



Language Planning in the
Judicial System: A Look at the
Implementation of the U.S.
Court Interpreters Act
by Etilvia Arjona*

On October 28, 1978, President Carter signed
into law Public Law 95-539 (Court Interpreters Act),
thus bringing to an end almost five years of lengthy
legislative discussions that touched on the role of

language in the courtroom and the broader issue of
individual rights to due process and a fair trial.

Historically, the U.S. has been a nation of
immigrants. Although multi-ethnic and multi-lingual
by definition, the United States has prided itself in

being a "melting pot." One belief that Americans
share is that English is the official national language of
the country, although nowhere in American law is
English granted this status. Rather, the United States
is a society which uses English for most public
purposes - a fact acknowledged in a number of legal
decisions, including Supreme Court cases.'

During the 1978 Senate Hearings for the Court
Interpreters Act two witnesses again raised the
complexity of these issues. One inquired: "Is there an
official constitutional language of the U.S. which by
implication is mandatory in the proceedings of any of
its branches of government?".' Another noted that
"Five years ago the Commonwealth of Massachusetts
decided a case by the name of Commonwealth of
Massachusetts v. Olivo in which one of the basic reasons
for the court to disallow use of other language in the

legal process was the fact that it was held that the
United States was not a multi-lingual community."3

For the non-English or speech and/or hearing
impaired litigant, the Court Interpreters' legislation
acknowledges the existence of a critical communicative
and linguistic handicap since such a person cannot

adequately understand the linguistic exchanges in
which he/she is engaged at court. Representatives of
the speech and hearing impaired community had

already brought these complex issues of due process,
fair trial, and language handicap before the courts for
resolution by 1925. In the early 1960's, the 'foreign'
language speaking community joined them in
demanding that the rights of the

language-handicapped person in the courtroom be
addressed. In the early 1970s, a study by the U.S.
Commission on Civil Rights' and one by the Institute
for Court Management5 summarized these concerns
and described the highly ineffective system of
interpretation services used in the courts. The
Bilingual Courts bills7 introduced in 1973 by Senator

Tunney and others were the first attempts to bring
some solution to these issues at the federal level. More
or less at this time, legislation was also introduced in
California and New York to address the same issues at
the state and local level. Advocates of these legislative
efforts pointed out that the individual's rights were
not diminished when he/she had to appear before a
state or local court. The Fourteenth Amendment was
cited as the constitutional basis for such a claim.

Legislation introduced at both state and federal
level raised six common concerns: 1) the right to an

interpreter as a vehicle in due process and fair trial; 2
the right to an interpreter at government expense; 3) the
certification of qualified interpreters to ensure correct
communication; 4) the recording of both the English
and foreign language proceedings to enable appeals in
trials where interpretation services are used; 5) the
appointment of an interpreter for litigation in both
criminal and civil cases; and, 6) requirement of an
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explicit waiver of the right to an interpreter. The
federal legislation attempted, in addition, to address
concerns expressed by Puerto Ricans by allowing for
the use of Spanish or English in the federal courts of
Puerto Rico.'

Constitutional and Statutory Bases Prior to
the Law

Advocates argued for formal acknowledgment of
a basic constitutional right to an interpreter and based
such claims on the Fifth (due,,process), Sixth (right of
confrontation), and Fourteenth (equal protection of
the law) Amendments of the U:SYtonstitntion. Case
law which develops the right to an interpreter is
sparse and varied. Gideon v Wainright5 defines the
right of the indigent to an interpreter at government
expense. The well-known NegronO case gave the
judges broad discretionary powers in appointing
interpreters. This resulted in marked inconsistency in
their treatment of the language-handicapped
defendants. In 1977, the U.S. Comptroller General"
reported to Congress that: ". . .

language-disabled

persons tend to be treated
differently depending on

the nature of their
disability

...
provisions for those

who are deaf and deaf-mute often are more

comprehensive

	

Advocates also pointed out that
judges were placed in the position of having to assess
the linguistic proficiency of a language-handicapped
litigant a task for which they were not necessarily
competent. The discretionary basis established by the
Negron case evolved into a series of statutes that

regulated the appointment of interpreters at court
until the enactment of the Court Interpreters Act."

The Court Interpreters Act

The law is quite specific in defining a plan for

addressing the concerns which led to its enactment. It
does so at three levels of specificity: a) the Director of
the Administrative Office of the U.S. Courts; b) the

presiding officer of the court; and, c) the individual
before the court. At the first level, the law 13 states that
the Director: 1) "shall establish a program to facilitate
the use of interpreters in the courts of the U.S."; 2)
"shall prescribe, determine, and certify the

qualifications of persons who may serve as certified

interpreters..."; 3) "shall maintain a current master
list of all interpreters certified by the Director"; 4)
"shall report annually on the frequency of requests
for, and the use and effectiveness of, interpreters;"
and, 5)" shall pay the salaries, fees, expenses and costs

from sums appropriated to the Federal judiciary."
At the level of the presiding judicial officer, the

law stipulates that said officer, with the assistance of
the Director, "shall utilize the services of the most
available interpreter" when no certified interpreter is

reasonably available; and, "shall dismiss an interpreter,
if said interpreter is unable to communicate effectively
with the presiding judicial officer, the U.S. attorney, a
party (including a defendant in a criminal case), or a
witness."

At the level of the individual, the law stipulates
that: I) "an individual requiring the services of an
interpreter may seek the assistance of the clerk of
court or the Director to do so if in any criminal or
civil action the presiding judicial officer does not
appoint an interpreter;" 2) "any individual, other than
a witness.... entitled to interpretation may waive such
interpretation in whole or in part." However, prior
approval by the presiding judicial official is necessary
and the waiver must be expressly made by the
individual on the record "after opportunity to consult
with counsel and after explanation ... of the nature
and effect of the waiver;" and that, 3) an individual
who waives his/her right to an interpreter may utilize
the services of a non-certified interpreter.

Implementation of the Act

Primary responsibility for the implementation of
the Act fell upon the Director of the Administrative
Office of the U.S. Courts. In turn, the Director
appointed a Project Director who was charged with

outlining procedures and recommending ways and
means for implementing the Act. The Project
Director's office thus assumed language planning
responsibilities.

The Project Director first carried out a
nation-wide study of interpretation practices, court

interpretation services, and held interviews with

seventy persons, among whom were officers of
international, national, and state interpreting and
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court interpreting associations, state officials,
academia, the Registry of Interpreters for the Deaf,
full-time salaried court interpreters, ad-hoc free
lancers, judges, federal public defenders, U.S.

attorneys, and clerks of court. After this preliminary
study, the Project Director recommended that a

multi-disciplinary group of consultants be appointed
to develop the certification mandated by the law. 14

Because the vast majority of court appearances

involved Spanish speakers, this language was chosen as

pilot language.

Represented in the group of consultants

appointed to design 15 the federal certification process
were representatives of the California Court

Interpreters Association (largest in the nation),

linguists and foreign language scholars who had
researched the comprehension of the Miranda rights
(a law which permits the accused to remain silent),
courtroom register, and interpretation services in the
federal courts, and persons who had been involved in

interpreter training and testing in academic
institutions and in international organizations. In
addition, three bilingual federal judges evaluated the

proposed design. Actual development of the
certification instruments was carried out in two stages.
First, a two-week meeting was held in Washington,
D.C. to develop the over-all design. At this time, it was
decided that the certification process would consist of
two parts: a preliminary written examination would
screen candidates for the necessary language
proficiency; and a second interpretation performance
examination would assess job-related interpretation
competency. Candidates successfully passing both

parts would be certified by the Director and placed on
the master federal registry.

Since the Graduate Record Examination level
desired as a model did not exist in Spanish, the group
proceeded to develop in English and in Spanish two

parallel sets of written examinations. A selected
nation-wide group of examinees was invited to take
the pilot written examination and the results of their
tests provided the information needed for an item

analysis of the pilot instrument. The final version was

ready for administration in March of 1980.
In February, 1980, the task force met again to

develop the interpretation examination ("oral part"). A
criterion-referenced oral test was developed which
consisted of sections testing performance in
simultaneous interpretation, consecutive

interpretation, and sight translation. An objective and

subjective rating system of interpretation performance
was developed. The federal judges again met with the

group to evaluate the design and help in the acutal

drafting of the courtroom-related mock situations that
constituted the test. Another task force then met to

develop a rater training program and a test

administration manual. All members of the examining
team are expected to undergo this training program
prior to the actual administration of the orals.

The actual administration of the examination is

entrusted to two groups. Under written agreement
with the Office of Personnel Management, the federal

testing unit, the written examination is administered

according to instructions provided by the Project
Director. The administration of the interpretation
examination is entrusted to a number of
three-member teams that administer the test at chosen

locations across the nation. To ensure optimal fairness

to the candidates, maximize group expertise, and
minimize the possibility of any particular school of

thought predominating within any given team, each

examining team is made up of one practising court

interpreter, one conference interpreter, and one

language specialist. The language specialist may be a

foreign language or lingistics scholar, an educator, or

an in-house language specialist working in
international organizations or other similar

organizations.
To date, the examinations have been administered

three times. Of the 4381 persons attempting
certification, only 222 have gained certification. Such a

passing rate sent shock waves throughout the court

interpreting profession. Opinions among the

non-passing population were divided: some considered

the test hard but fair; others, 'totally unrealistic'. At

the beginning, some judges joined their trusted court

interpreters in criticizing the test. However, the high
standards and the noticeable difference in

performance by the federally certified interpreters
have assured the test a reputation of having brought
new standards to the profession. Criticism of the test

points to the generally low standard of interpretation
and of language proficiency in existence in the courts
and is based on a general misunderstanding of what
the certification examinations aim to test. The fact that
the written examination (comprised of sections dealing
with antonyms, synonyms, sentence completion,
reading comprehension, and language usage) attempts
to assess an adequate level of language proficiency in

both languages is not yet generally understood nor
is the fact that such proficiency is a vital prerequisite
to interpretation practice. With respect to the oral or

interpretation test, the fact that it, in turn, attempts to
assess general interpretation competency within the
framework of the functional job tasks required of a
court interpreter, is equally misunderstood. As
information on the test design becomes generally
known, a better understanding of the testing goals will

undoubtedly result.

Though several law suits protesting the equity of
the test have been contemplated, only one has

(Continued on page 4)

Volume 9 " Number 1 0 Language Planning Newsletter

Language Planning'. .. continued






materialized to date. In November, 1980, Norma
Seltzer and Margarita Torres-Cartagena sued the
federal government in the state of New York after
failing the written examinations. The plaintiffs
claimed that their experience as court interpreters (in
over seven hundred cases) and their competence as
such had not been taken into consideration by the
certification process. Friendly judges, lawyers and
court officials supported their claim. After receiving
testimony on the composition of the task forces, the
design and development of the certification
instruments and of the process in general the court
ruled in the government's favor."

Effects of Certification
The effects of the legislation are impressive and

have been quick in coming. The legal and the
interpreting communities have both become
increasingly aware of the Act and of its effects on
their activities. The number of full-time positions has
tripled, as have full-time salaries. In some cases, per
diems are almost five times the previous rate. A
standardized pay scale now exists in the federal courts
for certified and non-certified interpreters. Whereas
only two states had any type of certification
regulations prior to the law, thirteen states and
municipalities are presently considering certification
legislation. The assignment of certified interpreters
from one district to another to facilitate the
continuance of proceedings (an unheard of practice
prior to the Act) is now an accepted administrative
procedure. The media increasingly reports on court
interpreting and the plight of the non-English
speaking litigant in the courts. Simultaneous
interpretation, electronic equipment, and the dual
recording of court proceedings are beginning to be
used in the courts. Thus, judges, lawyers, and litigants
are becoming aware of improved communication
alternatives available to them. The profession, as a
whole, is re-structuring itself because of the law.

The quality of interpretation in the Courts has
become an increasingly discussed issue on the part of
judges, lawyers, and consumers in both the federal
and state levels. More and more the quality of the
interpretation services provided is being questioned.
Lawyers and judges are increasingly wary of using
non-certified interpreters and judges are increasingly
willing to allow for the use of federally certified
interpreters at the state level. Judges are increasingly
aware of a litigant's right to an interpreter. During the
recent re-trial of Juan Corona in California, the

presiding judge appointed an interpreter when
Corona could not prove, to the judge's satisfaction,
that he understood English. During the first trial, the
issue had not been addressed and no interpreter was
provided.

17

A case recently tried before a grand jury in New
York highlighted the issue of certification for the less
frequently used languages and raised the question of
accuracy of interpretation. Upon request of the
defense attorney, the testimony was recorded. The
accuracy of the interpretation was then questioned
and independent expert judgment sought.
Back-translations of the Japanese/English proceedings
by a specialist caused the judge to change the
indictments on several charges. The case is presently
under review." In Miami, a bilingual jury questioned
the competency of a substitute non-certified
interpreter during a recent trial. The case awaits
decision. Among other issues, the case raises the
question of the extent to which a bilingual juror can
question the interpretation." The list grows almost
weekly.

Shortcomings of the Act
The impressive listing of positive effects tends to

mask the fact that certain important issues were not
addressed by the Act. One serious shortcoming in the
Act is that it totally ignores the issues of training. No
provisions are made, for example, for the in-service
training of practitioners nor for the appropriate
funding of such programs. (The issue of certification
of infrequently used languages could have been
addressed by such in-house training provisions.) Also,
though the Act has resulted in a marked increase in
the number of full-time salaried positions, in no way
does it address working conditions. The unusual
demands and the extra-ordinary stress that accompany
interpretation practice have resulted in a series of

internationallly used working conditions that aim at
ensuring a high level of performance on the part of
the interpreter. These vital issues, so regrettably
ignored by the law, lie at the very core of
interpretation performance. One can only regret that
no one who testified for this legislation addressed
these two important issues.

During the hearings, advocates of the legislation
were quick to point out its shortcomings. The U.S.
Commission on Civil Rights noted that the Act failed
to provide for the use of simultaneous interpretation
and of recording equipment in both languages. In
stressing this point, the Commission noted that,
though "cognizant of the standards outlined ... for
the certification ... ineffective and/or erroneous
translation is possible nonetheless. If that should
occur, however rare it may be .... appellate review
would be difficult, if not impossible, absent a record of
the translation ... Clearly, accuracy of translation is a
wholly separate issue from the qualifications of
interpreters.

"25

Another criticism that is made, concerns the lack
of implementation schedule to cover certification of
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infrequently used languages. In his 1979 report to

Congress, the Project Director identified thirty-five
additional languages that had been used in district and

bankruptcy courts. Though the next language to be
considered for certification is Navaho, no immediate

provisions have been made for certification in other

languages. The new pay scale significantly
differentiates between salary and fees paid to certified
vs non-certified interpreters. Interpreters of

infrequently used languages are understandably
pressuring for certification. At present, a court using
the services of one of these interpreters, may pay the
certified rate if there is prior approval of acceptable
credentials by the Project Director. Thus, certification

by the Registry of Interpreters for the Deaf (RID), the
State Department, or other such acceptable
credentials, may result in payment at the certified rate.
However, this pragmatic solution conceals some
weaknesses. A known example relates to RID
certifications. This organization has recently
discontinued offering examinations for the master
comprehensive skills and legal specialist certifications.
Thus, a number of potentially qualified persons are
deprived of possible certified status with the

Though the Act requires the Director to "annually
report on the effectiveness of interpretation" no
mechanism or funding for validation and/or
evaluation studies of the certification process exist.

Ironically, perhaps, the greatest adverse result of this

legislation could reside in its very success. The present
interest at the state and local level for certification
constitutes an issue that merits close scrutiny and
serious study. A proliferation of meaningless
certification credentials at whatever level does not, by
and of itself, ensure correct interpretation. The
federal certification is meaningful only to the extent
that it uses a criterion of interpretation performance
that ensures accurate and meaningful translation of
court proceedings. Certification for certification sake is

dangerous. A situation could result where the very
rights that the legislation aims to protect are placed in

jeopardy by pro forma certification of professionals.

Summary
The forces that exerted pressures on the language

planner (Congress) for the enactment of the Court
Interpreters Act can be summarized in the following
diagram.

advocates	 concerned	 concerned legislators
for the

	

court	
hearing and	 interpreters				 concernedminority

rights

	

speech-impaired
advocates			
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- - certification proponents

-Chicano
rights advocates	 Language		

concerned

r P1
.

	

lawyersPlanner			 --

training advocates- - - - - - - - -	
- interpreting profession

-

examineesPuerto Rican	 /
rights advocates	 /	 t		\
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'		Civil liberties		 prospective
,

non-certified	 advocates	 non-passing	 candidates for

interpreters	
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certification

corresponding loss in income. Possible amendments to
the law may be necessary to address such concerns.

The law allows for the use of non-certified
interpreters - leaving this choice to the individual
litigant, or to the discretion of the judge. The
possibility of using the "most available" interpreter
allows, perhaps, for the most covert resistance to the
implementation of the law since certain districts may
resist using certified interpreters. Furthermore, by
giving litigants discretionary powers in the choice of a
non-certified interpreter the law allows for a possible
self-serving choice of interpreters on the part of
counsel and consumers.21

We can see that, once the effects of the
implementation became apparent, new groups (dashed
lines) emerged and started exerting pressure, in turn,
on the language planner (the Program Director). As
can be surmised from this diagram, the need for
possible amendments to the Act and for the
formulation of ad hoc regulations is becoming pressing.

The implementation process for the Court
Interpreters Act has been characterized by the use of
multi-disciplinary expertise in the search for the best
possible solution to the goal in hand. Undoubtedly,
further application of language planning methodology
and models will contribute to the further
(Continued on page 6)
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MEETING - American Association for Applied
Linguistics

The December 28, 1982 meeting of the American
Association for Applied Linguistics held in San Diego,
California included two papers of interest for

language planners:

Georganne Weller	 Bilingualism and language
planning: The present state of
affairs in Mexico

David Jeuda	 Language policy and language
planning in the Netherlands
Antilles and Surinam

CONFERENCE - Second International Conference
on Minority Languages

The Second International Conference on Minority
Languages to be held in Turku/Abo, Finland, June

2-12, 1983 will have the following papers of especial
interest to language planners:

Toussaint Hocevar	 Economics of language in
post-industrial societies

J. Derrick McClure	 Some aspects of language
planning for lowland Scots

Ceinwen H. Thomas Terminological work in the	
Welsh language

John Edwards	 The Irish language:	
Educational planning and	

preservation
Anna-Riitta Lindren	 What can we do when a	

language is dying? (Finnish	
in Northern Norway)

Marjut Aikio	 Minority language planning	
in the Northern Calotte

Further information can be obtained by writing to:
Nordisk sprâksekretariat
Posthoks 8107 Dep
Oslo 1, Norway

runderstanding

of the complex implementation process S. Though this issue was part of the court interpreter legislation

necessitated by this Act. If nothing else, the Act's it was dropped. A separate bill was subsequently introduced to

implementation constitutes an excellent example of
address this particular concern. Action is still pending.

the powerful effects to be gained through the use of 9. 372 U.S. 335, 339-340 (1963).

sociolinguistic and psychological methodology and 10. U.S. ex rd Negron v New York (434 F 2d 386 (1970).
research findings to the solving of real life problems.

11. Report of the Comptroller General of the U.S. Use of Interpreters

References for Language Disabled Persons involved in Federal, State, and Local

Judicial Proceedings, 1976.

1. Health, Shirley Brice. English is our language heritage, in 12. (1) Rule 28 (B) of the Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure. (2)
Language in the U.S.A. Charles A. Ferguson and Shirley Brice Heath, The Criminal justice Act of 1964 (18 USC 3006(e)). (3) Rule 43(F)
editors. Cambridge University Press, 1981. p. 6-20. of the Federal Roles of Civil Procedure. (4) Rule 604 of the Federal

2. Tornella, Juan R. Testimony before the Subcommittee on Civil
Rules of Evidence.

and Constitutional Rights of the Committee on the judiciary. House 13. P.L. 95-539, 95th. Congress, 1978.
of Representatives. 95th. Congress. Second Session. July 19., Aug. 2,
and 9, 1978. Government Printing Office, 1978, p. 100. 14. Leeth, Jon. Preliminary Report, Court Interpreter Act Implementation.

Oct. 25, 1979. Unpublished manuscript.
3. Morales-Sanchez, Julio. Testimony before the Subcommittee on

Civil and Constitutional Rights of the Committee on the judiciary.
15. See Arjona, Etilvia. A multi-disciplinary approach to test design:

House of Representatives. 95th. Congress. Second Session. July 19, the Federal Court Interpreters Certification Examination. Stanford

Aug. 2, and 9, 1978. Government Printing Office, 1978. p. 127. University. Unpublished manuscript.

4. Terry vs State (15S, 386, 387).
16. Seltzer and Torres-Cartagena vs. Foley et al, 80 Civ 6494 (MP)

5. U.S. Commission on Civil Rights. Mexican Americans and the 17. Telephone interview with Inez Swaney, interpreter for the trial.

Administration is/Justice in the Southwest United States Commission on Dec. 2, 1982.

Civil Rights -Report, March, 1970. Washington, D.C.: U.S. 18. Telephone interview with Dma Kohn, chief interpreter of the
Commission on Civil Rights, 1970. N.Y. court. Dec. 2, 1982.

6. Institute for Court Management. Justscer System Interpreter 19. Telephone interview with Luis Nigaglioni, interpreter in the
Certification: Task Force Report. Los Angeles, Ca. Miami courts.

7. A series of bills known as the Bilingual Courts bills were the 20. U.S. Commission on Civil Rights. House of Representative.
precursor legislation for the Court Interpreter Act. These bills were:

Hearings on P.L. 95, 539, 1978. p. 341-343.
S 565/HR. 8324 and HR. 10228; and S. 1724/HR. 7728 and HR.
7777. 21. I am thankful to Luis Nigaglioni for pointing out this issue.
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CONFERENCE - Language Planning and Language
Policy

The Forumfor Interdisciplinary Research IV will
devote its third international conference to Language

Planning and Language Policy. The conference will be

held December 14th through 18th, 1983 in Curacao,

Netherlands Antilles.

The topics include:
1.	 Foundations of Language Planning: Theory

and Practice.

2.	 Reports from Language Planning
Organizations.

3.	 Language Planning Efforts in Education:

language choice, use of vernacular,
educational rights of language minorities,
transient populations, formal vs. non-formal
education.

4.	 Community Impact on Policy Formulation
and Policy Implementation.

5.	 Modernization and Standardization.

6.	 Language Planning for Administration and
Official Use.

7.	 Language Planning and the Legal Context.

8.	 Interdisciplinary Approaches to Language
Planning: contributions from other disciplines
such as social planning, economics, decision

theory, political science.

9.	 Language Policy and Literacy.

10.	 Language Planning and the Media.

11.	 Language Planning in Multilingual, Pidgin
and Creole Speaking Communities.

A group of competent referees will select blindly
proposed topics. Send abstracts with author's identity
removed, and placed in a sealed envelope to
conference chair. Deadline for abstracts is April 15,
1983. Deadline for finished papers is September 30,
1983. Plans are being made for publication of selected
papers.

Juan Cobarrubias, Conference Chair
School of Education
Seton Hall University
South Orange, New Jersey 07079

Robert St. Clair, Conference Coordinator
Department of English
University of Louisville
Louisville, Kentucky 40292

SEMINAR - Linguistic Minorities and Literacy

The United Nations University held a seminar on

linguistic minorities and literacy in Tokyo, Japan, 4-5

September 1982. Participants of eleven countries
discussed problems concerning the fate of minority
languages in developing countries.

Some of the basic questions addressed at the
seminar were:

1. How can the conflicts between the rights of

linguistic minorities to use and preserve their

languages and the desire of centralized states to
establish a national language be resolved without

sacrificing the interests of minority groups? What
are relative values of centralization, on the one
hand, and cultural and linguistic variety, on the
other hand?

2. If literacy is recognized as a desirable goal for

everyone, how can this goal be best achieved for

linguistic minorities? What are the factors to be
taken into account in deciding in what language
literacy should be taught to a linguistic minority?
Should linguistic minorities have the right to
choose the language in which literacy is taught?

3. What are the social consequences of literacy
campaigns carried out in a language other than
the mother tongue of those who are/were being
subjected to such campaigns?

4. What are the pros and cons of teaching literacy
in vernacular languages? Should hitherto
unwritten languages be reduced to writing in
order to be used as written languages?

5. Should the decline of minority languages be

accepted as an unavoidable consequence of
modernization, or should measures be sought to
arrest such a decline and support minority
languages under pressure?

For further information write:

Florian Coulmas
The National Language Research Institute
3-9-14 Nishigaoka, Kita-ku

Tokyo 115, Japan

MEETING - Dictionary Society of North America

The biennial meeting of the Dictionary Society of
North America will beheld June 9-11, 1983 at the

University of Delaware, Newark, Delaware, The theme
of this meeting is: "The Lexicon and Lexicography."
Members of the Society are invited to send abstracts of

(Continued on page 8)
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papers as soon as possible. No abstracts will be
accepted after April first. A camera-ready copy of
each paper is necessary by May 1, 1983. Send abstracts
to:

Roger J. Steiner
Dept. of Languages and Literature
University of Delaware
Newark, DE 19711
USA

CONGRESS - World Congress of Esperanto

The Universal Esperanto Association, organizer of
the annual World Congress of Esperanto, has
announced the following calendar for the years
1983-85.

68th World Congress of Esperanto, Budapest,
Hungary, 30 July - August 1983. Topic: Social and
Linguistic Aspects of Modern Communications.

69th World Congress of Esperanto, Vancouver,
Canada, 21-28 July 1984.

70th World Congress of Esperanto, - Augsburg,
Federal Republic of Germany, 3-10 August 1985.

Likely candidates for futures years are Peking
(1986), Warsaw (1987) and Brisbane (1988).

The 67th World Congress of Esperanto took place
in Antwerp, Belgium, from 24 to 31 July 1982 with
1,900 participants from over fifty countries.

For further information, contact either:

Nieuwc Binnenweg 176
3015 BJ
Rotterdam, Netherlands

777 United Nations Plaza
New Vu T4 10011'/
USA

CONGRESS - 7th World Congress of AILA

The 7th World Congress of Applied Linguistics to
be held in Brussels, Belgium on August 5-10, 1984
will focus on the following topics: Language Problems
in Developing Nations, Language and Society,
Language and Mind, Language Teaching and

Learning, Communication and Interaction and

Logico-Linguistics. Participants are invited to subin
abstracts of thirty-minute papers on these topics and
arc urged to send in their abstracts well in advance
the deadline which is September 1, 1983. They will In
notified of the committee's decision within 3 monih
of receipt. The abstracts should be 2 pages long
be written in English, French or Dutch, typed wit

double spacing on one side of the paper only, and
submitted in 3 copies. For further information about
the Congress, write: AILA World Congress, 1984,
University of Brussels, ITO/VUB, Pleinlaan 2, B-1050
Brussels, Belgium. Requests for organizing workshops,
roundtables and the like should be sent to: D.L.
Goyvaerts, August Vermeylenlaan 21 (#29),
2050-Antwerp, Belgium.

COLLOQUIUM - Théorie et réalité de 1' égalite
jundique des langues au Canada (Theory and reality
of the judicial equality of languages in Canada)

The law school and the International Center for
Research on Bilingualism (CIRB) held a colloquium
on November 4-6, 1982 at the University of Laval,
Quebec, Canada. This conference addressed the
adequacy of the implementation process resulting
from recent laws which reaffirm the equality of
English and French in Canada. The conference looked
at three domains: justice, public administration and
education. The colloquium was organized by Ivan
Bernier, Dean of the Law School; Jeari-Denis
Gendron, Director of CIRB; and Alain Prujiner,
professor of law and research coordination, CIRB.

For further information, write:

Alain Prujiner
Faculté de Droit
Université Laval

Ste-Foy, Quebec
G1K 7P4
Canada
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