these in-house resources; establishing what will become a Civilian Linguist Reserve
Corps with 3/3/3 Interagency Language Roundtable rating in reading, writing and
speaking respectively; and to establishing a process by which these language experts
can be tracked for accession, separation, and promotion. (U.S. Department of
Defense, 2005)

January 10-11 2005: National Language Policy Summit: An American Plan
for Action

On January 10-11, 2005, the American Council on the Teaching of Foreign
Languages (ACTFL) held the first National Year of Languages event, the National
Language Policy Summit: An American Plan for Action. The event was hosted by the
University of North Carolina Chapel Hill and attended by U.S. academic, business,
government, and humanitarian leaders whose goal was to set priorities and establish
a plan for language policies and initiatives in the U.S. in the coming decade.

A number of priorities were identified to promote language learning and increase
effective language instruction in the U.S. The following are the priorities:
• “raising the American public’s awareness of the need and value of learning lan-

guages and understanding cultures; 
• “establishing at the federal level a National Language Advisor; 
• “surveying businesses to identify their language and cultural needs; 
• “partnering with CEOs of corporations to advocate for the importance of lan-

guage and culture;
• “creating a fully articulated Chinese language program for students in grades kinder-

garten through college and subsequently expanding this model to other languages;  
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• “developing effective assessment strategies for measuring students’ language
learning;

• “implementing a civilian language corps; and 
• “advocating for expanded language legislation” (Baucorn, 2005, ¶ 8).

Overlapping policies: NSEP Chinese K-16 Language Flagship; Civilian Linguist
Reserve Corps

February 2005: “Year of Foreign Language Study”/Year of Languages 
(S. Res. 28/H.R. Res. 122)

Proposed by: Sen. Christopher Dodd (D-CT)/Rep. Rush Holt (D-NJ)
Passed on February 17, 2005, the Senate resolution designated 2005 as the Year of

Foreign Language Study in order to promote and expand such study in elementary
and secondary schools, as well as IHEs, businesses, and government programs.

The House of Representatives’ identical counterpart to the Senate resolution
passed on March 8, 2005.

May 2005: National Security Education Program - K-16 Pipeline Project
On May 4, 2005, NSEP released the announcement of a Chinese K-16 Pipeline

Project as the most recent component of the National Flagship Language Initiative
(NFLI). This pipeline project focuses on developing an articulated and sequenced lan-
guage program for students in elementary school through college with the goal of
“graduating linguistically and culturally competent students” (National Security
Education Program, 2005, p. 1).

This program responded to a number of the national language needs that were
expressed at the 2004 National Language Conference at the University of Maryland.
These needs included:
• “Increasing language skills and cultural awareness are national requirements that

will be filled primarily at the state and local level.
• “Meeting the need for greater coordination within the elementary, secondary, and

post-secondary educational system and a need for coordination at the national
level.

• “Providing a national language strategy that is affordable and encompasses both
bottom-up and top-down initiatives.

• “Recognizing that the rich population of multi-lingual Americans found in our her-
itage communities needs to be invited to participate in this national initiative”
(National Security Education Program, 2005, p. 1)
With this announcement, the NSEP released a Request for Proposals (RFP) for

IHEs working in collaboration with elementary, middle, and high school systems that
already offer Chinese language instruction to establish such a Flagship program. The
intention is to produce student speakers with a superior (ILR 3) level of proficiency
in Chinese through the end of the pipeline project (National Security Education
Program, 2005, p. 1).

Overlapping policies: National Language Conference, 2004; National Language
Policy Summit
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May 2005: National Language Coordination Act of 2005 (S. 1089)
Proposed by: Sen. Daniel Akaka (D-HI)
The National Language Coordination Act of 2005 would have established the

National Foreign Language Coordination Council that would have developed and
implemented a national foreign language policy. A National Language Director would
have been appointed by the President to chair such a Council, and members would have
included heads of numerous government agencies. Their primary objectives would have
been to develop and oversee implementation of strategy, among other duties.

May 2005: International and Foreign Language Studies Act of 2005 (S. 1105)
Proposed by: Sen. Christopher Dodd (D-CT)
The International and Foreign Language Studies Act of 2005 would have amended

HEA to extend the authorization of appropriations for Title VI international educa-
tion programs. This would have included funding for international and foreign lan-
guage studies, business and international education, and the Institute for International
Public Policy (IIPP).

May 2005: United States-People’s Republic of China Cultural Engagement
Act (H.R. 3275)

Proposed by: Sen. Joseph Lieberman (D-DE), Sen. Lamar Alexander (R-TN)
Introduced on May 25, 2005, the United States-People’s Republic of China Cultural

Engagement Act would have established grants for Chinese language and cultural
studies at the elementary, secondary, and higher education levels. The use of funding
would have been broad in scope and potential programs would have included lan-
guage, art, and cultural studies; Asian business education center programs; educational
and governmental exchange programs; and assistance to nongovernmental organiza-
tions that facilitate exchanges.

Furthermore, this Act contained provisions that would strengthen U.S.-China
diplomacy, revise visa requirements, and increase outreach to the People’s Republic
of China.

July 2005: Teaching Geography is Fundamental Act (H.R. 1228/ S.727)
Proposed by: Rep. Chris Van Hollen/Sen. Thad Cochran (R-MI)
This legislation would have created a geography education grant program for

national nonprofit education organizations of a consortium under Title II (Teacher
Quality Enhancement) HEA. The Act would have required grantees and sub-grantees
to expand geographic literacy among children in grades K-12 by improving teachers’
professional development programs.

October 2005: “Rising Above the Gathering Storm: Energizing and
Employing America for a Brighter Economic Future”

On October 12, 2005, the National Academies released a congressionally
requested report entitled “Rising Above the Gathering Storm: Energizing and
Employing America for a Brighter Economic Future”. This study and subsequent
report (later published in 2007) addressed the concern that the U.S. is not produc-
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ing students that are workforce ready and able to compete with their international
peers in an increasingly global economy. The report was written by a 20-member
committee with the purpose of examining the current status of U.S. education in sci-
ence, math, and technology, as well as making proposals for increasing and stabilizing
the traditionally privileged position of the U.S. in the global economy.

Ultimately, the authors of the report made four recommendations for improving
and preserving the U.S.’ economic position. These are:
• “Increase America’s talent pool by vastly improving K-12 mathematics and science

education…
• “Sustain and strengthen the nation’s commitment to long-term basic research…
• “Develop, recruit, and retain top students, scientists, and engineers from both the

United States and abroad…
• “Ensure that the United States is the premier place in the world for innovation”

(The National Academies, 2005).
Additionally, the committee suggested 20 “implementation actions” that federal

policy-makers should take to ensure high-quality jobs, increased competitiveness in
math, science, and technology, and other changes that would allow the U.S. to
improve its global leadership status (The National Academies, 2005). These recom-
mendations resulted in the introduction and subsequent passage into law of the
America COMPETES Act in 2007. (The National Academies, 2007)

Overlapping policies: “Innovate America” Report, America COMPETES Act

November 2005: “Year of Study Abroad” (S. Res. 308)
Proposed by: Sen. Richard Durbin (D-IL)
Passed on November 10, 2005, the Senate designated 2006 as the Year of Study

Abroad. This resolution encouraged secondary schools, IHEs, businesses, and govern-
ment programs to “promote and expand study abroad opportunities” and for the
people of the United States to support these initiatives (Year of Study Abroad, 2005).

January 2006: National Security Language Initiative
Proposed by: President George W. Bush
On January 5, 2006, President George W. Bush announced the National Security

Language Initiative (NSLI) at the U.S. University Presidents’ Summit on International
Education. The objective of NSLI is to increase the number and proficiency of speak-
ers of languages critical to national security in the U.S. through a White House-coor-
dinated effort of the Department of Education, Department of Defense, Department
of State, and the Office of the Director of National Intelligence.

The proposal of NSLI included $114 million dollars to cover the costs of 14 pro-
grams that promote critical language and international studies. Some of these 14 pro-
grams existed prior to NSLI, but would receive more funding and change their focus to
prioritizing critical languages, such as Arabic, Chinese, Russian, Japanese, and Korean, and
the Indic, Iranian, and Turkic language families. The Initiative’s programs encompass both
student and teacher language instruction, teacher development, study abroad and
exchanges, and critical language training expansion and articulation with the overall goal
of increasing U.S. global communication abilities and resources. NSLI has reopened the
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national discussion of the need for better language education beginning in the elemen-
tary years and continuing through university and adulthood and has resulted in a num-
ber of new policies and programs. (National Security Language Initiative (NSLI), 2007)

February 2006: Committee for Economic Development Publishes
“Education for Global Leadership” Report

The Committee for Economic Development (CED) published “Education for
Global Leadership: The Importance of International Studies and Foreign Language
Education for U.S. Economic and National Security”. This report emphasized the
importance of language education in order to remain an economically stable country.
“America’s continued role as a global leader will depend on our students’ abilities to
interact with the world community both inside and outside our borders.” (Committee
for Economic Development, 2006, p. 1)

This report proposed three key recommendations that would help to expand for-
eign language and international education nationwide:
• International content should be taught across the curriculum at all levels; 
• The language training pipeline should be expanded at all levels to address the

shortage of Americans learning foreign languages, especially those critical to
national security, and;

• National leaders should be involved in informing the public of the importance of
improving foreign language and international studies education. (Committee for
Economic Development, 2006)

January 2007: “Lost in Translation: A Review of the Federal Government’s
Efforts to Develop and a Foreign Language Strategy”

On January 25, 2007, Senators Daniel Akaka (D-HI) and George Voinovich (R-OH)
of the Senate Committee on Homeland Security and Governmental Affairs held a
hearing to officially address and record the importance and need for well-articulated
language programs in the U.S. The witnesses included the Honorable Michael L.
Dominguez, Ms. Holly Kuzmich, Mr. Everette Jordan, Ms. Rita Oleksak, Mr. Michael
Petro, and Dr. Diane Birckbichler. 

During this hearing, testimonies on the need for more foreign language education
in the U.S. were presented by professionals representing the education, language, and
business fields. Further discussion ensues due to questions asked of the witnesses by
Sen. Akaka and Sen. Voinovich. Furthermore, Sen. Voinovich expressed his own per-
spective on the need for language education in the U.S. in stating, “I am deeply con-
cerned that Americans are lagging behind much of the world in critical foreign
languages, cultural awareness, and geographic knowledge. This lag can negatively
impact our nation in very real ways, such as losing valuable business opportunities
overseas, faulty intelligence from failing to promptly translate critical documents, or
of misunderstandings in diplomatic communications.” (Sen. George Voinovich, 2007)

This hearing took place approximately one year after NSLI was announced, which
also allowed for an informal assessment of how its implementation was actually
affecting the language field. Although some stated that progress was being achieved,
others still expressed the need for better programs and more funding to involve
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higher numbers of students at all levels of education. (Senate Committee on
Homeland Security and Governmental Affairs, 2006)

Overlapping policies: NSLI, National Language Coordination Act of 2005 (S. 1089)

March 2007: “International Education and Foreign Languages: Keys to
Securing America’s Future” 

Proposed by: Public Law 108-447
According to Public Law 108-447, Congress requested and received $1,500,000 to

be used for “a contract with the National Research Council of the National Academy
of Sciences to carry out an independent review of Title VI international education and
foreign language studies and section 102(b)(6) Fulbright-Hays programs” (Consolidated
Appropriations Act, 2005). The March 23, 2007 publication and report to Congress of
the “International Education and Foreign Language: Keys to Securing America’s Future”
report by the National Research Council served as a culmination of that study.

“In particular, the study reviews the adequacy and effectiveness of these programs in
addressing their statutory missions and in building the nation’s international and foreign
languages expertise — particularly as needed for economic, foreign affairs, and national
security purposes” (The National Academies, 2007, ¶ 1). Generally, the report concluded
that Title VI and Fulbright-Hays have made significant contributions to foreign language
and international education in the U.S.; however, there were also recommendations for
future improvements to increase the programs’ effectiveness in higher education.  

Some of these recommendations included the collaboration of National and
Language Resource Centers with colleges of education in developing curriculum,
materials, and teacher education. The creation of a position that would require presi-
dential appointment and Senate confirmation within the Department of Education for
oversight and strategic direction of Title VI/Fulbright-Hays and other foreign language
and international education programs (as later proposed in H.R. 5179). It noted the
need for a biennial report submitted by the Secretary of Education reporting on
national needs, progress made, and strategies in these areas, as well as a new National
Foreign Language Assessment and Technology Project. Also among the recommenda-
tions of the report was to maintain a national capacity in both commonly and less
commonly taught languages. The report addressed issues such as articulation and long-
term sequencing of language programs, time requirements, assessment, and the need
for teachers and resources for language education. (O’Connell & Norwood, 2007)

Overlapping policies: H.R. 4137, H.R. 5179, S. 1642

May 2007: Foreign Language Education Partnership Program Act of 2008
Proposed by: Rep. Rush Holt (D-NJ)
On May 2, 2007, Rep. Rush Holt introduced the Foreign Languages Education

Partnership Program, a bill that would have created articulated, sequenced language
programs through partnerships between LEAs and IHEs. The legislation would have
amended the ESEA by establishing a competitive grant to create foreign language study
programs that would run from elementary school through college/university study.  

The Secretary of Education would have been given the authority to make incen-
tive payments to eligible partnerships to “develop and maintain model programs that
support articulated language learning in kindergarten through grade 12” (Foreign
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Language Education Partnership Program Act, 2007). The funds could have been used
for program design and teaching strategies according to best practices and available
research, curriculum and materials development, national assessment development
and enhancement, teacher in-service and pre-service program development, and
recruitment incentives for new teachers and students. The funds could also have been
used to provide opportunities for maximum language exposure for students, dual-lan-
guage immersion programs, scholarships for study abroad opportunities, activities
that encourage whole-school and community involvement, effective and innovative
use of technology, and certification and alternative certification programs.

This legislation was being considered in the House of Representatives’ draft for
the reauthorization of ESEA as a second part of the FLAP.

Overlapping policies: House of Representatives draft of the ESEA reauthorization

August 2007: America COMPETES Act passes into law (P.L. 110-69)
Proposed by: Sen. Harry Reid (D-NV) (S.761) and Rep. Bart Gordon (D-TN) 

(H.R. 2272)
On August 9, 2007, President George W. Bush signed into law the America

Creating Opportunities to Meaningfully Promote Excellence in Technology, Education,
and Science Act (America COMPETES). The purpose of this legislation is to invest in
innovation and education to improve the competitiveness of the U.S. in the global
economy. The America “COMPETES” Act is an updated version of the National
Competitiveness Investment Act introduced by Senators Frist and Reid in 2006. 

America COMPETES is a bipartisan response to the National Academies’ “Rising
Above the Gathering Storm” report and the Council on Competitiveness’ “Innovate
America” report (see previous entries). Its objective is to increase research investment,
strengthen educational opportunities in science, technology, engineering and mathemat-
ics from elementary through graduate school, and develop an innovation infrastructure.
In addition to expanding Advanced Placement (AP) and International Baccalaureate (IB)
programs and funding for math, science, engineering, and technology, the America
COMPETES Act would develop and implement programs for bachelor’s and master’s
degrees in critical foreign languages with concurrent teaching credentials. 

Furthermore, it would expand critical foreign language programs in elementary
and secondary schools in order to increase the number of students studying and
becoming proficient in these languages through a Foreign Language Partnership
Program provision. The legislation also proposes programs to develop and train more
teachers in these subject areas. This law is relatively broad in scope and creates pro-
grams in a number of federal agencies.

Overlapping policies: “Innovate America” and “Rising Above the Gathering Storm”
reports, H.R. 2111

September 2007:  College Cost Reduction and Access Act becomes law
(P.L. 110-84)

Proposed by: Rep. George Miller (H.R. 2669)
The College Cost and Reduction and Access Act of 2007 (CCRAA) was passed in

both the House of Representatives and the Senate. It was signed by President Bush
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on Thursday, September 27, 2007. The purpose of this legislation is to increase col-
lege financial aid and reduce loan costs in order to make college more affordable. The
legislation makes changes to the Pell Grant program and alters the current HEA stu-
dent loan program.

Of particular interest, this law provides student loan forgiveness to borrowers
who serve in areas of national need as early childhood educators, nurses, foreign lan-
guage specialists, librarians, certain highly qualified teachers, child welfare workers,
speech language pathologists, National Service participants, and public sector employ-
ees. It also establishes a TEACH Grant program, which provides tuition assistance to
undergraduate and graduate students who commit to teaching a high-need subject
and  in a high-need school for four years.

January 2008: International Education Leadership Act of 2008 (H.R. 5179)
Proposed by: Rep. Rush Holt (D-NJ)
On January 29, 2008, Rep. Rush Holt introduced the International Education

Leadership Act of 2008 with the intent of establishing an Assistant Secretary for
International and Foreign Language Education and an Office of International and
Foreign Language Education within the Department of Education. The responsibilities
of this office and the Assistant Secretary would include 1) encouraging and promoting
foreign language and culture study at the elementary, secondary, and postsecondary
levels in the U.S.; 2) administering all Department programs dealing with international
and foreign language education and research; 3) coordinating with other international
and foreign language programs in other Federal agencies, and; 4) administering and
coordinating the Department of Education’s activities in international affairs.

Overlapping policies: H.R. 4137

August 2008: Higher Education Opportunity Act of 2008 (P.L. 110-315)
Congress passes the latest reauthorization of the Higher Education Act of 1965,

which was supposed to be accomplished in 2005. On July 29th, a House/Senate
Conference Committee reported the Higher Education Opportunity Act: Expanding
College Access, Strengthening Our Future to both congressional chambers. Two days later
the Act was passed by both the House and the Senate and some highlights from the
Committee’s summary of the 1,158 page bill include:
• A number of general provisions deal with college costs, loan accountability, text-

book costs, opportunities for minorities, veterans, and students with disabilities,
campus safety, energy efficiency, and competitiveness; 

• A broad definition of “critical foreign language” in Title I, General Principles, as sug-
gested by JNCL-NCLIS; 

• A new competitive grant program for math, science, technology, and critical for-
eign languages to serve as adjunct content specialists to support teachers in Title
II, Teacher Quality Enhancement;

• Provisions for loan forgiveness for teachers in high need areas, including foreign
languages, in Title IV, Student Assistance; 

• Foreign languages as an “area of national need” in Title VII, Graduate and Post
Secondary Improvement Programs;
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• Increased  and improved linkages and outreach for foreign languages and interna-
tional studies to public and private sectors, cooperation with math, sciences, and
technology, increased study abroad, and reinstated FLAS fellowship eligibility in
Title VI; 

• The creation of a new Deputy Assistant Secretary for International and Foreign
Language Education in Title IX, the Department of Education Organization Act.
Specifically within Title VI (International Education Programs), the legislation would

authorize new activities for grants to National Resource Centers, including instruc-
tors of less commonly taught languages and projects that promote use of science and
technology in coordination with foreign language proficiency and strengthen out-
reach to SEAs and LEAs. It would reinstate the eligibility of undergraduates for
Foreign Language Area Studies fellowships and amend the Undergraduate
International Studies and Foreign Language program to allow up to 10% of grant
funds to be used toward programs that promote language proficiency and cultural
knowledge in study abroad. Furthermore, the bill would add provisions to increase
systematic data collection, analysis, and dissemination. An amendment to create an
International Higher Education Advisory Board was defeated. This new five year reau-
thorization was signed by President Bush on August 14, 2008 as Public Law 110-315.
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