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IntrOdUCtiOn

In　recent　decades，　a　vigorous　debate　has　been　in　progress　within　Australia　on　the　appropriate

direction　for　foreign　language　education　in　the　nation’s　schools．　While　this　debate　has　been

conducted　in　a　variety　of丘）rums　and　has　covered　a　wide　range　of　issues，　it　has　been　charac－

terised　by　harsh　criticism　of　the　status　quo．　In　2007，　three　leading　academics　branded　the　state

of　language　education　in　Australia‘a　national　tragedy　and　an　international　embarrassment’

（Clyne，　Pauwels　8ζSussex　2007）．　The　same　year，　a　group　of　eight　of　Australia’s　leading　uni－

versities　issued　a　report　entitled‘Languages　in　Crisis：ARescue　Plan　fbr　Australia’，　in　which

it　advocated‘urgent　action’in　order　fbr　Australia　to　avoid‘the　serious　educational，　national

secur三ty　and　economic　consequences　of　becoming　monolinguar（Group　of　Eight　2007）．

Against　this　background，　this　study　will　focus　on　one　prominent　strand　of　the　Australian

language　education　debate，　namely　what　one　could　refer　to　as　‘the　Asian　languages　question’．

While　the　term　‘Asian　language’　could　of　course　refer　to　any　of　the　hundreds　of　languages

spoken　across　the　continent　of　Asia，　this　discussion　is　concerned　with　those　Asian　languages

that　are　studied　in　Australian　schools，　but　primarily　the　four　languages　earmarked　f（）r　priority

funding　by　governments　in　the　mid－1990s　and　again　in　2008，　namely　Chinese（Mandarin），

Indonesian，　Japanese　and　Korean．

The　dynamics　of　the　Asian　languages　debate　cannot　be　fully　appreciated　with皿t　some　under－

standing　of　both　the　broader　language　learning　context　in　Australia　and　the　politico－economic
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environment　in　which　policy　decisiolls　are　made．　Thus，　I　shall　attelnpt　to　explain，　firstly，、、・hy

lnany　Australian　commentators　consider　fbreign　language　education　to　be　in　crisis，　and，　sec－

ondly，　why、　in　a　country　whose　population　is　overwhelmingly　European　in　ethnicity，　policy－

makers　have　attached　stlch　importance　in　recent　years　to　the　study　of　Asian　languages．　It　is

worth　pointing　out　at　this　juncture　that　the　terrn‘丘）reign　language’is　used　throughout　this

study　to　refer　to　any　language　other　than　English－with　the　sole　exception　of　Australia’s　in－

digenous　languages，　i．e．　those　9．　P　o　ke　n　as　nlother－tollgues　by　the　country’s　aboriginal　iIlhabit－

ants．　Unless　specified　otherwise，　the　ternゴLanguage　Other　Than　English’（LOTE）is　used　to

refer　exclusively　to　the　school　sublect　of　that　nalne・

Given　the　impossibility　of　recordillg　here　the　lnyriad　of　opinions　expressed　thus　far　on　the

issue　of　Asian　lallguage　study，　the　study　seeks　mcrely　to　highlight　a　few　of　thc　most　salient

issues　and　views　in　the　debate　thus　far．　Tb　this　end，　the　case　both　f（）r　and　against　the　prior－

itization　of　Asian　languages　as　foci　of　study　in　Australian　schools　will　be　discussed．　On　the

basis　ofthis　discussion，　I　shall　speculate　briefly　as　to　the　future　direction　of　the　Ag．　ian　langua．g；es

debate．

Foreign　Language　Education　in　Australia：ADiscourse　of　Crisis

A　・W’ultil’ingual　S・ciet＞・疏1M　M・11・iingual　，IV｛findset’

Advocates　of　fbreign　language　education　often　emphasise　the　multilingual　character　of　con－

temporary　Australian　society．　In　this　connection，　a　series　of　nine　reports　published　by　the

National　Language　and　Literacy　Institute　of　Australia　in　the　l990s　focused　on　the　task　of

‘unlocking　Australia’s　language　potential’（see，　among　others，　Cryle，　Freadman＆Halma　l993）．

According　to　Mario　Daniel　Martin（2005：1），　Australia　is　actually　the　most　niLiltilingual　of

the〔Ellglish－speaking　countries’、　with　about　16　o／，）of　its　population（as　of　2005）speaking　a

language　other　than　English　at　home．　In　celebration　of　the　Australia’s　ethnic　diversity，　the

country’s　pol｛ticians　now　subscribe，　to　a　greater　or　lesser　extent・to　the　goal　of‘nlulticしlltural－

ism’．　In　1989、　a　report　entitled　The　National　Agenda　fbr　a　N・lulticultural　Australia’was　pre－

sented　to　Parliament　with　the　backing．　ofthe　country’s　two　main　political　parties，　the　Australian

Labor　Party　and　the　Liberal　Party　of　Australia．　A　key　dimension　in　the　multiculturalism　policy

outlined　ill　the　Nati（）nal　Agenda　was　the　principle　of　‘cultural　identitゾ，　defined　as：

the　right　ofall　Australians，　within　carefully　defined　limits、　to　express　and　share　thelrindi、’idual

cultural　heritage、　illcludillg　their　language　and　religion．（O入IA　l989：xii）

Against　this　background，　it　is　perhaps　interesting　to　note　that　the　term‘fbreign　language’has

virtually　been　erased　from　the　contemporary　Australian　educational　lexicon．　IIlstead，　the　term

‘LOTE’，　which　stands　fbピ1．allguages　Other　Than　English’，　is　preferred　since　it　suggests　that

any　language，　regardless　of　its　origin，　is　a　legitimate　part　of　the　national　lang．　uage　demography．

In　the　context　of　an　inclusive，　multicultural　Australia，　the　case　fbr　LOTE　was　made　ill　the

f（）llowing　way　by　the　Australian　Education　Council（a　body　comprised　ofthe　Commonwealth

Minister　of　Education　and　Nlinisters　of　Education　from　each　State　and　Territory）and　the

Curriculum　Corporation：
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ILOTE　learning］serves　to　affirm　the　culturally　diverse　nature　of　Australian　society　and　the

fact　that　Australians　use　languages　other　thaii　Ellglish　in　a　variety　of　contexts　，　including

community　im’olvement、　business、　politics　and　the　arts．　The　sociocultural　understandings　de－

veloped　through　the　study　of　LOTE　also　promote　positive　cross－cし11tしiral　relationships、　thereby

contributing　to　social　cohesion．（Australian　Education　Coullcil＆Curriculu111　Corporation

l994：5）

In　recent　years，　the　teaching　of　the　mother　tongues　ofAustralia’s　imnコigrant　comnlunities－

often　referred　to　asどonコmunity　languages’（Clyne　l991）－has　strengthened　collsiderab1｝㌧

According　to　the　website　of　Coinmt〃1めノL‘1〃gtt　ages　At’stra　li‘1，　some　l400　commullity　languages

schools　had　been　established　nationwide　as　of　2009，　with　state　support．　Further，　Australia　has

established，　also　with　government　support、　a　public　broadcasting．　radio　and　televig．　ion　network、

known　as　SBS（Special　Broadcasting　Service）with　the　declared　purpose　of　providing　mu［ti－

lingual　and　multicultural　radio　and　television　services　Cthat　inf（）mコ、　educate　and　entertain　all

Australians　and．　in　doing　so、　reflect　Australia’s　multicultural　society’（Iacka　2002：335）．　As　a

statement　of　the　importance　governnient　attaches，　ostensibly　at　leas　t、　to　f（）reigll　language　edu－

cation，　LOTE　has　been　designated　as　one　of　eighピkey　learning　areas’（KLAs）ofthe　national

currictllum（MCEETYA　l997）．

For　all　the　above，　Australia　remaills　in　the　eyes　of　many　an　archetypal‘English－speaking

country’．　Braj　Kachru，　the　doyen　of　‘X・X’orld　Englig．　hes’、　has　categorized　Australia　as　an‘ilmer

circle’country，　i．e．　one　of　the‘traditional　cultし1ral　and　lingu▲stic　bases　of　English’（Kachru

1992：356）・、Vith　the　emergence　of　English　as　the　d（i　Sacto　internati（）nal　business　ling　ua．fra　tica

（see　Crystal　1997，2003），lamentations　ofsocietal　monolingualism　have　frequently　been　voiced

in　Austraha，　as　elsewhere　ill　the　Enghsh－speaking　world（see　Asthana　2007；British　Academy

2009；McGroarty　l997；Nuffield　Foundation　2000；Simoll　l980）．　Thus，　f（）r　some，　the　funda－

mental　malaise　pervading　language　education　in　Australia　is　what　Michael　Clyne（2005）has

referred　to　as　its‘monolingual　mindset’．　i．e．　a　Inindset　that‘sees　everythiiis，　in　terms　of　lllollO－

lingualism　being　the　norm’，　while　multilingualisln　is　perceived　as‘outside　the　possible　experi－

ence　of‘real　Australians’or‘even　in　the　too－hard　baskeピ（Clyne　2005：xi）．　In　similar　vein、　the

Australian　Academy　of　the　Hulnanities　has　lamented　Australia’s‘aggressively　molloli1〕gual

culture’（Lane　2009），　while　a　report　from　Griffith　University　has　identified　Austraha　as’the

third　most　monolingual　developed　natioll　in　the“rorld　’，、vhere　three－quarters　of　the　popula－

tion　are　capable　of　speaking　only　English（Griffith　University　Asia　Institute　2009）．　Given　the

above，　it　is　perhaps　no　nlajor　surprise　that　Atlstralia’s　iiidigenous　languages　have　fared　very

poorly　indeed・In　the　early　1980s、　Colin　YalloP（1982）noted　that　some　50　Aborigillal　lan9しlages

had　become　extinct　since　the　arrival　ofEuropean　settlers，　with　a　further　lOO　at　risk　ofextillc－

tion．　Less　than　a　decade　later，　Annette　Schmidt（1990）put　the　number　of　extinct　languages

at　160　and　endangered　languages　at　70．

Unc｛ervaluation（ずSchool　Foγeign　Language　Ec｛ucation

In　the　environment　described　above，　academics　have　long　arg．　ued　that　tk）reign　languages　oc－

cupy　a　Iow　priority　in　the　Australian　education　system，　especially　by　comparison　with‘core

subjects’like　English　and　mathematics．　Elaine　McKay，　for　illstallce、　once　described　sec（）nd

language　learning　in　Australia　as　a‘marginalized，　underva［ued　and　exotic　activity’（NicKay

c
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1988：37）．For　Clyne，　the　roots　ofthe　probleni　lie　inthe　aforementioned‘monolingual　mindset’，

which　has　created‘the　myth　of　the　overcrowded　school　curriculum　that　has　no　space　fbr　any

la　llguag．　e　other　than　English’and’presしlpPoses　that　leariiiiig　and　knowing　another　language

detracts　froni　English　literacy’（Clyne　2005：294）．

Official　statistics　lend　lustihcation　to　concerns　that　schools　devote　insufficieiit　time　to　fbreign

lallguage　study．　Accordillg　to　an　OECD　report，　Australian　9－to　l　l－year－olds　spent　only　l94）

of　their　school　tilne　in　2007011　the　study　of‘1丁iodern　fo　i’eiJii　languages’（OECI7）2009：367）．

In　the　same　year、　Andrew　Ferguson　reported　that　primar｝・school　teachers　were　speiiding　380／o

of　their　instructional　time　teaching　Ellglish　and　l8《？／6　teaching　mathematics．　，　while　teaching

of　LOTE　averaged　a　mere　29・6（Ferguson　2007）．　In　Vlctoria、　a　significant　number　of　schools

do　llot　reqしlire　thcir　studcnts　to　study　a　second　language、　in　apParent　contraventioll　ofguide－

lines　from　the　state　educational　authorities　recoinmending　that　LOTE　classes　be　offered　fbr

the　full　duration（）f　the　colnpulsory　sch（）oling　Period．　Nloreover，　a　large　iiuiiiber　of　schools

routinely　connply　with　departniental　guidelines　only　by　operating　so－called　‘language　and

cしIltural　awarenessl　programmes、　through　which　children　are　introduced　to‘some　vocabulary

and　aspects　ofs〈）ciety、　language　and　culturel　In2007、　more　than　40（※）ofprinlary　school　pupils

in　Victoria　attended　such　progranmles．（Victoria　Departmellt　of　Educatioll　and　Early　Child－

hood　Development　2009：12）．　In　the　same　year，　only　3°／60f　Victorian　primary　schools　suc－

ceeded　in　nleeting　the　MilliMUM　weekly　target　of　l50　milnutes　ofcontact　tilne　for　prilnary－level

LOTE　programmes（Victoria　Department　of　Education　and　Early　Childhood　Development

2009：23－24）．

However、　all　arguably　more　serious　collCel’ll　for　advocates（）f　a　multiling．　ual　Australia　is　the

fact　that　all　but　a　small　percentage　of　the　nation’s　scho（）lchildren‘drop’L（）TE　before　entering

the　final　years　of　their　secondary　education，　thus　lilniting　their　chances　of　attailling　fluency

and　literacy　ill　a　foreign　language．　In　this　connection、　Robert　McClelland　observed　in　2007

that　only　l3．4〔↓o（ハfAustralian　Year　l2stしldents　were　ellgaged　in　fbreign　language　study，　com－

pared　with　Lgg　per　cent’of　their　counterparts　in　the　Netherlands（iNlcClelland　2007）・XVhile

there　lllaY　be　nしlmerous　poss．　ible　explanations　fbr　this　sitしlation，　there　does　apPear　to　be　a

widely－held　perception　ill　Australia　that　a　pupil’s　prospects　ofattending　theしtniversity　of　their

choice　will　be　jeopardized　by　contil）uing　study　of　a　fo　i－eig　ii　language　illto　the　later　years　of

secondary　edしlcation、　on　the　grounds　that　it　is　difficult　to　attaill　high　grades　ill　university

nnatriculation　exalllillatiOIIs　iIl　LOTE　by　comparison　with　other　sublects．　In　an　attempt　to

rectify　this　situation、　state　exanlilNatiOII　boards　have　introduced　a　system　known　as‘scaling㌔

which　eqllalises　the　results　of‘more　difficLilt’subjects（hke　LOTE）with　those　of‘easier’ones

（see　VTAC　2005）．　Universities　have　also　sought　to　incentivize　fbreign　language　study　by　of－

fering　a　bollus　t〈）students　who　take　a　LOTE　subject　in　Year　l　l　and／or　l2．　In　Victoria，　fbr

instance、　the　ullixTersity　elltrance　systeln　provides　a　lO（↓6　bonus　on　the　entry　score　of　any

studeDt　who　successfully　connPletes　a　LOTE　subject　at　Year　l21evel（Group　of　Eight　2007：4）．

Despite　such　illitiatives、　Year　l2　LOTE　enrolnnent　has　reniained　generally　low　across　the　coull－

try，　generatillg　pernicious　knock－oll　effectg．　on　the　entire　language　education　systenn．　At　the

tertiary　level，　the　iiunnber　and　variety　of　lallguage　degree　progranlnles　has　declined　quite

dramatically．　In　l997，661anguages　were　offered　at　Australian　universities；by　2007　this　had

fallen　to　just　29．　In　parallel　with　the　diminution　ill　the　nuiiiber　ofAustralian　foreign　lang．　uage
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graduates・the　pool　of　adequately　skilled　language　teachers　has　dwindled．　Many　llow　believe

that　the　inability　ofthe　Australiall　school　systenl　to　fbster　9．　peakers　of　foreign　languag．　es　places

the　coしlntry’s　future　international　coMl）etitiveness　at　risk．

Behind　the｛Asian　Languages　Debate’

Amid　this　general　discourse　of　crisis，　one　ofthe　most　salient　features　ofthe　cul・1’ellt　Australian

tk）reign　laiiguage　education　debate　is　a　division　of　opinioll　regarding　the　inlportance　that

should　be　attached　to　Asian　Ianguages．　Some　see　an　expansive　progralllme　of　Asiall　lang．　uage

study　across　the　entire　Australiall　school　systeln　as　essential　fbr　the　coulltl’y’．S　continued　eco－

nomic　prosperity　and　security．　Agaillst　this，　there　are　th（ハse　who　would　c（）nsider　such　a　pro－

gramme　unfeas　ible　and／or　undesirable．　Befbre　exaInilling　some　of　the　argulllellts　f（）r　and

against　the　prioritization　ofAsian　lallguage　study　ill　Aしlstralian　schools，　it　isworth　establishillg

why　sし1ch　languages　should　f］9ure　so　proininently　oll　the　edしicational　agenda　of　a　country

whose　population　is　o、’erwhelmingl｝・of　Eしlropean　ol－igill　and　which　has　long　been　renowned

f（）rits　cultural　identification　with　Ellrope（particしllarl｝r　the　United　Kingdom）．

The　‘Repositioning’　o．f　Australia

The　Asian　languages　question　shoしlld　perhaps　be　regarded　as　lust　one　facet　of　a　wider　debate

within　Australia　on　the　country’s　appropriate　position　inthe、world．　As　will　be　explained　belo、v，

the　past　two　to　three　decades　have、、’itnessed　a　repositioning　of　Australia　ill　the　world、　char－

acterised　by　a　more　Asia－centric（）rientation　with　regard　to　overseas　trade、　f（）reign　relations

and　immigration　policy．　At　the　salne　time、　however，　public　opinion　has　i・eliiained　somewhat

divided　as　regards　the　desirability　of　this　repositiollin9，　suggesting　at　least　a　degree　ofしlnpre－

dictability　as　regards　the　Ilature　of　Australia’s　fし1ture　relationship　witl〕Asian　countries、　and

perhaps　by　extension　with　Asian　languages．

‘Economic　S＞・inbiosis　with／Asiσ’

Since　the　end　of　XVorld　War　II、　the　focus　of　Australlan　trade　has　shifted　awav　from　its　tradi一

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　ン
tional　market　in　the　United　Kingdom　and　towards　coしmtries　ill　East　Asia、　particularly　Japan

and’more　recently・the　PeoP正e’s　Republic　of　China．　In　the　l960s　and　1970s，　as　Britain　began

to　seek　greater　ec（molnic　integration　with　its　Eし1ropean　neighboしlrs，　Australia　became　com－

pelled　to　find　alternative　markets　for　its　pr（）ducts．　The　burgeoning　industrial　economies　of

East　Asia　thus　becanie　a　Iogical　f（）cus．　By　l967，　Japan　had　already　overtaken　the　United　King－

dom　as　Australia’s　largest　export　market（Pinkstone　l992）．　Since　that　tillle，　Austra／ia　has　gone

on　to　develop　a　symbiotic　trading　relationship　with　that　colllltr）～as　well　as　with　other　nlajo1’

industrial　countries　ill　East　Asia．　In　2008－2009，　China　was　Australia’s　largest　individual　two－

way　goods　and　services　trading　partner，　with　i4．7（※）of　total　trade．　Over　the　sanle　period，　Japan

represented　Australia’s　largest　export　market、£ollowed　by　China　and　then　S　outh　Korea．　China

“TaS　also　・Australia’s　prilllary　source　of　iMPOI“tS，　accoulltillg　for　l3．89’o　of　the　coulltl’y’s　total

imports・while　Japan　was　the　third　largest　import　source（1）epartmellt　of　Foreign、Xffairs＆

Trade　2009：5）．

，
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Although　established（and　long　regarded）as　a　distant　outpost　of　the　British　Empire，　Australia’s

geopolitical　orientation　has　gradually　shifted　away　from　the‘mother　country’and　towards　its

own　geographical　region，　notably　the　coしlntries　ofEast　and　Sotlth－East　Asia．　In　party　political

terms、　the　principal　drivilig－force　behilld　this　development　has　been　the　Australian　Labor

Party（ALP）．　During　the　prime　ministerial　tenure　of　Robert　Hawke（1983－1991），the　fbcus　of

Australianわreign　relations　was　moved　firmly　in　the　direction　of　Asia、　in　a　policy　referred　to

by　Hawke　himself　as‘enmeshment’（Dalrymple　2003a：87）．　With　the　rapid　economic　rise　of

countries　like　Iapan　and　South　Korea，　Hawke　commissioned　Ross　Garnaut，　a　leading　econo－

mist、　to　examille　the　relevance　for　Australia　of　the　so－called‘North　East　Asian　Ascendancゾ

（Garnaut　l989）．　In　the　view　of　Ross　Dalrymple，　the　Garnaut　Report，　as　it　became　known，

n〕arked　a　turll　in　g．　poillt　ill　the　shift　of　Australian　policy　and　set　the　stage　fbr　all　unprecedented

foreign　policy　thrust　to　engage　with　East　Asia．　For　Dalrymple，　the　central　concept　of　this

policy　shift　was　the　perception　that　Australia’s　location　held　out‘llot　threats　and　reasons　for

concern’ but‘immense　opportunities’（1）alrymple　2003a：80）．　In　this　context，　Garnaし1t　advo－

cated　that　Australia　increase　its　expertise　in　dealing　with　the　region．　The　enmeshment　policy

was　continued　by　Hawke’s　successor　as　Labor　leadcr、　Paul　Keating、　who　served　as　Prime

Minister　from　1991　to　l996．　As　Richard　Higgott（1994）sees　it，　Keating　was　determined‘to

construct　all　identity　fbr　Australia　ill　the　twenty－first　century　as　a　llatiOll　ill　and　Of　its　Asia－

Pacific　region’、　rather　than、　as　Keating　himself　once　put　it，　a　Cbranch　office　of　enipire’（Higgott

l994：41）．　In　Dalrymple’s　vie、、r，　however、　Keatillg　only　brought　Australia‘closer　to　securing

acceptance　as　a　rnember　of　what　was　dex・eloping　into　an　East　Asiall　solidarity　movement’．　In

this　colltext、　ennieshment　was　presented　as‘an　enhancenient　of，　not　a　der（）gation　from、　Aus－

tralian　identity’（Dalrymple　2003b）．

On　the　question　of　political　engagemellt　with　Asia、　there　have　been　discernible　diffe　rences

down　the　years　between　Labor　and　Australia’s　other　main　political　party、　the　Liberal　Party．

In　this　respect，　the　latter　has　generally　been　regarded　as　somewhat　less　ellthusiastic　than　the

f（）rmer、　notably　durillg　the　prime　ministership　of　Iolm　Howard．　For　Bilveer　Singh、　Howard

was‘ more　comfortable　and　keen　in　projecting　Australia　as　a　Westerl1、　developed，　democratic，

and　OECD　country　rather　than　part　of　the　Southwest　Pacific　a，　nd　a　neighbor　of　Southeast

Asia’（Singh　2002：107）．Mark　Beeson　has　described　the　approach　of　the　Howard　government

（which　took　office　in　l996）as‘ad　hoc，　opportunistic　and　aimless’i・　nd　La　stark　contrast　to　the

earlier、　proactive　Asia－oriented　policies　ofthe　Hawke－Keating　era’（Beeson　2001：44）．Ofcourse，

gi、℃n　the　diversity　that　exists　among　Asiam　political　regilnes，　it　would　seem　sornething　of　a

simplification　to　speak　interms　of　‘Asia－oriented　policies’・Indeed，　according　to　Tolly　Parkinson

（2008：26）、Howard　（accused　by　some　of　being‘anti－Asian’）developed　a　particularly　close

relationship　with　Japan．　InParkinsolゴs　view，　Howard　sought‘to　ele、・ate　Australia’s　relationship

with　Japan　from　its　traditional　narro、、・focus　on　trade　and　commerce’．　Conversely、　Howard’s

successor　as　Prime　Nlinister、　Kevin　Rudd，　widelv　lauded　as　a　friend　of　Asia，　has　been　accused
　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　ぼ
by　sonle　of　displaying　antipathy　towards　Iapan　aIld　bias　in　favour　of　China・

It　is　difficult　to　ascertainto　what　ex　tent　the　general　public　approves　oftheircountry’s　increased

political　integrati（）ll　with　Asia，　Ilot　least　ill　view　of　the　diverse　and　changing　Ilatし1re　of
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Australian　society　itsel£However・to　judge　from　some　survey　data，　there　is　some　apPrehension

about　certain　Asian　couDtries　and　their　increasing　influence　in　Australia（see　Hanson　2010）．

According　to　numerous　observers（e．g．　Lindsey　2007；McAllister　2005；Slaughter　2007），　In－

donesia　has　a　particulariy　negative　public　lmage　in　Australia．

Tovva汀重s　an　As元α一cen亡ric　immigration　Focus

In　parallel　with　shifts　in　the　political　and　economic　spheres，　recent　decades　have　also　ushered

in　the　beginnings　of　a　denlographic　shift　towards　Asia、　For　the　first　seven　decades　of

the　twentieth　celltury，　Asians（indeed，　any　non－EuropeaDs）were　all　but　prohibited　from

immigrating　to　Australia，　due　to　an　exclusionist　policy　commonly　referred　to　as　the‘～～アhite

Australia　Policゾ（see　Clancy　2004；Windschuttle　2004）．　However，　in　light　of　Australia’s

deepening　economic　reliance　on　countries　in　the　East　Asian　region，　the　countrゾs　leaders

realized　that　such　a　policy　was　no　longer　sustainable　and　fbrmally　abandoned　it　in　l973．

Despite　this，　Australia，　with　its　white　Caucasian　majority，　has　remained　a　target　of　criticism

from　some　Asian　politicians．　Perhaps　most　notably，　the　fbrmer　Malaysian　prirne　minister，

Mahathir　Mohamed，　once　described　Australians　as‘Europeans［who］cannot　be　Asians’

（Byrnes　2006：4）and　threatened　to　block　Australian　participation　in　regional　organizations

like　ASEAN　until‘en皿gh　Asians　had　settled　in　Australia’（Blackburn　I999：240）。　In　similar

vein，　the　fbrmer　Singaporean　premier，　Goh　Chok　Tong，　once　suggested　that　Australia

would　be　regarded　as‘Asian’only　when　its　population　has　tipPed　over　50　per　cent　non－whites

（Spillius　2003）．

While　Asians　do　not　constitute　a　malority　of　the　population，　Australia　has　experiel〕ced　an

exponential　increase　in　the　number　of　immigrants　from　Asian　countries．　In　the　2006　Census、

1，696，568Australian　residents　classified　themselves　as　Asian’、　whether　exclusivelv　or　in　com一
i

bination　wlth　one　other　ethnicity（Australian　Bureau　of　Statistics　2006）．　In　the　third　quarter

of　2009，　the　number　of　immigrants　from　China五）r　the　first　time　surpassed　that　from　the

United　Kingdom　and　New　Zealand（Martin　2009）．Given　Australia’s　geographical　location　and

the　extent　of　its　economic　dependence　on　Asian　countries、　there　are　those，　like　Glen　Norris

（below），　who　call　fbr　a　much　more　substantial　increase　ilユthe　countrゾs　Asian　population：

　　　Australians　have　to　realise　that　going　on　holiday　to　Bali　does　not　constitute　moving　closer　to

　　　Asia．　For　politicians，　the　occasional　free－trade　deal　or　cultural　exchange　does　not　Inake　them

　　　Asian．　Becoming　part　ofthe　region－and　reaping　the　enormous　benefits－will　mean　becoming

　　　more　ethnically　part　ofAsia．　So，　what　could　a　Eurasian　Australia　of　50　million　people　achieve了

　　　First、　it　would　mean　respect　and　inclusion．　The　era　of　Cneither丘sh　nor　fbwr－when　Australia

　　　was　derided　as　the　small，　white　man　of　Asia　or，　worse，　a　stooge　of　the　British　or　Americans－

　　　would　be　over．　No　Asian　goverllment　could　dismiss　an　Australia　with　a　substantial　population

　　　of　Chinese，　Malays　and、アietnamese，（Norris　2007：Al3）

There　is，　as　yet，　little　evidence　of　widespread　support　fbr　such　a　transfbrmatioll．　In　fact，　the

question　ofAsian　immigration　has　been　highly　contentious　since　the　very　birth　ofthe　AustraL

ian　federation　in　1901，、～・hen　politicians　instituted　an　Immigration　Restriction　Act（in　essence，

the　basis　of　the　earlier－mentioned‘White　Australia　policy’）．　In　advocating‘unity　of　race㌻，　the

chiefarchitect　of　this　exclusivist　policy，　Attorney－General（1ater　Prime　Minister）Alfred　Deakin

specifically　in琵rred　that　Iapanese　and　Chinese　immigrants　represented　a　threat　to　the

「／ 39



newly－f（）rmed　federation（Clancy　2004：12）．Following　the　abolition　ofthe　long－standillg、Vhite

Australia　policy　in　the　1970s、　larJe　numbers　of　As．　ian　immig．　rants　began　arriving　in　the　country，

generating　oppositioll　among　some．　In　l984，0ne　of　Australia’s　most　prominent　historians，

Geoffrey　Blainey，　criticised　the　pace　of　，Xsian　immigration、　N、・arlling　ofAustralia’s　Asianisatiolゴ

（see　X，N’indschuttle　2008）．、Vhile　arguing　fbr　the　maintellance　of‘sound　reiations　with　Asian

nations’，　Blainey　criticised　as　simplistic　the　vie、v　that　admitting　more　Asian　immigrallts　would

automatically　result　ill　better　relations、vith　Asiam　countries．　Instead、　he　argued，　mass　Asian

inlnligra，　tion　wotlld　lnore　likely　have　the　opPosite　effect、　by　leading　to‘social　and　ethnic　ten－

siol1S’within　Australia　and　straining　its　I・elations　with　the　immigrants’countr｛es　of　origin

（Blainev　l984：165－166）．
　　　　　　　

’

To　this　day，　Asian　immigration　has　remained　a　charged　poIitical　issue．、Vhereas　Labor　is

often　seen　as　the　champion　of　a　diverse　and　multicultural　Australia，　the　Liberal　part｝’，　most

notably　during　the　prime　Ininisterial　tenure　of　Iohn　Howard，　has　been　regarded　as　ill　favour

of　preservillg　the　cotlntry’s　European　identity（see　Beeson　2001；Horne　2001；Johnson　2000，

2007；Markus　2001；Wong　2007）．As　Leader　of　the　Opposition，　Howard　personally　argし1ed　ill

l988　fbr　a　slowing　down　of　Asian　illlmigration　in　the　interests　of‘social　cohesion’（N．｛arkus

200D．　For　Carol　Johnson（2000：6），　Howard’s　view　of　the　maillstream　national　identity　was

that　of　the　‘white，　heterosexual，　Anglo－Celtic　male’．　In　this　connection、　Ho、、・ard　once　identified

’Anglo－Celtic’　as　the　dominant　culture　of　iALustralia，　arguing　that　svhile　‘most　nations　exL）erience

sonle　level　of　cultural　diversity’they　also　have‘a　dominant　cultural　pattern　rしIIlning　through

them）（reported　by　Wollg　2007）．In　the　l990s，　Asian　immig．　ration　became　the　focus　of　national

discussion、　with　the　rise　of　Pauline　Hanso11，　a　far－right　politician、　whose　LOne　Nation’ party

won　nearly　a　quarter　of　the　vote　in　State　elections　ill　Queensland　ill　June　l998（see　Iackman

l998）．　While　radical　right－wingers　believe　elites　are　illtent　on　trallsfbrming　Aしistralia　into　an

Asian　country，　it　is　difficult　to　gauge　how　the　population　at　large　perceives　the　demographic

changes　that　have　taken　place．　According　to　Nlurray　Goot（1991）、　past　attempts　to　gauge

Australian　public　opinion　oll　the　issue　ofAsian　immigration　have　often　yielded　contradictory

data，　with　solne　opilliOll　po［ls　indicating　Inajority　opPOsitiOll　to　the　rate　of　illlnni．gratiOll　and

othel’s　indicating　majority　supPort．

The　Language　Policy　lmplications　of　an　Asia－centric　Shift

It　is　perhaps　natural　that　Australia’s　progressivel）・deepening　relationship　with　Asia　should

have　had　a　malor　inf］uence　on　fo　reig．　n　lall．guage－in－education　policy．　Prom　a　s　ituatioll　where

the〈）verwhe11ning　majority　of　schoolchildren　stlldied　only　European　languages、　the　enlphasis

has　now　shifted　emphatically　towards　Asian　languages．　In　the　l987　National　Policy　oll　Lan－

guages（NPL），　the　country’s　first　comprehellsive　nationaHanguage　policy（Lo　Bianco　l987），

Japanese，　Chinese　and　Indonesian／Malay　were　specified　as‘priority　langしlages’（along　with

five　European　languages　and　Arabic）．When　the　NPL　was　sしiperseded　b｝・the　Australian　Lan－

guages　and　Literacy　Policy（ALLP）ill　l991，　Chinese，　Indonesian，　Japanese、　Korean、　Thai　and

Vietnalnese　were　alnong　the　l4　designated‘ priority　languages’．　In　the　colllpalliOII　volunie　to

the　ALLP　policy　documellt，　the‘enlployability’value　of’1anguage　knowledge’sN・as　explicitly

stressed（Department　of　Ennploynient、　Education　and　Trainiiig　l991：62）．　In　1994、　Asian
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lang．　uages　were、　fbr　thc行rst　time，　placed　at　the　apex　ofthe　country’s　language　learning　agenda，

with　the　then　Labor　governmenゴs　adoption　of　the　so－called　NALSAS（Natiollal　Asian　Lan－

gし1ages　and　Studies　ilコAustralianSchools）Strate．gy．　NALS，“LS　identified　f（）urAsianlanguages

Chinese，　Japanese・Indonesian　and　Korean　　tbr　priority　support，　earmarking　an　almしlal　bし1dget

of　approximately　A＄30　niillion　tl）r　this　purpose．　The　NALSAS　initiative　was　introduced　oll

the　recommendations　of　a　committee　fbr　the　Council　of　Australian　Governmellts（COAG）

under　the　chairlnanship　of　Kevin　Rudd，　who，　more　than　a　decade　later、　would　go　on　to　as－

sume　the　office　ofprime　minister．

Given　the　aforementioned　differences　between　Australia’s　two　maill　political　parties　ill　ap－

proach　to　engagement　with　Asia、　it　is　perhaps　understandable　that　differences　should　ha、℃

emerged　also　with　respect　to　policy　on　Asian　Ianguages．　A　very　major　difference　ill　this　regard

xvas　the　decision　of　the　Howard　Liberai－National　coalition　government　to　discontinue　NALS，A．S

in　2002，五）ur　years　befbre　the　expiry　of　its　scheduled　implemelltatioll　period．　The　re－election

of　a　Labor　govermnent　under　Kevin　Rudd　ill　late　20071ed　to　the　reinstitutioll　of　an　Asia－

centric　language　polic｝T－In　2008、　Labor［aunched　its‘Nationa［Asian　Languages　tl　lld　Studies

ill　Schools　Program’（NALSSP）、svhich　represented　a　revival　ofNALSAS，　in　that　the　sanie　four

Asian　languages　were　designated　as　lallguages　of　special　priority（see　Department　of　Employ．

ment，　Education　and　Workplace　Relations　2010）．

桓Pursu｛t（元f‘Asia　Literac＞，’：Ad、’ocα9弓もr　a入1｛lss　Aslan　LαngHαges　Progranullt）

Akey　concept　in　contemporary　Australian　educati（）n　is‘Asia　literacy’（Fitzgerald　l991；Hen－

derson　2003，2008；NMarch　l995二Rudd　1995）．　The　term“Asitl　literacy’、　which　is　thought　to

have　been　first　coined　by　the　Asian　Studies　Council（1988），　has　become　almost　a　ubiquitous

buzzword　in　Australia．　Indeed，　as　Prime　Mini　g．　ter，　Kevin　Rudd　personally　declared　it　his

governnlcnt’s　intentioll　to　make　Australia‘the　Inost　Asia－literate　nation　in　the　Westerll　world’

（Kirby　2008）．Advocacy　fbr　the　same　goal　is、　understandably，　prevalent　in　institutions　dedicated

to　Asia－related　education，　such　as　the　Asia　Education　Foundation（AEF）、which　in　2008　issued

a‘call　to　action’with　the　goal　of　Asla　literacy　for　every　young　Australian’（Asia　Education

Foundation　2008）．

Asia　literacy　has　been　the　ohiect　of　discussioII　m　a　myriad　of　publications　aIld　de6ned　in　a

variety　of　ways．　Stephen　Fitzgerald　has　defined　an‘Asia－literate　person’as　someone：

who　at　the　end　of　schooling　will　know　sufficient　ofthe　history，　geography，　politics、　econonlics

and　cし11ture　of　Asia　so　that　they　Inay：be　simply　weil　informed；be　confident　regional　citizens，

be‘at　ease’ill　Asia；understand　the　dynamics　of　the　reg．　ion　and　in　particular　Australia’s　place

in　it；inake　infもrmed　decisions　on　their　owll　behalf　and　through　national　dccision－making

processes　to　have　a　prodし1ctive　interaction　with　Asia．（Fitzgerald　l991：21－22）

While　Fitzg．　erald　places　the　emphasis　here　on　kllowledge　ofAsia、　there　are　probably　many　who

would　regard　ability　in　at　least　one　Asian　language　as　a　sitle　q〃‘1〃o〃of　Asia　literacy．　The

centrality　of　the　linguistic　elenient　of　Asia　literacy　was　apparent　in　the　COAG　report，　Asiaii

Languages　tl〃‘∫A1，5τπz〃砧Eco〃o〃zic　Ft｛tt｛re，　whlch　tk）rmed　the　basis　ofthe　NALSAS　initiative．

Indeed，　even　though　that　report　acknowledged　the　need　fbr‘a　parallel　in、Testnlent　ill　Asian
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studies’、　it　was　second　language　provision　that　drove　the　allocation　of　resources（Henderson

2003）．The　prilnacy　of　ling．　uistic　concerns　is　reflected　also　in　the　programlne　guidelines　fbr

the　NALSSP　initiative，　where　the　objectives　are　specified　as‘to　signi丘cantly　increase　the

number　ofAustralian　students　becoming　proficient　at　learning　the　languages　and　understand－

ing　the　cultures　of　our　Asiall　neighbours－China．　Indonesia，　Japan　and　Korea∵to　increase

the　number　of　qualified　Asian　language　teachers’and　to’develop　a　specialist　curriculum

f（）radvanced　language　students’．　Moreover、　as　an　aspirational　target，　NALSSP　aims　fbr　at

least　l2％of　students　to　finish　Year　l2　with　fluency　in　one　of　the　target　Asian　lallguages

（Chinese，　Indonesian，　Iapanese　and　Korean）‘suff元cient　fbr　engaging　in　trade　and　commerce

in　Asia　and／or　university　studゾ（Department　of　Education、　Employment　and　Workplace　Rela－

tions　2010：1）．

Three　Rationales　for　the　Learning　of　Asian　Languages

The　Econo川ic　Rationale

In　recent　years，　Australian　lallguage－in－education　policy　has　generally　been　guided　by　what

Henderson　re　fe　rs　to　as‘a　human　capital　view　of　students’．　i．e．　the、・iew　that　education‘has　a

direct　relationship　to　the　economy，　and　that　policy　prescription　can　harness　this　relationship

to　iIlcrease　ecollomic　goals’．　In　other　words、　students　are‘co－opted’to　learn　Asian　languages

ill　the　national　interest（Henderson　2002：10－ll）．　This　view　of　language　study　has　arguably

been　renected　in　policy　since　l994，　which　is　when　the　then　Labor　government　instituted　the

‘Australian　Language　and　Literacy　Policゾ（ALLP），　superseding　the　countrゾs　first　ever　com．

prehensive　language　pohcy，　the　Natiollal　Policy　on　Lallguages（NPL）（Lo　Bianco　1987）．　For

NIichael　Herrilnan、　the　ALLP　placed　the　emphasis　olゴclear　economic　and　elnployment　ends

rather　than　ends　of　9．　ocial　justice、　educational　access　and　personal　9・　atisfaction’（Herriman

l996：52），　With　specific　regard　to　Asian　languages、　the　primacy　of　economic　considerations

ill　the　NALSAS　initiative　was　ulコmistakable：

Australia　requires　an　export　culture　which　is‘Asia　literate＼．．（me　which　possesses　the　range　of

linguistic　and　cultural　competencies　required　by　Australians　to（）perate　effiectively　at　different

levels　ill　their　vari（）us（lealings　with　the　region－as　individuals、　orq．　anisations　and　as　a　nation・

（Rudd　1994：2）

In　a　2002　illterview、　Colin　Mackerras、　a　former　chairperson　of　the　NALSAS’raskforce，　con－

firmed　that　the　rationale　fbr　choosillg　the　four　NALSAS　languages　was‘ primarily　economic’．

As　Mackerras　put　it，‘the　countries　where　these　languages　were　written　and　spoken　were　doillg

very　well　economically　and　were　annollg　Australia’s　malor　trading　partners、　as　well　as　being

ilnportant　in　themselves’（ABC　Radio　NatioIlal　2002）・In　the｝・ears　since　the　introduction　of

NALSAS、　some　of　the　staunchest　support　fbr　a　mass　Asian　language　study　programme　has

come　from　organizations　whose　primar｝・interest　could　be　described　as‘economic’・In　2009・

anumber　of　leading　busiiiess，　ullioll　and　academic　bodies　collaborated　to　forni　the‘BusinesS

AIIiance　f（）r　Asia　Literacy’with　the　declared　aim　of　promoting　Asian　language　and　cultural

studies　ill　Australiall　schools　and　uni、Tersities．　Involved　ill　the　f（）rlllatiOll　of　this　alliance　were

orgaDizatiolls　as　di、℃rse　as　the　Australian　Chamber　of　Commerce　and　lndustry，　the　Australia11
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Council　of　Trade　Unions（ACTU），　the　Australian　Chamber　of　Commerce　and　IIIdustrv，　the
　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　

ン

Comnlonwealth　Bank，　IBM　Australia，　and　the　Australian　national　airline，　Qalltas（Callick

2009）．

Economic　arguments　for　Asian［anguage　iearning　have　been　stressed　frequendy　also　by　some

Australian　academics．　N・lichael　Wesley　of　Griffith　University，　for　instance，　advocates　the　ill－

troduction　of　a　nationwide　Asian　language　stし1dy　programme．　In　Wesleプs　view，　it　is　critical

f（）rAustralia’s　prosperity　that　half　of　the　country’s　citizens　become　competent　in　one　of　the

lnain　Asian　languages　over　the　next　30　years．　As　he　explains：

The　world　of　the　future　is　going．　to　be　an　Asian－centred　knowledge　ecol〕omy、　and　essential　to

getting　ahead　ill　the　kllowledge　economy　is　getting　our　hunnan　infrastructure　right，　and　es－

sential　to　that　is　being　able　to　spcak　to　peop正e　ill　lallguages　other　than　English　（、Vesley、　cited

in　Healv　2009）
　　　　　　

’

Wesley　was　a　co－author　of　a　report　advocating　a　quadruplillg　of　the　number　of　Australians

studying　an　Asian　language　within　a　generation．　This　report　called　upoll　the　gOverlllllellt　to

invest　ASIl．3　billion　ill　Asian　languages（Griffith　Asia　Institute　2009），　a　6gure　which，　as　Lo

Bianco＆Slaughter（2009：58）have　pointed　out，　would　be‘far　ill　excess’of　any　prcvious

language　funding．　Further，　the　Griffith　report　proposed　a　strategy　under　which　universities

and　schools　would　bid　fbr　fundin．g　from　a　new　national　Asian　languages　institute　to　ellsure　a

doubling　within　fi、・e　years　of　the肌lmber　of　school　pupils　studying　Chinese，　Japanese　or

Indonesian．

The　Strαtegic　Rat｛onale

In　the　so－calledしPost－9／llera’，　considerable　attenti（）n　has　been　given　to　the　national　security

potential　of五）reign　languages（see　Edwards　2004；Pratt　2004）．Given　its　geographical　location、

Australia　arguably　has　a　fundamental　strategic　interest　in　nurturing　speakers　of　Asian　lan－

guages・This　is　perhaps　particularly　the　case　with　regard　to　Indonesian，　the　national　language

ofAustralia’s　closest　Asian　IleighbouL　In　this　connection、　Wesley（2009）has　urged　opponents

of　an　Asian　language　programme　to　consider　‘where　terrorists　and　drug　and　people　smugglers

target　us　from’　and‘where　diseases　transit　through’．　However，　f（）r　some　policy－lnakers　at　least，

Asian　languages　represent　Inore　than　mere　tools　f（）r　inteUigence－gathering　or　economic　ad－

vantage・Rather，　as　Lo　Bianco　explains，　lallguage　education　has　been　one　meansthrough　which

Australian　public　discourse　has　tried　to‘become　Asian’；the　idea■f’ j（）ining’Asia　or　‘becom－

illg’an　Asian　nation　being‘discursive　manoeuvres　that　embody　will　and　desire’（Lo　Bianco

2004：23）．From　this　perspective，　as　Lo　Bianco　and　S［aughter　see　it，‘the　Inore　Australians　who

are　able　to　participate　in　cultural　debates　in　lndonesia、　China、　Japan，　Korea，　Thailalld，　Vietnam

and　elsewhere　through　the　medium　of　local　languages，　the　Iess　likely　it　is　that　Australia　wiU

be　seen　as　an　outsider　in　this　regi（）n’（Lo　Bianco＆SIaughter　2009：139）．

Against　this　background，　it　is　envisaged　thaピordinary　Australians’will　pIay　an　active　role　in

their　country’s　engagement　with　its　AsiaIl　neighbours　by　increasiIlg　their　personal　knowledge

of　Asian　languages，　cultures　and　systems；aview　articulated　here　by　Colin　Mackerras：
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Australia　is　in　the　Asian　reg．　ion　and　it　is　extremely　illlportallt　for　us　to　understand　our　neigh－

bours．　A　very　good　way　of　doing　that　is　for　our　people　to　learn　their　lallguages．　All　right，　it’s

agk）balised　world　and　lnore　pec）ple　are　learning　English　as　a　foreig．nlanguage　than　have　ever

learned　ally　fc）reign　language　at　tl　lly　time　in　history・But　it’s　still　incumbent　oll　a　civilised　coun－

try　to　try　to　understalld　its　Ileighbours，　and　that　nlealls　at　least　a　portion　of　the　youllg　should

learn　their　lallguag．　es．（ABC　Radio　Natiollal　2002）

The　former　head　of　the　Aしlstralian　Defence　Force（ADF）、　General　Peter　Cosgrove，　has　voiced

siniilar　opinions　on　the　Asian　languages　questioll．　In　his　viexv，’ good　neighbours　learn　to　speak

each　other’s　languages’（Cosgrove　2000）．　In　this　connection・he　has　stressed　the　important

role　of　Asian　language　ability　and　familiarity　with　Asian　cultures　in　averting　conflict　with

Asian　countries、　and　argued　for　the　emposverment　of　Australian　children’for　a　sa　fer　and　more

prosperous　future’（cited　in　Beaumont＆Doherty　2002）．

The　Social　R‘1tio〃‘ile

As　Ien　AIlg＆Ion　Stratto1】（2001：95）have　pointed　out，　Australia　was　once　characterised　by

aformer　Prime　Nlillister、　Paul　Keating，　as‘a　multicultural　Ilatioll　in　Asia’．　Thus、　ill　the　context

of　Australia”s　official　niulticulturalisni　policy　and　its　increased　intake　of　Asian　immigrants，

knowledge　of　Asiall　laii　g．　uages　among　individuals　of　non－Asian　background　represents　a　po－

tentially　importallt　factor　ill　maintaining　national　cohesion　within　Australia　itself．　As　Lo

Bianco　and　Slaしighter（2009：139）put　it、‘the　credibility　ofAustralia　as　a　tolerant，　open　society

is　enhanced　ifAustralians　kno、v　As　ian　languages　and　call　use　them　comfortab｜y’．

Opposition　to　a　Mass　Asian　Language　Study　Programme

For　all　the　above、　there　are　some　Australians　who　questioll　the　wisdom　of　an　expaIlsive　pro－

gramme　of　Asiall　langllage　study．　In　this　section　of　the　paper，　I　shall　discuss　two　common

argulnellts　agaillst　the　widespread　teaching　of　Asian　lallguages．

1）Asian　Languages　are　Tbo　Difficult　to　be　Taught　Effectively　in　Schoo｜s

There　are　some　who　opPose　the　idea　ofamass　Asian　language　stud｝’programme　from　a　purely

practical　standpoint，　namely　a　belief　that、　with　the　possible　exception　of　the　Latin－scripted

Indoneg．　ian，　Asian　langし1ages　are　9．　imply　t（）o　difficult　to　be　taught　effectivel｝t　ill　schools、　espe－

cially　given　the　time　constraints　of　the　ctlrriculum・Schools　would　be　better　advised・they

arg．　ue、　to　concentrate　on　teaching　theirpupils’easier’cog．　nate（essentially・European）lallguages・

One　person　who　has　frequently　articulated　this　opillion　is　Luke　Slattery、　editor　of　the　Higher

Education　Suppleliient　ill　the　daily　Ilewspaper，　Th（］Attstralian．　InS　lattery’s　viesv，　the　ennphasis

should　be〈）n’those　European　languages　with　which　English　has　all　affinity：Gerniaii，　French、

Spanish　and　Italianl　For　Slattery，　these　languages　are　both‘relatively　eas｝・to　learn’and‘enrich

one’ s　knowledge　of　English’．011　account　of　their（：onlplexity，　Slattery　argしles，　character－based

Ag．　ian　laIlguages　like　Chillese　and　Japanese　should　be　reserved　for‘Anglophones、、rho　have　cut

their　teeth　on　a　European　language’（Slattery　2009a）．　S　lattery’s　vie、、・would　be　supPorted　by

Alldy　Kirkpatrick、　who　argues　that　such　lallguages　should　not　be　taught　ill　primary　schools
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or　evcn　at　lower　secondary　school　level　to　non－background　speakers　ofthese　languages　because

of　their　relative　difficulty（Kirkpatrick　l995：6）．

Concerns　like　these　have　been　dismissed　as　over］y　simplis　tic　by　some　Asian　language　advocates．

Roland　Sussex（2008），　fbr　installce，　advisesしls　to‘forget　the　Asian　equals　hard，　European

equals　easy’mantra．　In　siInilar　vein，　Jane　Orton　disniisses　as　siniplig．　tic　the　blanket　assertioIl

that　Asian｝anguages　are　more　difficult　than　European　ones　for　a　native　Englig．　h　speaker　to

learn．　In　the　follo、、Til）g　passage、　she　appears　to　suggest　that　Chinese　is　inherently　less　difficult

to　learn　than　French：

Chillese、　like　fndonesian、　is　Ilot　difficし11t、　with　word　order　very　close　to　English、　no　inflections

or　declensions、　and　lust　a　fesv　aspect　markers、　which　ctl・ll　be　used　with　all　verbs．　As　a　result，

learners　call　nnake　terrific　colnlnunicative　progress　ver）・quickly．　Oll　the　other　hand，　just　to

make　siniple　utterances　French　learners　111ust　rennenコber　all　article　for　every　n（）しln、　up　to　50

fo　rms　of　every　verb　and　the　sub．iunctive，　grapPle　with　a　re、℃rsed　word　order，　and　cope　with

pronunciation　and　orthographic　systems　decided［y　fo　reign　to　the　EIlglish　speaker”s　ear　and

eve．（Orton　2009）
　i

Other　acadeniics　have　taken　a　different　vie、、r－XVith　specific　regard　to　Chinese、　fbr　instance、

David　Moser（1991）has　estimated　that　it、、rould　take　about　three　tinles　as　long　f（）r　a　native

English－speaker　to　reach　a　level　of　comf（）rtable　fluency　ill　speakin9，　reading　and　writing　Chi－

nese・as　it　would　take　to　reach　a　comparable　Ievel　in　French．　In　his　assessnlent、‘all　average

American　could　probab［y　become　reasonably　fluent　ill　tl・s・o　Romance［anguages　ill　the　time　it

wouId　take　them　to　reach　the　same　level　in　Chinese’（NIoser　l991：68）．Similarl、～the　California一

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　イ
based　Defense　Language　Institute　has　es．　ti　niated　that　it　takes　three　times　as　nlanv　hours　of

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　コ
instruction　for　a　student　of　Nlandarin，∫apanese，　Arabic　and　Korean　to　reach　the　same　level

of　proficiency　as　students　of　Portしlguese、　Spanish，　Italian　and　French　with　the　same　exposure

（cited　in　Slattery　2009a：33）．

Perhaps　more　important　than　the　technical　argulllellts　ox’er　the　relative　comPlexit｝・of　Asian

versus　European　lang．　uages　is　the　perception、　widely－held　ill　Australia，　that　Asian　languages，

particularly　those　which　do　Ilotしlse　the　Latin　alphabet，　c’11・e　lnore　difficしilt　than　the　Europeall

languages　traditionally　studied　ill　Australian　schools．　Tllis　perception　surely　constitutes　a

powerful　disincentive　fbr　students　in　their［atter　years　of　secondary　school　education，　faced

with　the　task　of　choosing　subjects　fbr　university　matriculation　examinations．　In　this　connec＿

tion、　Gerry　Groot　suggests　that　adult　advisors　might　also　try　to　discourage　such　s．　tudents　from

contilluing　their　study　of　an　Asi　tl　ll　lallguage：

Inhigh　schooL　whell　hard　choices　have　to　be　inade　about　nlaxilllising　tertiary　entrance　rankings、

teachers・coしmsellors　and　pareIlts　will　niore　tl）anlikely　tellstudents　to　drop　languages．　Asian　ones，

in　particular，　are　t（）o　much　efF〕rt　and　too　l〕igh－risk　fbr　too　little　likely　reward．（Groot　2010）

The　perception　of　Asian　languages　as‘too　difficult’has　arguably　been　exacerbated　by　the

growillg　number　of　children　of　Asian　ethnicity　attending　Australian　schools．　In　this　regard，

adistinction　should　be　made　between‘LI　speakers’ 　who，　to　apply　the　definition　suggested

by　the　Asia　Education　Foundation，　have　been　‘mainly　or　completely　educated　ill　that　lan．

guage’　and‘heritage　speakers’（soInetimes　referred　to　as‘background　speakerSi），　who’in

broad　ternls　speak　the　language　bしlt　are　educated　and　live　in　a　country　where　another　language
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is　spoken’（Asia　Education　Foundation　2010：1）．（二ertainly　ill　the　case　of　Chinese，　there　is

widespread　recognition　that　L2　classroom　learners　are　unable　to　c（）mpete　with　pupils、、rho

have　spoken　the　language　from　birth（Orton　2008：6）．　In　light　of　the　increase　in　Asian　im－

migration　in　recent　decades，　there　has　been　much　discし1ssion　of　how　to　create　a　level－playi119

field　f（）r　childrell　of　non－Asii，　n　backgrounds．　To　this　end、　state　examination　boards　have　i11－

troduced　separate　LOTE　examinations　fbr　Ll　speakers　and　L21earners．　As　yet，　however、　there

are　no　signs　of　a　significant　increase　in　the　uptake　of　Asian　languages　among　g．　tudents　in　Year

ll　and　l2（the　final　two　years　of　secondary　school　education）・

2）Utilitarian　Rationales　for　Asian　Language　Study　are　Misguided

As　explained　above，　utilitarian　rationales　fbr　the　study　of　Asialコlanguages　have　often　been

uppermost　in　the　minds　ofAustrahan　policy－makers，　as　typified　by　the　NALSAS　and　NALSSP

initiatives　with　their　overt　preoccupation　with　the　national　econonlic　interesC　NALSAS　could

be　regarded　as　a　classic　example　of　utilitarianism，　since，　as　I，o　Bianco（2008）has　explained，

it　I）ot　only　specified　a　high　degree　of　lallguage　selection（lust　fbur　Asian　languages），　but　also

becaし1se　the　languages　themselves　were　chosen　not　by　educators・nor　even　by　education　depart－

ments，　but　by　the　Department　of　Foreign　Affairs　and　Trade．　Moreover，　inthe　choice　of　priority

languages，　little　attention　was　paid　to　community　or　local　contexts　within　Australia．

The　utilitarian　approach　to　language　policy　has　beell　criticised　in　numerous　publications（e．g．

Anderson　8（Lo　Bianco　2009；Godwin　2009；Slatter｝’2009a，2009b）．　For　Andrew　Godwin

（2009），aChinese－speaker　and　specialist　in　Asiall　law、　such　all　approach　igllores　the　two　pri．

Inarv白ctors　that　motivate　individuals　to　learn　a　fbreign　lallguage、　namely‘need’and‘inte1一
　　　　

ン

lectual　fascination、vith　the　language　and　the　culture　it　represents’．　Since企w　in　Australia　are

driven　bv　an　immediate　Ileed　to　learn　an　Asian　language（or　any　other　language　fbr　that
　　　　　　　ン
matter）、　Godwin　believes　that　most　secondary　students　will　be　prilnarily　concerned　with

choos▲ng　the　subjects‘that　will　gi、℃them　the　results　they　need　ill　order　to　be　admitted　to　the

degree　course　of　their　choice’rather　than　investill．g　in　their　futし1re　job　prospects・

Another　widely　discussed　rationale　fbr　the　study　ofAsian　languages　is　the　concern　to　safeguard

national　securit｝㌧Lo　Bianco（2005）regards　this　view　of　language　as　particularly　pernicious・

As　he　explains：

Such　an　apProach　risks　infecting　the　study　of　la　ll　g．　ua　g．　e　and　culture　with　a　sense　of　natlonal

insecurity，　even　of　pers〈）nal　anxiety．　A　startiI19　Point　of　deep　and　evell　unbreachable　cultural

differenceg．　between　Australians　and、　for　example、　Asians，　is　hardly　a　basis　for　reaching　c）ut　and

trying　toしmderstand　others　different　froni　ourselves・（Lo　Bianco　2005：11）

Moreover，　while　it　has　been　suggested　that　a　mass　Asian　language　programrne　would　help

f（）ster　social　cohesion，　solne　advocates　of　community　languages　education（like　Singh　2001）

have　long　opposed　such　a　programme、　oll　the　gro皿ds　that　it　would　draw　resources　away　from

lallguage　education　that　supports　the　multicultural，　pluralistic　nature　of　Australian　society．

As　Henderson（2003：28）has　explained、　community　language　advocates　were　adamantly　against

the　recommendation　in　the　l980　Fitzgerald　Report　that　Asian　languages　be　given　parity　with

EUr・pean　languages　in　sch・・1　CUrriCUIa・
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For　Lo　Bianco　and　Anderson，　it　is　the　huinaiコistic　rationale　f（）r　language　learning　that　should

always　remain　paramount．　As　they　explain，‘studying　Ianguages　allows　our　students　to　en－

counter　human　differences　in　their　most　natural　way　and　thereby　to　open　themselves　to　all

exploring　and　understanding　of　the　selfbased　on　learning　about　the　other’（Anderson＆Lo

Bianco　2009）・It　is　perhaps　the　case・amid　the　clamour　to　fbster　Asia－literate‘human　capital’，

that　this　rationale　has　been　insufficiently　apPreciated．

There　are　many　who　question　the、visdom　of　seeking　to　address　utilitarian　goals　through　a

mass，　nationwide　Asian　language　education　programme　like　that　advocated　by、～アesley（2009）

and　the　Griffith　University　Asia　Institute（2009）．For　Slattery（2009a）、such　a　programrne　may

appeal　to　‘the　Australia－is－an－Asian－nation　cabal’，　but　would　be　‘lunacゾ．　While　acknowledging

Australia’s　need　fbr‘elite　speakers’of　ChineseJapanese　and　Korean，　Slattery　predicts　that

such　individuals　will　probably　be　drawn　from　the　countrゾs　own　immigrant　communities．　As

an　alternative　to　a　school－level　Asian　languages　programme，　Gerry　Groot　suggests　investing

in　the　Iarge　group　of　Australians　who　already　have　experience　of　living　and、、℃rking　in　Asia．

Such　individuals，　in　Grooピs　view，　have　the　greatest　potential　to　benefit　from　fu11－time　intensive

language　training　designed　to　give　them　high　levels　of　competence　in　speakin9、1istening，

reading　and　writing（Groot　2010）．Others，　like　Lo　Bianco　8（Slaughter（2009），　have　also　sug－

gested　that　utilitarian　goals　might　be　better　addressed　in　post－colnpulsory　education．

Conclusion：The　Continuing　Asian　Languages　Debate

Given　the　various　trellds　and　developments　outlilled　above，　Asian　language　educatioll　looks

set　to　relllaill　the　subject　of　polernical　debate　fbr　the　fbreseeable　future．、Vhat　is　clear　thus　far，

however，　is　that　despite　the　widespread　and　ardent　advocacy　fbr　Asian　language　education，

the　current（2010）Labor　governnlent’s　evident　con〕lnitment　to　all　Asia－centric　language－in－

educatioII　policy，　and　the　hundreds　of　niillions　of　dollars　already　invested，　outcomes　have

been　largely　disappointing，　whether　in　terms　ofgeneratillg　public　interest　or　fostering．　fluenc｝・

and　Iiteracy　arnong　students．

The　dire　state　of　education　in　the　fbur　NALSSP　priority　languages　was　revealed　in　2010　in

fbur　reports　authored　by　prominent　Australiall　academics（Asia　Education　Foundation　2010）．

These　reports，　based　on　the　first　large－scale　research　studies　fbr　l5　years，　showed　that　the

overall　percentage　ofAustralian　schookhildren　studying　these　la　ngua　g．　es　had　fallen　from　24％

in　2000　to　l8％in　2008．　Of　most　concern　perhaps　was　the　finding　that　fewer　thal16％of

Australian　students　had　continued　their［anguage　studies　into　Year　l2，　with　a　dropout　rate

exceeding　90％among　students　ofno11－Asian　background．　Understalldably　perhaps，　the　reports

re－ignited　the　debate　an〕ong　politicians　and　educators，　alld　also　sparked　considerable　n〕edia

attention（e．g．　Lane　2010b；McDonald　2010；Topsfield　2010）．

Asian　LOTEs　all　have　their　own　specific　obstacles　to　overcome　ill　the　battle　to　enhallce　their

appeal　among　studellts、　particularly　at　the　upper　secondary　level，　and　to　improve　the　quality

ofteaching／learning．　Thus，　internal　debates　are　likely　to　continue、vithinthe　individtlal　teach－

ing　communities（e、g．　in　the　language　teachers’associations）and　the　academics侮culties　that
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supPort　them，　as　regards　how　best　to　address　these　issues・The　wider　debate　on　the　overarching

problems　of　Asian　language　edしlcation、、・ill　also　certainly　continue．

In　seeking　to　address　the　shortcomings　ill　Asian　languaJe　education、　goverllment　policy　wilL

as　ever，　be　the　object　of　scrutill｝㌧Through　its　NALSSP　initiative、　the　current（2010）Labor

govermnent　has　mandated　that　the　fbur　NALSAS　languages　should　again　take　precedence

over　all　others；while　the　drive　fbr‘Asia　Literac｝・’relllains　its　prilnary　laiiguage－in－educatioll

policy　priorit｝㌧Ho、～・ever，　given　past　differences　in　priorities　among　Australia’s　two　maill　po－

litical　parties、　there　is　every　possibility　that　a　change　of　government　will　again　result　in　a　shift

away　from　an　Asia－centric　pollcy、　as　of　course　occurred　when　the　Howard　Liberal－National

goverIlment　scrapped　Laboピs　NALSAS　initative（see　Henderson　2008）．

Ultimately，　however、　the　future　success　or　fa，　i｝ure　of　Asian　language　education　will　not　be

determined　by　policy－makers　alone：societal　attitudes　will　also　play　a　key　role．　Despite　the

high　level　of　advocacy　fbr　and　investmellt　in　certain　Asian　langua，　ges、　it　is　clear　that　man｝r

Australians　whether　seconda，　ry　school　students　themselves、　their　parents，　or　indeed　school

officials　are　stillしmconvinced　of　the　benefits．　That　said，　Asian　lallguages　are　by　llo　means

the　only　ones　to　hax’e　suffered　froln　a　lack　of　public　interest・Numerous　Eu　ropei，　n　languages・

including　the　mother　languages　of　inimigrant　communities，　have　also　suffered　a　decline　in

student　uptake．

To　a　degree，　societal　attitudes　towards　Asian　lang．　uages　may　be　linked　to　the　all－important

question　of　the　Australian　identit｝r－For　some、　ambivalence　or　antipathy　towards　Asian　lan－

gtlages　Inay　derive　from　a　desire　to　preserve　Australia’s　prominent1｝’European　orientation．

Such　attitudes　were　observed　back　in　l991　by　John　Ingleson、　who　coiiimented　thus：

、Ve　should　not　underestiniate　the　strength　of　opposition　in　Australia　to　the　c〈）ncept　that　oし1r

future　lies　ilコAsia．　For　example，　the　Australian　governnlent’s　conmlendable　efforts　to　prolllc）te

Asian　lallguage　learning　ill　schools　and　universities　have　met　with　strollg　opP（ハsition　from　sig－

Ilificant　quarters，　XVhen　stripPed　of　the　power　play，　these　people　are　asserting　the　Europeaness

of　Australian　culture　and　their　determination　to　keep　it　that　way．（lngleson　l991：215－216）

On　the　extreme　fringes　of　Australian　public　opinioll，　some　vehement　opponents　of　Asian

illlmigratioll　have　also　waded　illto　the　language　education　debate．　A　far－right　organization

knoxvii　as　Australialls　Against　Further　Immigratioll（AAFI）has　criticised　what　it　sees　as　the

preferential　admission　of　childrell　of　migrants　to　universities　under　the　‘unfair’LOTE　bonus，

which、　ill　its　view、‘ensures　Aug．　tralian　children　will　be　disadvantaged　and　the　governmellt　will

create　an　educated　ethnic　elite　to　take　over　positions　of　power　and　control　in　Australia’．　It

should　be　remembered、　however、　that　even　among　supPorters　of　multiculturalism、　solne　op－

pose　a　mass　Asiall　language　programnle　oll　the　grounds　that　it　detracts　from　investment　hl

COnMnUnity　lan9しlageS．

Another　potelltiall｝・powerful　influence（on　societal　attitudes　to　Asian　languages　is　the　Austral－

ian　public’s　view　of　the　countries　where　those　languages　are　spoken．　As　Kaplan　and　Baldauf

（1997：134－135）put　it、‘language　education　does　Ilot　occur　in　a　vacuum’＿‘if　attitudes　are

negative、　there　will　l）e　few　candidates　for　lallguage　education’・In　this　connection・nega，　tive
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S・m・P…pec・i・…nA・…ali・1・‘A・i・n　L・ng・・g・・D・b・・e・（B・RG）

publi・p・・cep・i・…fII・d・ne・i・（P・ecipi・・t・d　by　e…t・i…1・i・g　A・・t・ah・n・i・th。t、。。。t，。）

apPear　to　have　been　a　key　factor　in　the　relative　decline　of　Indonesian　LOTE　in　recent　veaしs．

As　an・xt・eme　ex・mpl・・f　thi・phen・men・n，　Yvett・Sl・・ght・・（2007）rep。・t，d　h。w，；t　the

h・ight・fp・bli・antip・thy　t・w・・d・1・d・n・・i・，・・m・p・・e・t・went。，癒，　a、　t。、。ntact　th，i，1。cal

・d・cati・n　d・p・・tm・nt　t・d・ma・d　th・t　I・d・nesi・n　LOTE　b・withd，awn仕。n、　th，i，　child，e。・，

・ch・？1・urri・ul・m　Gi・renthi・p・eced・nt・it　i・cert・i・lyc・ncei・・bl・・h・tp・blicattit。d，、t。、、・a，dS

ce「taln　A・i・n　l・ng・・g・・will・g・i・b・d・t・・mil・ed　by　P・litical・v・nt・and　d・vel・Pmen・、．

Glven　the　shifting　geopolitical　realities　and　the　Huid　demographic　situation　within　Australia

it・elf・　it　cann・t　be　ass・m・d　th・t　th・p・i・・ity　A・i・n　lang・・g・・i・2010　will、。ntinu，　t。。tt，act

th・．s・me　l・v・1・f　i・…e・t　i・decad・・t…m・・X・～「i・h・h・・ecen・i…ea・e　i・immig，a。・、丘。m

Indla　and　the　increasing　global　politico－economic　importance　of　that　countrv、　it　has　been

・ugges・・dby・・me（・・9・L・Bianc・＆Sl・・gh…20・9）・h・・1・di・n　l・ng・・g・・，　P。，tiこ。1。，1。Hi。di，

might　be　el・va・・d…m・・e　p・・minen・p・・i・i・n　i・・h・A・・t・all・n　1・ng・・g・lea・ni・g’
、g，nd。．

An・th・・p・t・nti・lly　imp・・ta・t　la・9・・g・i・Vi・…me・e，　whi・h　i・al・eady　sp。k，。　wid，1、・

th・・ugh・ut　A・・t・alia　and　h・・been　id・ntifi・d・・al・ng・・g・・f　imp。，t。nce　in　nati。n。1．　anと

state－level　language　policy　documents．

Ul迦・t・い・any　A・i・n　l・ng・・g・・p・・g・a－・・b・gi…仙創・he　expect、・i。ns。f　it、　a，．

・hltect・and・d・…t…A・・t・alians・f・［1・th・i・b・・kg・・und・will　need　t。　be　c。n。inced　th。t

thei「pers・n・l　i・・ere・t・・wh・・h・・i・i・・t・un・en・・1・・h・m・ni・ti・・erIn・，・・e・e・v・d　by　achi・、・i。g

H・・n；yand　li…acy　i・・u・h　l・ng・・g…F・・ava・i・・y・f・ea・・n・，・hi・clearly　h・・n・・h。pPened

th・・f…N・n・th・less・・ven　th・ugh　m・・y　i・the　educati・n・U・・ad，mic　c。mmunitv　r。uti。，1。

d・・〒・ib・th・・i・…i・n・・an・・i・n・1・・i・i…ecen・immig・a・i・n・rend・…uld・・g9，、i・h、・A。、l

t「allawill・till　p・・duce・u伍・i…p・・ple　cap・bl・・f・a・i・fyi・g・he　c・ul・t・ゾ・imm・di…li。g。i、ti、

Ileeds　with　regard　to　Asian　languages．　Indeed，　in　alllikelihood，　Australia　will　fare　much　better

than　other、Vestern　countries　in　this　regard．
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