Modern Lan
Secti
on
des
Lang
ues
vivant
es

Linguistic diversity for democratic
citizenship in Europe

Proceedings

Innsbruck (Austria), 10-12 May 1999

Linguistic diversity for democratic citizenship in Europe
Towards a framework for language education policies

Proceedings

Innsbruck (Austria), 10-12 May 1999

Education Committee

Council for Cultural Co-operation

2

French version:
Diversité linguistique en faveur de la citoyenneté démocratique en Europe
ISBN 92-871-4383-8

Cover design: Council of Europe Graphic Design Workshop

Council of Europe Publishing
F-67075 Strasbourg Cedex
ISBN 92-871-4384-6
© Council of Europe, October 2000
Printed in Germany

3

Contents
The conference and its context
Claude Truchot, université Marc Bloch, Strasbourg, General Rapporteur
Opening of the conference
Opening addresses
Elisabeth Gehrer, Federal Minister of Education and
Cultural Affairs, Austria
Wendelin Weingartner, Governor of Tyrol, Austria
Christian Smekal, Rector of Innsbruck University, Austria
Herwig van Staa, Mayor of Innsbruck, Austria
Raymond Weber, Director of Education, Culture and Sport,
Council of Europe
Keynote address
Peter Leuprecht, former Deputy Secretary General of the Council of Europe
Session I – Linguistic diversity, democratic citizenship and language
education policy
A.

Round table: Linguistic diversity and democratic citizenship
Synthesis by Michael Byram, University of Durham, chairman of
the round table

B.

Address: Linguistic diversity − a contribution to education for
democratic citizenship
Michela Cecchini, Head of the Education Section for Democratic
Citizenship, Council of Europe

C.

Round table: Social and economic factors promoting and
inhibiting linguistic diversity
Synthesis by Georges Lüdi, University of Basel, chairman of the
round table

D.

Round table: Young people’s views
Synthesis by Georges Lüdi, moderator

Session II – The response of education to the challenges of linguistic
diversity
A.

Linguistic diversity from a political perspective by Senator
Jacques Legendre (France), Parliamentary Assembly of the
Council of Europe

4

B.

Results of a preliminary survey on linguistic diversity in
education: obstacles and possible solutions
Presentation by Michel Candelier, université René Descartes, Paris

C.

Round table: Policy decision-making at national and international levels
Summary of the contributions: Claude Truchot, General Rapporteur

Session III – Language education policies and democratic citizenship
in Europe
A.

Presentation of the results of the discussion groups in sessions I, II
and III
Synthesis by Jean-Claude Beacco, University of Le Mans

B.

Round table: Linguistic diversity and democratic citizenship − the role
of civil society
Synthesis by Albert Raasch, University of Saarlandes, Chairman of the round table

Conclusions and “next steps“
– Alan Dobson, Office for Standards in Education, United Kingdom
– Joseph Sheils, Head of the Modern Languages Section, Council of Europe
Appendices
1. Programme
2. List of participants
3. List of documents distributed at the conference

5

The conference and its context
Claude Truchot, université Marc Bloch, Strasbourg, General Rapporteur

Background to the conference
Starting point: implementing the recommendations of the Second Summit
This conference, and the project of which it is a part, derive from the recommendations of the
Second Summit of Heads of State and Government of the Council of Europe held in October
1997. The Final Declaration of the summit notes the political, social and economic upheavals
taking place in Europe and stresses that Europe must be founded on the principles of pluralist
democracy, respect for human rights and the rule of law. The tasks it assigns to the Council of
Europe secretariat include promoting education for democratic citizenship and enhancing
Europe’s heritage while “respecting cultural diversity”.
Among the steps taken to achieve this, a language policy project – “Language policies for a
multilingual and multicultural Europe“ – was launched in July 1998 on the initiative of the
Modern Languages Section, as part of the Council of Europe’s new modern languages project. A
scientific committee was set up and started work on it. The project is the responsibility of the
Education Committee, under the authority of the intergovernmental Council for Cultural Cooperation (CDCC – formed by the forty-seven countries that have signed the European Cultural
Convention).
Choice of focus: language education policy
The Second Summit recommendation mentions two areas in which language policy measures
can be taken: new information and communication technologies and education, both of which
can serve to promote languages. It was decided to deal first with language policy in education so
as to make the project a natural sequel to the Council of Europe’s previous work on language
policy (“modern languages projects“), while bearing in mind that a project might be set up later
on language policy measures in other areas.
intelligent

Basis of a language policy
According to the letter and spirit of this recommendation, the language policy project must be
based on the two principles of democratic citizenship and linguistic diversity. It was important to
give it an ethical and philosophical dimension by tying it in with the project on “Education for
democratic citizenship“ set up as a result of the summit’s recommendations (see Appendix 3 of
that document). To ensure that the project was rooted in Europe’s own linguistic diversity, it was
decided that it should combine the different types of language used in Europe. The classification
adopted distinguishes between the languages of indigenous minorities, immigrants’ languages,
“foreign“ languages and the official languages of member states. One aim of the conference was
to analyse these basic concepts in depth.
Institutional objectives
The Council of Europe draws up instruments on a consensus basis. However, the instrument to
be drafted under this project cannot be a legal one like the European Charter for Regional or
Minority Languages, nor one like the “Common European Framework of Reference“. What
seemed most meaningful was to draw up a “reference document“, to which people could refer to
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check the questions to be addressed and possible answers in the area of language education
policy. The document would be made available to national as well as local, regional and
European decision makers, with adjustments to the particular requirements of each level of
government. Deadlines were dictated by the need to complete the document in 2001, the
European Year of Languages.
Preparatory process
The reference document was to be prepared according to the following timetable:
1.

Preliminary work (July 1998 to May 1999):
– Setting up a scientific committee;
– Drafting an introductory document;
– Preliminary survey of linguistic diversity in education systems;
– Final choice of themes and structure for the launch conference.

2.

Conference in Innsbruck from 10 to 12 May 1999.

3.

Production of the document (1999-2001).

Introductory document
Pádraig Ó Riagáin and Michael Byram were asked to draw up an introductory document entitled
“Towards a framework for language teaching policies in Europe“ (DECS/EDU/LANG (99) 6), in
which they set out to provide an analysis of the socio-linguistic changes under way in Europe,
pinpoint the issues for language policy, especially the relationship between language and
citizenship, link the project to the Council of Europe’s political aims and define the nature of the
proposed document.
Preliminary survey
In designing the language policy project it was essential to draw on a study which identified
problems and obstacles and listed and assessed some of the solutions tried, the measures
introduced and the steps taken. The preliminary survey met this need. It was conducted by a
team of researchers headed by Michel Candelier and set out to assess the extent to which three
types of language (“foreign“ languages, indigenous minority languages and immigrant
languages) were included in the member states’ education systems, identifying any obstacles to
their inclusion. It was based on replies to a questionnaire from thirty-seven countries, all
members of the Council for Cultural Co-operation, and entitled “Language diversity in the
education systems of the member states of the Council for Cultural Co-operation“
(DECS/EDU/LANG (99) 11). The survey findings were circulated and presented at the
conference, contributing to the discussions (presentation by Michel Candelier; see Session II).
The Innsbruck Conference (10 to 12 May 1999)
Organisation
The conference was held jointly by the Modern Languages Section of the Council of Europe and
the Austrian Ministry of Education and Cultural Affairs. In the institutional context of the
Council of Europe, it is part of the Council for Cultural Co-operation’s (CDCC) Modern
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Languages Project “Language policies for a multilingual and multicultural Europe“, overseen by
the Education Committee.
Objective
The conference was entitled “Linguistic diversity for democratic citizenship in Europe“,
reflecting the two basic concepts underlying the project. Its main objective was to launch the
preparation of the reference document by bringing together for discussion players from most of
the spheres of activity and countries with a stake in the framing of a language education policy in
Europe. It was attended by representatives of almost all the CDCC member countries, observers
(Canada, India, Japan), representatives of various international organisations (European
Commission, OSCE, Unesco) and of agencies concerned with language policy, interested
individuals particularly from the host country, Austria, and, together with the Modern Languages
Section, the scientific committee and a number of experts in charge of reports or activities.
Structure
The conference was divided into three sessions reflecting three stages in the preparation of the
reference document.
Session I
The purpose of this session was to define the concepts of “linguistic diversity“ and “democratic
citizenship“ and the relationship between them and to take a closer look at the language situation
in Europe. It provided substantial information and discussion, with the introductory statement by
Peter Leuprecht followed by two panel discussions, the first chaired by Michael Byram
involving Ingrid Gogolin, Hanna Komorowska and Pádraig Ó Riagáin, and the second chaired
by Georges Lüdi involving François Grin, Gret Haller and Miquel Strubell. Michela Cecchini
presented the work of the Council of Europe’s project group on education for democratic
citizenship, which she heads.
Session II
This session was intended to assess the challenges posed by linguistic diversity in education
systems, especially the obstacles encountered, and propose some solutions for meeting those
challenges. The Council of Europe Parliamentary Assembly’s work on language diversity was
presented by its rapporteur, Jacques Legendre. Michel Candelier presented and analysed the
survey of language diversity in education systems. Several decision makers in charge of
language education policies then answered a list of questions drawn up by the participants in
their discussion groups, on ways in which the education system can respond to the challenges of
linguistic diversity; they included Pavel Cink (Czech Republic), Anton Dobart (Austria), Maria
Emília Galvão (Portugal), Svein Harstein (Norway) and Liliana Preoteasa (Romania) from
education ministries, and Sylvia Vlaeminck (European Commission) and Joseph Poth (Unesco)
from international organisations.
Session III
On behalf of the Council of Europe’s Modern Languages Section, Joseph Sheils presented the
section’s work and described the “next steps“ in producing the reference document on language
education policies. This was preceded by a panel discussion chaired by Albert Raasch, in which
several representatives of civil society expressed support for the process and the underlying
concepts. They included representatives of employers (Gehrard Riemer), trade unions (Alain
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Mouchoux), parents (Milana Saiani) and language teachers (Terttu Valojärvi). Youth
representatives also gave their views at the end of session I.
Discussion groups
For part of each session all the participants were divided up into five discussion groups which
addressed a broad range of topics, pooling their experience and raising many questions. Their
discussions are summarised in these proceedings by Jean-Claude Beacco (Session III).
Concepts and methods
Language education policies and the players involved
Policy-making process
Generally speaking, language policy denotes any deliberate effort to influence a language
situation. The process of framing a language policy takes place in several stages: analysing the
situation, identifying objectives accordingly, devising improvements in the areas of activity
chosen and carrying them out. The content of each stage depends largely on the type of policy
envisaged and the values underlining it. In a democratic policy-making process the studies
conducted are intended to fuel a broad debate, while the goals, which must be explained, are
inspired by fundamental rights. The process is also defined as democratic if it uses methods such
as awareness-raising, co-operation and persuasion. The project whose early stages are described
here aims to frame a language policy and make this part of a democratic process.
Organisations concerned with language education policy in Europe
Many different partners are involved in framing a Europe-wide language policy because no
institution in Europe is in a position to do it independently by itself. In the educational sphere,
the partners are the international organisations and government authorities that attended this
conference, together with other local, regional and economic players who should be involved in
the later stages of the process. The international players in the education sphere are the Council
of Europe, the European Union (EU), Unesco and the Office for Security and Co-operation in
Europe (OSCE).
The EU’s responsibilities in this area are established by the Treaties of Maastricht (Article 126)
and Amsterdam (Article 149), which provide that the content and organisation of education
systems are a matter for the member states and that the EU can contribute to the quality of
education through co-operation between the member states. They also emphasise the need to
respect linguistic and cultural diversity (Sylvia Vlaeminck, Session II). The EU’s goal, as stated
in the White Paper on Education published in 1995, is for each citizen to master three
Community languages – reflecting the underlying aim of linguistic diversity and diversified
language learning. People should learn languages throughout their lives, on the foundations laid
at school. The idea of mastering three Community languages is associated with that of lifelong
learning.
Unesco, which has 186 member states on all the continents, is an intergovernmental organisation
concerned with developing and implementing ideas rather than with decision-making and
funding. Its policies are drawn up by representatives of the member states’ governments in line
with their instructions. Following the directives adopted at its latest conferences, Unesco has
included linguistic diversity and multilingual teaching among its objectives and a charter of
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language rights among its current activities. It will take part in the European Year of Languages
through its networks and national offices (Joseph Poth, Session II).
International organisations can thus play a very important part in developing ideas, building
bridges and providing support. In institutional terms, states perform a key function – not an easy
one given the many players involved, whether in framing and implementing language policies in
general or in the education system (decision makers in the policy and technical/administrative
spheres, heads of educational establishments, teachers, parents, students and students). This will
probably mean setting up co-ordination machinery (see the report on the discussion groups in
Session III).
The Council of Europe’s involvement
The Council of Europe’s role as one of these players is illustrated by its past action. The Council
has been actively involved in language policy for decades, although the term was less often used
in the past than it is now. The proposed project carries on the Council’s earlier work which, as
indicated by Joseph Sheils (Session III), covers two areas: firstly, recognition and status of
regional and minority languages and secondly, language learning and teaching.
In the first area, two legal texts have been drawn up and are now in use: the European Charter for
Regional or Minority Languages, adopted in 1992, on the protection of those languages, and the
Framework Convention for the Protection of National Minorities, some of whose articles
concern minorities’ language rights.
The Council’s work on language education policies stems from the commitments made under the
European Cultural Convention signed in 1954 and from the task of protecting and promoting
linguistic heritage and cultural diversity assigned to the Council for Cultural Co-operation
(CDCC), which comprises the forty-seven states that have signed the convention. The modern
languages projects began in the 1970s. The first series was the “Threshold Levels“, the first
produced for English and published in 1976 and the second produced in French and published in
1980. By 1999 the Council of Europe had published Threshold Levels in twenty languages. The
planning of the second series of projects was completed in 1998; this series comprises the
Common European Framework of Reference, a flexible planning instrument for modern
languages teaching and learning, with a list of recommendations covering all the relevant areas,
and the European Language Portfolio, a model linguistic curriculum vitae for ongoing
completion.
In assessing the impact of modern languages projects on the language situation in Europe, it
must first be said that the concepts, tools and methods devised have greatly influenced language
teaching. They are well known by language teachers, or at any rate by managers and those in
charge of course design and methodology. They have undoubtedly upgraded and modernised
language teaching, increased its efficiency, made it easier to meet steadily growing demand and
thus helped to promote language teaching and language skills. The Threshold Levels have also
helped to broaden the range of languages taught and therefore to promote linguistic diversity.
The European Language Portfolio likewise enhances linguistic diversity by enabling individuals
to capitalise on the range of language skills they have acquired throughout their lives.
The reference document on language education policies cannot of course be a legal text, but,
being produced by the Council of Europe, it must refer to and supplement the Council’s previous
texts. It is mainly a sequel to the modern languages projects and, like them, as suggested during
the discussions, paves the way for “specific practical applications“. In this area, as Joseph Sheils
points out, the Council of Europe must act as a catalyst and a forum for discussion and analysis
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(Session III). It must “anchor“ the values concerned, offer opportunities for study and discussion,
and inform the debate. Lastly, it has a methodological function, since it draws up instruments on
a consensus basis.
Analysing the language situation
Linguistic impact of changes in Europe
A process designed to influence a language situation always starts with an analysis of the
situation. Before framing a language policy, we need to make a comprehensive study of its
context. A language situation is defined by features such as the languages involved, the state of
these languages, the status or degree of institutional recognition of each one, the relations
between language communities, the social forces affecting language use, the ideologies shaping
the image of the languages and people’s attitudes to the languages. This means analysing all the
problems which language policy sets out to help solve. This analysis was conducted before and
during the conference, and although it is still incomplete, several points can be highlighted.
Europe is experiencing profound changes which affect its language situation, confronting the
players involved in language policy with a mass of new questions. Over the past few decades the
internationalisation of the economy has generated areas of activity which exceed national
boundaries. Globalisation, which means putting most human activities on the market, opening up
markets segmented notably by national borders to unfettered competition and expanding them
worldwide, has speeded up the internationalisation process. Multinational and internationalised
firms, the cultural industry and information society networks are sectors which function on a
distinctly international and often global scale. Globalisation has conferred a new dimension on
the process by imposing it as a mode of development organised and upheld by a highly
influential ideology. In his statement Peter Leuprecht calls it the “pan-economic“ ideology –
referring to George Soros, who calls it “market fundamentalism“ – and points out its dangers.
This new dimension of human activity disregards national borders and in fact tends to remove
them, at least in economic terms. It also tends to encompass language use, which was previously
regulated as far as possible by government and is now increasingly subject to market forces. As a
result, the strongest languages are in a dominant position. As Peter Leuprecht says, “The
relationship between languages and those speaking them also involves power. ‘Strong’
languages are liable to crush ‘weak’ languages“. Gret Haller, Georges Lüdi and François Grin
(Session I) draw attention to the consequences of linguistic supremacy over language
communities. This form of domination is nothing new, but it is exercised in a new sociolinguistic context featuring a wider circle of “weak languages“ and vulnerable communities
together with the expansion worldwide of the geographical scope of strong languages –
increasingly that of a single language.
Identities and diversity
At the same time, and probably in response to this trend, many linguistic and cultural
communities are more and more forcefully asserting their identities. This usually takes the form
of demands for recognition of individuals’ and communities’ linguistic and cultural rights. But, it
can also go further. As Peter Leuprecht remarks, “Pan-economic ideology, globalisation and the
related sense of powerlessness have probably contributed to this longing for identity, to a fear of
losing and a determination to defend one’s identity (…). This is understandable, but it is not
without dangers. An obsession with a narrowly defined identity, going hand in hand with a
rejection of otherness and difference, brings us back to aggressive nationalism and
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ethnocentrism“. Europe is unfortunately experiencing this in several forms, some of them
particularly tragic.
Unification and diversity
This double spiral of global and local trends around national issues is also reflected in politics.
New states are being founded and new powers are taking shape at local and regional level,
sometimes resulting in the emergence of nation-regions which are virtually states. At the same
time we are witnessing a tendency towards unification, with the pooling of activities in
transnational institutions and in a wide range of multilateral bodies. The economic integration of
national communities has so far been carried furthest by the European Union. Other bodies have
been set up, such as the ALENA in North America and MERCOSUR in South America, but they
are still in the process of forming common markets. The EU is now at the stage of assimilating
the political, social and cultural effects of its economic integration and has embarked on the
process of political integration through the 1992 Maastricht Treaty. It is therefore coming up
against the language problems posed by this integration process.
These problems are a challenge to Europe and confront all those with a stake in language policy:
Europe’s international institutions (that is, the Council of Europe and the European Union),
national authorities and the political, economic, social and cultural players operating at lower
levels.
Ethical basis of language policy
Defining and linking up “linguistic diversity” and “democratic citizenship”
The purpose of a Council of Europe language policy is to promote the principles and values
underlying it. By explaining them it also offers an example of democratic policy-making. It was
important to define and link up the two basic principles underlying the planned policy. Defining
the concepts of “linguistic diversity“ and “democratic citizenship“ proved to be a rather difficult
task. As Pádraig Ó Riagáin points out (Session I), they reflect needs and aspirations which are
currently taking shape and have appeared very recently on the agendas of international
organisations in Europe. Michela Cecchini (Session I) also observes that the concept of
democratic citizenship is still being worked out, with no consensus as yet on its content. And the
notion of linguistic diversity covers a wide variety of situations.
A few benchmarks and discussion points nevertheless emerged from the conference. Links can
be established between languages, citizenship and human rights. In any local, regional, national
or international community, people must be able to take part in societal processes without being
subjected to language barriers, linguistic handicaps or expressions of intolerance. This applies to
all areas including education, public services, information, elective democracy and work (Miquel
Strubell, Pádraig Ó Riagáin, Session I). As Raymond Weber observed, we are helping to create a
European public area which extends beyond the nation state towards an area of citizenship for
everyone in Europe. Language cannot be used for purposes of power and exclusion in this area
of citizenship, which can be built only if economics, or rather market fundamentalism, gives way
to politics – politics as a reflection of the citizens, of the “city“, in the sense of a community that
generates policy and rights, including political rights, as F. Audigier noted in “Basic concepts
and core competences of education for democratic citizenship“ (DECS/CIT (98) 35).
This demand for citizenship must be extended to the processes set in motion by social change –
globalisation and technological modernisation. Otherwise, as Jacques Legendre points out
(Session II), “there is also another form of exclusion, one which may prove very difficult to deal
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with, that of men and women who, in today’s increasingly shrinking world, may be proficient
only in their own language and unable to speak any other, perhaps an international language, a
knowledge of which is becoming so important that those who do not speak one are excluded in
turn, at least where international relations are concerned“. To avoid sidelining people in this way,
we could of course have a common language giving them access to information society networks
and we might organise language teaching so as to ensure that they know that language. However,
only the dominant ideology says that information society networks must be monolingual. All
Europe’s citizens must be equipped with language skills allowing them to take part in these new
processes. But just as access to language must not apply only to the majority or dominant
language in a given state, it must not be restricted to the dominant languages – or language – in
these processes, but must embrace communities and their languages, especially the common
languages they have adopted.
Schools, multilingualism and multiculturalism
The demand for recognition of language rights means that governments are called upon to
recognise speakers of minority languages and empower them to take part in community life. The
European Charter for Regional or Minority Languages provided speakers of indigenous minority
languages with a framework for recognition and facilities for accommodating their languages.
Some of these languages have been incorporated into the public arena, especially in regions
which have acquired a high degree of autonomy, whose languages often act as a strong focus for
identity and have been given co-official status. Catalan, Basque and Welsh are cases in point.
Recognition of other languages and language communities is very uneven and often inadequate,
especially in education systems, but significant steps forward have been made, as indicated by
several participants in the panel discussion on decision-making (Session III).
On the other hand, little attention is paid to the languages spoken by communities stemming
from various forms of migration. The prevailing view in most European countries is that learning
the national, official language is the key linguistic issue for the integration of those sections of
their population which are from immigrant backgrounds. The teaching of these languages
occupies a comparatively minor position in the education systems of most European countries
(Session III). Yet as Ingrid Gogolin points out (Session I), these languages tend to remain in
fairly wide use thanks to immigrant community networks, which teach them to children, albeit
very unevenly. Schools must therefore cater for these communities and languages so that their
speakers learn to read and write as well as speak them, in order to gain access to the knowledge
they convey. The various cultures that make up many people’s identities must also be considered
from a social perspective. Multilingual people must not be split between their different cultures,
but be able to pull them together. School has a major part to play in helping them do this.
Democratic citizenship and language teaching
A link must also be forged between democratic citizenship and language teaching. Hanna
Komorowska and Michela Cecchini demonstrate in their papers (Session I) that language
teaching and learning can provide a framework for democratic citizenship. This means
developing a democratic classroom approach which teaches people to communicate, discuss and
think – an essential process which should lead to linguistic diversity, its natural sequel and
necessary adjunct.
Area of citizenship and linguistic diversity
While the conference agreed that linguistic diversity was desirable, the participants’ concern to
define the concept demonstrated that it has a range of meanings and will require considerable
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clarification. Just as a society based on language supremacy is intolerant, diversity can also boil
down to the co-exist ence of social groups that refuse to tolerate one another. As Gret Haller puts
it (Session I), “The first risk is that of ‘downwards’ ramification, which might be described as an
‘explosion of ethno-nationalist languages’“. This in fact weakens each of the languages
concerned and further heightens the insecurity and intolerance of those who speak them. In
Raymond Weber’s words, “Current political realities require us to see diversity in relation to,
and in terms of its interaction with, democratic citizenship“, as was the intention of the
conference. Defining and linking up linguistic diversity and democratic citizenship is an openended and very demanding task.
Organising linguistic diversity in education systems
Assessing linguistic diversity
The findings of the survey on language diversity in education systems suggest the scale of the
work still to be done (Session II). Where foreign language teaching is concerned, as Michel
Candelier says in his presentation, the survey demonstrates the weight of the dominant language:
“In nearly four countries out of five, the most frequently taught language is studied by more
students than all the other languages combined“. The other languages are offered only in limited
numbers (in four countries out of five) and are taught for a much shorter time. Where indigenous
minority languages are concerned, only a few countries (one in four) offer instruction to a
substantial proportion (two-thirds) of the target group. As regards immigrant languages, the very
limited information received by the authors of the survey (perhaps reflecting a limited awareness
of these languages) shows that efforts to increase educational language diversity in this area are
still less marked than is generally the case for indigenous minority languages.
The authors note that in assessing the findings they were continually presented with strong
evidence suggesting that the greatest diversity is far from being the prerogative of wealthy
countries – quite the reverse, although financial constraints are definitely a problem. They are
less often cited than the lack of political will and certain policy makers’ lack of interest in
linguistic diversification, which is the most frequently mentioned obstacle in the replies to the
questionnaire (thirty-one occurrences concerning nineteen countries). The other most frequently
cited obstacle is the collective and individual perceptions/attitudes of learners and parents, and
also of policy makers and education chiefs, concerning languages (usefulness, difficulty,
aesthetic appreciation etc.), those who speak them and the cultures to which they are linked. In
this connection, very favourable images of English are quite frequently cited as an obstacle
(fourteen occurrences concerning eleven countries) which often discourages teachers and
learners of other languages.
Prospects for improvement
The discussion among decision makers (Session II) confirmed and clarified these findings. It was
pointed out, for example, that societies are becoming increasingly multilingual as a result of
immigration. In the past, multilingualism was mainly a feature of the larger western European
countries and their neighbours; it is now expanding to northern and southern Europe, as indicated
by the representatives of Norway and Portugal, and more recently to central Europe (Hungary
and the Czech Republic). It is a fact, however, that education systems pay very little attention to
this language diversity, giving pride of place to teaching the host country’s language.
The discussion also highlights the many factors that explain why situations differ. Pavel Cink
refers on this point to John Trim’s research: “a country will set greater store on language
learning and teaching if it is multilingual itself, if it has minorities among its population, if its
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language is not widely used or if knowledge of foreign languages is an asset in itself in that
country for historical and cultural reasons, for instance because it is the key to international
communication and access to a proper education“. The combination of these factors in several
central and eastern European countries probably explains why they generally take on a broader
range of languages than some of the larger western European countries. Some of these factors,
however, may be of little importance in practice. A community whose language is not widely
used may opt for a single language to gain access to the international arena. Also, little account is
taken of a country’s natural multilingualism if a majority of the population is opposed to it and if
this attitude is exploited for political purposes.
So the mere operation of these factors is not enough: the impact of appropriate language policies
is also essential. Language policies address the issues comprehensively together with their
consequences. Measures such as diversifying the languages taught, teaching the neighbouring
country’s language, developing bilingual schools and introducing multilingual teaching entail
training teachers and, more generally, arousing public awareness and securing funds. All the
speakers in the panel discussion viewed public awareness campaigns as the most effective way
of carrying out a language policy. But it was pointed out that public opinion sometimes proves
more sensitive than the authorities when it comes to recognising linguistic diversity (Portugal
and Romania). Teachers and parents, the education systems’ partners, favour co-operation and
exchanges as a way of encouraging linguistic diversity.
Other major topics for discussion
One of the main themes of the conference was how to incorporate three types of language into a
single language policy: “foreign“ languages, immigrant languages and indigenous minority
languages. As a result, there was little discussion of issues relating to member states’ official
languages. Yet these must be included in the framing of a language policy: firstly, because all the
factors involved in language policy interact and it is imperative to deal with all types of language
rather than just one, two or even three; secondly, because the situation of official languages
varies enormously from one country and one social group to another, and is a factor for
inequality. It must be borne in mind that they are mother tongues, that for many people – not
necessarily those highest up the social ladder – they are the only language resource and that they
serve to pull a community together. Communities are entitled to effective access to modern life
via their official languages, which of course does not preclude the right of access to widely used
languages or the obligation to promote the well-being of minority language communities.
Another substantive issue that was not broached is the position of English teaching. The social
role of English was discussed during Session I. Logically, therefore, English teaching should be
included in the discussion of how to organise linguistic diversity in education systems. It was to
have been covered by the panel discussion on decision-making, but, being last on the agenda,
was dropped for lack of time. Yet the fact is that in most education systems English no longer
functions as a foreign language, although with very few exceptions there has been no democratic
debate on this change of status.
Objectives of a reference document on language education policies
The paper by Joseph Sheils, “Next steps“, which concludes the proceedings, discusses the
participants’ contributions and also, of course, the points that were not discussed. After
reviewing the Council of Europe’s work on language policy, Joseph Sheils identifies several
principles of language education policy which reflect the thinking behind the project and its
underlying concepts: language learning is for all, irrespective of social status or grouping; access
to informal as well as formal communication networks is the right of everyone; this policy must
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allow for all language varieties and for non-European languages; understanding and speaking
different languages is a key to meeting people from other social groups and discovering other
cultures; democratic classroom processes develop the independence of thought and action
needed for participatory and socially responsible citizenship; language learning throughout one’s
life is a necessity and therefore a right, not an option. Joseph Sheils explains how these
principles have already been addressed by the Council of Europe in its previous work,
particularly the European Language Portfolio, a real aid to achieving linguistic diversity.
He outlines the remaining stages in the production of the reference document and indicates its
scope: “The document would help to analyse the decision between this set of factors and other
factors such as cultural, political, the need to learn the language of one’s neighbours, the need for
access to other cultures. For such a case the document would not suggest or impose a policy but
would help to clarify the issues and the implications of different options which might be
followed“. He concludes with a reminder of the deadline – European Year of Languages 2001 –
and encourages everyone to contribute actively to the project’s success.
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Opening of the conference
Opening addresses
Address by Elisabeth Gehrer, Minister of Education and Cultural Affairs, Austria (abridged)
The fiftieth anniversary of the Council of Europe is a suitable occasion to ask ourselves whether
we have improved Europe. We may claim that improvements have been made, but not,
unfortunately, in all spheres. We must accept the implications of this and resolve to work harder
to achieve universal objectives, including peace. We must also consider the future and how we
can establish a genuine citizen’s Europe and ensure that this concept becomes firmly rooted in
young people’s minds.
I welcome this conference in particular because it has made it its aim to deliberate on how the
peoples of Europe can be brought closer together through the learning of languages and the use
of modern methods.
There are two dimensions which have to be considered in this context: the political and
economic integration of Europe and the Europe of the regions, where diversity should be shared
without Europe’s common objectives being neglected.
Globalisation has generated a greater need than ever for identification with a homeland (Heimat)
– a country with a specific culture and mentality, where people have their roots. On the other
hand, the desire to look beyond the frontiers of their own country must be instilled in young
people. Those who have roots also have the openness of mind required to take the first steps
towards others. Hence, it is essential to be able to communicate and to speak several languages.
Europe’s wealth lies in its great linguistic and cultural diversity which must be preserved at all
cost.
Admittedly, English opens all doors and enables people to get by wherever they go. However, it
is important for them to speak other languages, if they wish to establish deeper relations. This is
becoming increasingly obvious in Vienna, where we feel the need to know the languages spoken
by our neighbours (Hungarian, Czech, Polish). Many businesses expect applicants to speak these
languages in addition to English.
It is impossible to understand a people if you do not understand their language and it is therefore
important to continue to promote language learning. Hence, I am particularly pleased that the
European Centre for Modern Languages was set up in Graz exactly four years ago today, on 9
May 1995.
The present conference, which forms part of the Council of Europe’s fiftieth anniversary
celebrations, is a momentous event. The Council of Europe has declared the year 2001 the
“European Year of Languages“ and you, the participants in today’s conference, are the prime
movers. You are going to deliberate on what a future common languages policy may look like
and on important questions, such as, “What should be done at national and at European level?”,
“Who are the target groups of such a policy?“
In Austria we have launched a language learning offensive. Children are taught one foreign
language from their very first year at school (usually English, French or Italian), and efforts are
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being made to give secondary school students the opportunity of a bilingual education (some
subjects being taught in a foreign language). This should instil in them the pleasure of learning a
language and help them overcome their fear of speaking in a foreign tongue.
I wish you the best of success in your work and a pleasant stay in Innsbruck, and I look forward
with the greatest interest to the outcome of your deliberations.
Address by Governor Wendelin Weingartner, Governor of Tyrol, Austria (abridged)
During the street-naming ceremonies which have just taken place, we have had a living
experience of how European sentiments can be expressed in many different ways while the
underlying spirit is always the same. In Innsbruck we believe the Tyrol to be a genuinely
European region, where this spirit is alive in a specific form of its own, and we consider it a
privilege that our city, which is one of the important European crossroads, has been chosen as
the venue of this conference.
A community depends on communication and mutual understanding, with language as its most
obvious tool. The language of a country is telling evidence of its culture. Not to believe in
linguistic diversity means not to believe in cultural diversity. Europe derives its specific
character from its cultural diversity which is expressed in its languages.
In Tyrol we use a German idiom which immediately reveals our origin. The way we intonate our
language is part of our identity, and although we are unquestionably European, we do not wish to
lose that identity.
With this in mind, I hope that the present conference will help to prove that one can be European
while cultivating one’s own identity. In a community we should seek to establish relations and
“to build bridges“ by using other people’s languages but also by acknowledging the wide
cultural diversity which is so specifically European.
Address by Christian Smekal, Rector of Innsbruck University, Austria (abridged)
On behalf of Caspar Einem, Minister of Science and Transport, I should like to wish this
important conference every success.
The future of languages in Europe is not merely a matter of communication between European
citizens. Beyond that it is vital because languages help citizens to understand one another and to
understand one another’s cultures. Learning languages is also a means of enhancing Europe’s
cultural diversity, for languages should not be barriers but bridges to understanding and
respecting each other’s cultures. It would be wrong to consider language learning as a means of
levelling out differences or of cultural standardisation.
This conference is important because it signals willingness to address the issue of cultural
diversity and in doing so will make linguistic policy much more relevant.
I hope that you will make substantial progress along the path to that diversity, which will enable
us to build a multicultural Europe.
Address by Herwig van Staa, Mayor of Innsbruck, Austria (abridged)
One of the main aims of the Council of Europe is to constantly seek to improve the protection of
human rights. This has entailed the introduction of efficient supervisory mechanisms which
ensure the protection of fundamental rights and freedoms as well as awareness of the importance
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of these issues in education and in particular of the emergence of the new threats to human rights
and dignity we are currently witnessing.
Public authorities must be made aware of the significance of human rights and of the need to
encourage respect for these rights.
The Council of Europe has always supported the wide diversity of the European cultural
heritage. Since its accession, Austria has actively promoted these causes and two Austrians have
even been Secretaries General of the Organisation. I would like to pay special tribute to Dr Peter
Leuprecht, a native of Innsbruck, who was for many years Deputy Secretary General of the
Council of Europe and is now a government adviser in Canada.
The preservation and enhancement of the diversity of the European heritage and the
consolidation of democracy at local and regional level are themes that are dealt with by the
Congress of Local and Regional Authorities. For the past year, I have had the honour of being
the President of its Chamber of Regions. In 1983, the Congress decided to devote special
attention to regional and minority languages. An Austrian newspaper recently ran the following
headline: “Is Europe losing its languages?“ It went on to explain that, on the one hand, growing
mobility leads to closer cultural contacts, thus reinforcing the importance of linguistic diversity,
while, on the other hand, public pressure for information leads to a higher degree of conformity.
The main European languages, especially English and French, are pushing other languages aside.
Studies show that there are thirty times as many languages in the world as countries. A study
carried out in 1996 reports that, in western Europe alone, there are forty-five communities using
languages other than the national language. In 1997, a survey carried out by the European
Commission in thirty-four western, central and eastern European countries revealed that Russian
is the main language of 35% of the population concerned, followed by English, 28%, German,
20%, French, 17%, and Italian, 10%. All other national languages are the main language of less
than 7% of the total European population. One can imagine what this means for the continued
existence of these languages.
Language is one of society’s main tools for preserving its culture and its means of expression.
For these reasons, the European Convention on Human Rights prohibits discrimination on the
grounds of language and, like the Charter for Regional or Minority Languages, encourages
linguistic diversity, which will be one of the main characteristics of the Europe of the future. The
wealth of traditions in Europe and its multiculturalism are two of the main features of Europe’s
identity, which must be protected and promoted.
Languages are the essential feature of European culture. Acknowledging a person’s mother
tongue and ensuring the right to its use in various spheres of life may help that person to feel at
home not only in his or her own country but also elsewhere in Europe, inspiring him or her with
the feeling of being a European citizen. Unity and harmony cannot be achieved in Europe by
introducing a standard language. On the contrary, the right to be different strengthens
commitment to regional and minority languages and, consequently, to European democracy.
Language is a fundamental aspect and prerequisite for democracy. In Austria we know from
experience that an ethnic minority can only survive if it conserves the language of its ancestors.
And in Europe we have seen that the oppression of national minorities may ultimately lead to
European agreements that improve the quality of life of minorities and enable them to contribute
to the development of their regions.
his awareness of languages and of their importance, not only for people’s cultural identity but
also for bringing them closer together, makes me particularly pleased that Innsbruck is, for the
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second time in a short space of time, hosting a meeting of international experts in the field of
languages.
We hope we can help make this conference a success. As President of the Chamber of Regions
of the Congress of Local and Regional Authorities but also as Mayor of Innsbruck, I welcome
you and wish you much success in reaching common objectives in linguistic policies.
I would also like to take this opportunity to thank the media who will report on this conference,
in particular Radio Österreich International, who will cover the entire event.
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Address by Raymond Weber Director of Education, Culture and Sport, Council of Europe1
It is a great honour for me, but also a personal pleasure, to be opening this Conference today on
Linguistic Diversity for Democratic Citizenship in Europe on behalf of Mr Daniel Tarschys,
Secretary General of the Council of Europe.
For years Austria has been a pioneer of linguistic co-operation in Europe, a Europe intended not
only for politicians, experts, businessmen and bankers, but also for the citizens of our continent.
Austria’s active role is once again apparent in our programmes but also in the European Centre
for Modern Languages in Graz, which could never have developed without the moral and
material support of the Austrian Government.
My first words therefore, will be words of thanks to the Federal Government of Austria and more
particularly to you, Minister, and to your ministry, for the remarkable role that Austria has
played in our language programme and for this conference which, I am sure, has come at the
right time to take stock of the progress we have made and sketc.h the broad outlines of the
European Year of Languages in 2001.
My thanks also to the Land of Tyrol and the city of Innsbruck, for offering us their hospitality for
three days, during which I am sure we shall achieve some positive results.
The Council of Europe
This conference is taking place just days after the Council of Europe’s official fiftieth
anniversary celebrations. When the Council was set up in 1949, under the momentum of the
Congress of The Hague the previous year, it was in order to build a new Europe, based on the
values of human rights, democracy and the rule of law, leaving behind for good the Holocaust
and the war on our continent.
When, in 1989, the Council began to enlarge rapidly, embracing the countries of central and east
Europe, with the result that its membership grew in a few years from twenty-three to forty-one
states, it was in order to promote a Europe of democratic security, social cohesion and
intercultural dialogue.
Today, however, we find ourselves largely powerless, our values flouted and mocked: we are
watching not just massacres, but also the ugly phenomenon of ethnic cleansing that is driving
hundreds of thousands of Kosovars from their country, stripping them of their possessions and
the things that make them what they are – their very identity and dignity. What is happening in
Kosovo is of concern not just in Southeast Europe and not just in terms of political stability or
the economic situation; it concerns us all, because we can see ourselves mirrored in the events
there, desperately trying to make sense of the collapse of our most cherished values.
Nonetheless, as well as providing humanitarian aid, including support for education and culture,
as quickly and effectively as possible, we must now begin to prepare for what I hesitate to call
the next phase. We have to realise that the next phase will not be a return to normality, as if
nothing had happened. I believe that Kosovo will bear deep and lasting scars. Nothing will be as
it was before. Everything must, to some extent, be collectively reinvented.
1. This speech was delivered in two languages, the first part in German and the second in French.
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The conference
Can our discussions over these three days contribute in any way to healing the wounds?
I have a deep conviction that they can, although it is true that any practical proposals we may
make on the role of linguistic diversity in furthering democratic citizenship will have little
impact in the short term. However, by influencing people’s outlook, behaviour and attitudes, the
proposals have the potential to restore confidence and meaning, so that dialogue between the
different cultures and religions can start up again, the social fabric can be mended and real fellow
feeling and active solidarity can be developed.
With a long-term view to bringing this undoubtedly difficult and laborious process to fruition,
the Council of Europe can take up the challenge by drawing on legal frameworks, ideas,
methodological tools and citizenship networks. As all these aspects will be covered in the course
of the conference, I shall mention here only the various legal instruments:
– the European Charter for Regional or Minority Languages;
– the Framework Convention for the Protection of National Minorities;
– the Declaration and programme on education for democratic citizenship (adopted on 7 May
1999 in Budapest);
– Recommendation (98) 6 of the Committee of Ministers concerning modern languages;
– Recommendation 1383 (98) of the Parliamentary Assembly on linguistic diversification.
I should also like to mention one programme that is both a tool and a network, namely the Sites
of Democratic Citizenship, about which my colleague Michela Cecchini will speak at greater
length tomorrow afternoon.
Diversity
We may have fondly imagined that we could devote the year 2001 exclusively to languages and
linguistic diversity, but current political realities surely require us to see diversity in relation to,
and in terms of its interaction with, democratic citizenship, and indeed that is the intention of this
conference.
Daniel Tarschys ended his address at the fiftieth anniversary ceremonial sitting in the Hungarian
Parliament in Budapest on a challenging note when he said: “Creating Europeans – that should
be the agenda for the next half-century. If we fail in this task, we will fail in many others also.
But if we succeed, as we must, we will bequeath to future generations a much better Europe than
the continent that we inherited from our ancestors“.
Thank you all for joining us in taking up that challenge.
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Keynote address
Peter Leuprecht, Former Deputy Secretary General of the Council of Europe
Linguistic diversity and democratic citizenship1

Introduction
It is a pleasure for me to be able to take part in this conference and I would like to warmly thank
my dear friend, Raymond Weber, for having invited me. This is the first time since my none too
gentle departure from Strasbourg that I have taken part in an event organised by the Council of
Europe. I politely refused previous invitations because I thought the wounds would heal better if
I let some time go by and let the dust settle. However, I had good reasons for being pleased to
accept the invitation to this conference: firstly because it came from Raymond Weber and Joseph
Sheils, and secondly because of the importance I attach to the theme of the conference and, in
general, to the work done by Raymond Weber and his directorate, and last but not least, to be
quite honest, because the conference was being held in Innsbruck. I have many links with this
town: I lived here from 1946 to 1961, went to school not far from here in the Angerzellgasse, a
grammar school which at that time was still described as “humanist“, and got my doctorate at the
local university; my dear wife was born here and my unforgettable parents are buried here; and
finally my sister, my brother, my mother-in-law and many dear friends still live in this beautiful
city.
When addressing an audience in my native country, I never forget the wise old saying that no
man is a prophet in his own country. But I would like to assure you that I in no way consider
myself to be a prophet; I would simply like, with humility and modesty, to share a few thoughts
with you on the theme of this conference and to make a few personal remarks about the role of
the Council of Europe and, about the tragedy in Kosovo.
When Zigong asked his revered master Confucius how one could recognise an honest man,
Confucius gave him this short and simple reply: “He doesn’t preach anything that he doesn’t
practice“. In the hope that I am an honest man, I will not only preach linguistic diversity but also
practise it by addressing you in three languages – though only one after the other of course, not
all three at the same time.
The fiftieth anniversary of the Council of Europe
A few days ago the Council of Europe celebrated its fiftieth anniversary; an avenue lined with
chestnut trees in this town now bears its name. I continue to have close links with this institution
and, above all with the principles and values that it was intended to embody, represent and
promote. Fifty years is a substantial period of time, not only in a human life, but also in the life
of an institution. The Council of Europe has reached a ripe old age. It would be a great pity if it
were simply to become a petrified monument. Monuments can be attractive and decorative; they
tell us something about our – justly or unjustly glorified – past; they are also particularly popular
with pigeons and other birds as a roosting place – there are examples of this in Innsbruck not far
from here. I did not and still do not view the Council of Europe as a monument and a roosting

1. This speech was delivered in three languages: the introduction in German, the first and second parts in French
and the third, fourth and fifth in English.
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place for tired birds, even if birds are flocking to it from an ever-increasing number of European
countries.
I always firmly believed that a united Europe ought to be, first and foremost, a community of
values. Without well-established shared values Europe and European integration are built on
sand. Those who in the darkness of the second world war and under the yoke of nazism, fascism
and totalitarianism dreamt of another Europe and after 1945 set about making that dream come
true, wanted to build a new, peaceful Europe based on the common values and principles so
clearly expressed in the statute of the Council of Europe, the first-ever European Organisation:
pluralist democracy, the rule of law and human rights. The Council of Europe was conceived as
“an anchor of values“ (as Vaclav Havel put it at the Strasbourg Summit in October 1997).
Unfortunately, I can not shake off the feeling that these principles and values have been watered
down over the last few years and sacrificed on the altar of opportunistic realpolitik, and that they
risk becoming no more than empty shells. European political leaders now all voice the same
credo: pluralist democracy, the rule of law and human rights. This was particularly clear from the
last Council of Europe summit in Strasbourg in October 1997. Such lip-service is unfortunately
far removed from reality. Yesterday’s ideological confrontation has been replaced by a woolly
consensus.
The effectiveness, significance, credibility and image of the Council of Europe have suffered
from a policy that lacks clarity and has failed to live up to its principles; its profile is increasingly
blurred, if at all visible. The fact that a Europe without “an anchor of values“ will find no point
of stability makes this all the more depressing. This is not the first time I have said this; I said
and wrote this many times before, when and after leaving Strasbourg; and today I would like to
emphasise once again that Europe and the Council of Europe urgently need to reflect again on
the values on which they are based.
The tragedy of Kosovo
The tragic events of the past few weeks call not only for reflection but also for mourning. The
European order created after the second world war, of which the Council of Europe was to be the
cornerstone, was conceived as a peaceful order, based, as I have already said, on pluralist
democracy, the rule of law and human rights. The Universal Declaration of Human Rights,
whose fiftieth anniversary was celebrated a few months ago, begins with the proclamation:
“whereas recognition of the inherent dignity and of the equal and inalienable rights of all
members of the human family is the foundation of freedom, justice and peace in the world“. A
year ago I took part in a conference on measures for securing international peace, which also
took place in Austria, at which I pointed out that human rights violations were not only the
consequence but also one of the main causes of wars and conflicts. I quoted Mary Robinson, the
UN High Commissioner for Human Rights, who had said in Oxford on 11 October 1997 that
today’s human rights violations were the cause of tomorrow’s conflicts. The events in and
around Kosovo have unfortunately proved both of us right.
While we are holding our conference in – thank God – peaceful Innsbruck, a war is raging on the
European continent not far from here, which is causing death and destruction, fear and suffering
for millions of people. Once again a war is raging in the very region where the long chain of
European wars began, in a region, which does not yet appear to have succeeded in
acknowledging its diversity as a source of wealth or in finding unity and peace in such diversity.
Hatred fuelled by unscrupulous apparatchiks, aggressive nationalism and ethnocentricity have
caused millions of people indescribable suffering.
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For years international bodies have been talking about “early warning“, preventive diplomacy
and conflict prevention. The tragedy in Kosovo has been gradually unfolding for over ten years;
one didn’t need to be a prophet to see it coming, and yet nothing was done to prevent it.
And now Nato’s bombs and missiles are raining down on the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia
and Kosovo. I personally am quite unable to join the flag-waving connected with this so-called
crusade for law and human rights; the ethical and legal considerations prompted by the Nato
intervention are too serious and my sympathy with the people of this region is too great. The fact
that for years Milošević and his regime have been guilty of the worst crimes against humanity
and against human rights – and not only in Kosovo – is irrefutable. We are told that Nato is
dropping bombs for the benefit of people in Kosovo and to safeguard their human rights. But is it
not obvious that Nato’s military intervention has not improved but rather drastically worsened
their situation, that it has accelerated the process of “ethnic cleansing“ in Kosovo, strengthened
the Milošević regime and weakened the democratic forces in the Federal Republic of
Yugoslavia?
And what should we do now? We should do our utmost to put a rapid end to the suffering of the
people in and around Kosovo, the hundreds of thousands of refugees and the people on whom
the bombs are raining down.
I. Three observations on the background to our conference
1.

Human rights and meeting the “other“ face to face

None of you who know me will be remotely surprised if I broach the theme of this conference
from the angle of human rights, which in 1949 were proclaimed as the fundamental value of the
Council of Europe and of the new European society which was about to be constructed.
Unfortunately, the current political context which I have just described, may well reduce such
rights to a mere obligatory, rather meaningless reference. Furthermore, modern society’s
conception of human rights is increasingly egocentric, individualistic and clamorous. We are
tending to forget that human rights are not only our individual rights but also, and above all,
others’ rights. Just as Bartolomé de Las Casas discovered human rights by encountering the
“other“ in the form of the “Indian“, so we too must discover and practise these rights by
encountering others.
Many of the worst scourges plaguing our society, such as racism, anti-Semitism, xenophobia,
aggressive and exclusive nationalism, ethnocentrism and all other manifestations of intolerance,
are rooted in a twofold rejection: the denial of all that is universal in the human being and
humanity, which therefore binds all humans together and forms the basis of human rights; and
the rejection of the other, of otherness, of difference.
The great philosopher Emmanuel Lévinas, who died in 1995 and who I personally consider an
inexhaustible source of inspiration, places ethics at the heart of his philosophy. He posits that the
fundamental human experience is “the experience of others“, which he refers to as “meeting the
other face to face“. He stresses our “responsibility for others“. Our fragmented society, with its
fabric torn to shreds, has great difficulty in “meeting others face to face“. This, in my view, is
why it is so important for us to resolutely work towards this goal and address the subject of this
conference with an awareness of the “ethical significance of the other“.
In practice, the problem of respect for human rights arises wherever human beings exercise
power over other human beings, often through structures or institutions. Human rights are aimed
at limiting, demarcating and controlling power. They counter the utilitarian and cynical view of
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power with a mandatory ethical limitation on such power. Human rights must be constantly and
universally affirmed vis-à-vis all kinds of power, be they political, economic, social, mediabased, scientific or technical.
2.

The ravages of the pan-economic ideology

I would like to single out one of these types of power, one which is increasingly overstepping the
limits and evading the controls. I mean economic and financial power, together with the ideology
that conveys it in the context of globalisation.
The year 1989 was undeniably a turning point of paramount importance in European, and indeed
world history. Some proclaimed that we had reached the “end of history“ and had witnessed the
“final victory“ of the “western system“, capitalism, liberalism, or whatever. I feel that any talk of
the “end of history“ or “final victory“ points to a non-historic, or indeed anti-historic attitude to
history. However, even a basic knowledge of history (together with a little humility, a virtue
which is unfortunately becoming increasingly rare nowadays) should tell us that this is by no
means the first time people have felt moved to announce the end of history.
There has also been much idle talk about “the death of ideologies“. I am convinced that the
opposite is true, that a powerful ideology has survived under another name, and that it is
pervading and increasingly determining the prevailing mode of thought and action. I call this
phenomenon the pan-economic ideology, while others refer to “economism“, the “toutéconomique“ (the “economic mindset“), and the “pensée unique“ (a doctrinaire approach to
government exclusively based on market forces and liberalism). In his recent book The Crisis of
Global Capitalism, George Soros, who unlike myself, and I would imagine most of us here, has
considerable insider knowledge in this field, calls his approach “market fundamentalism“. But all
these terms in fact refer to the same phenomenon.
The pan-economic ideology and its practical implementation pose grave threats to the cause of
pluralistic democracy, the rule of law and human rights. They affect virtually all aspects of life,
including subjects we will be dealing with at this conference such as languages, diversity,
particularly linguistic and cultural diversity, and citizenship, that is to say how, or how to be
able, to be a citizen.
What is an ideology? It is a system of ideas and beliefs, a philosophy of the world and of life.
This definition fits the pan-economic ideology perfectly, because it states that everything is
dictated by economics. The revealed law is that of the market, and those opposing it exclude
themselves from modernity. This law implacably imposes its demands and cannot be resisted
with impunity.
The pan-economic ideology, preached to us every day, likes to don the mantle of science.
However, it is probably more realistic to stress its quasi- or pseudo-religious dimension, as it has
its own creed, gospel, dogmas, articles of faith, catechism, rituals and places of worship. And of
course, it has its devotees and, especially, its gurus and prophets. Even the most disastrous
failures such as those recently witnessed in Russia and Asia cannot shake their faith.
The pan-economic ideology is a serious threat to human rights primarily because it is based on
an extremely reductionist conception of the human being. It reduces homo sapiens to homo
economicus, debasing him to an economic factor, or, only slightly more optimistically, to an
economic actor. Homo economicus regards rights, including human rights, as his own, rather
than others’ rights. Solidarity and fraternity have no place in his system of values. This
culminates in a very narrow vision of human rights, far removed from the comprehensive vision
26

of human rights as an indivisible whole. Above all, the pan-economic ideology precludes the
social and cultural dimension of human rights, depriving human beings of their social and
cultural rights.
3.

Identity

Identity is an infinitely complex concept. Moreover, it is normally assigned rather a paradoxical
meaning. In etymological terms, the word comes from the Latin root idem, which means “the
same“. On the other hand, it is used to refer to that which is different in each one of us and is
identical in no other individual. This is what the word means when used in such expressions as
“identity papers“.
In our world the concept of identity is frequently manipulated and misused. Men kill each other
for the sake of their identities. I have often had to refer to alarming phenomena of obsession with
and withdrawal into identity.
I would in no way presume to provide definitive replies to the multitude of grave questions
raised by these phenomena, or the conception and use of identity. I should merely point out that I
strongly believe in the virtues of an open and multiple identity. I would like to borrow the
marvellous “daisy“ simile used by my dear friend Antonio Perotti, one of the great
interculturalist thinkers and actors: like the daisy, our identity comprises a multitude of petals.
Just as this flower cannot be reduced to just one of its petals, so we would be terribly misguided
if we reduced our identity to only one of its many facets (for example, ethnicity, nationality,
language or religion). Our identity is quintessentially a compound, composite, reflecting the
multitude and diversity of our affiliations; it would be a serious mistake to try to reduce it to one
single type of belonging.
As Amin Maalouf so aptly puts it in his remarkable work Les identités meurtrières (Murderous
Identities), “identity is not given once and for all, it is constructed and transformed throughout
one’s existence“. Our identity is not fixed and unchangeable it cannot be frozen; it cannot be
locked up in a museum. It is something living. Above all, we constantly define, redefine and
blend our identities by contact, dialogue, exchange and, sometimes, conflict with the other and
otherness. Which brings us back to what I was saying just before, namely “meeting the other
face to face“, encountering otherness and diversity. Diversity should be seen and experienced not
as a handicap or barrier but as what it is, an extraordinary enrichment. We need to open up, not
close up, to the other. It was Octavio Paz who penned the words “man (that is, the human being)
is the only being engaged in the quest for the other“.
II. Language
Language is undoubtedly a vital component of what we call our identity. At the same time, it
obviously plays a cardinal role in encounters with the other; it is the primary means of
communicating with her or him. Emmanuel Lévinas very rightly stressed the impossibility of
broaching others without speaking to them: language, in its expressive function, addresses and
invokes others. Consequently, it is completely aberrant to use language as a factor for division,
separation or identity-based introversion. As Confucius said, “words are about communication,
full stop“.
The right to language, or linguistic rights, are obviously a section of human rights, and more
particularly of cultural rights. Unfortunately, the latter were completely excluded from human
rights for far too long. In recent years international and European legislation finally appears to
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have remembered their fundamental importance and the need to protect and promote them, as
witnessed by work carried out in the United Nations and Unesco and, in particular, the two
Council of Europe legal instruments that came into force in 1999: the Framework Convention for
the Protection of Minorities and the Charter of Regional or Minority Languages. I really cannot
stress forcefully enough that the rights set out in these two instruments do not provide for a mere
obligation of abstention on the Contracting States: they actually impose a positive duty of action
to realise and implement the rights in question.
Just now I mentioned the relationship between human rights and power. The problems of power
take on a particularly acute form in the field we are discussing. The relationship between
languages and those speaking them also involves power. “Strong“ languages are liable to crush
“weak“ languages. This reminds me of a statement by Lacordaire: “between the strong and the
weak, it is freedom that oppresses and the law that liberates“. This aphorism applies here as
everywhere else; here, as everywhere else, we need a liberating law. This is the significance of
the positive action by the Contracting States which I just mentioned.
III. Diversity
The powerful ideology of nationalism which entered history at the end of the eighteenth and in
the nineteenth century was to have a tremendous impact on the perception of cultural and
linguistic diversity. Ethnocentric nationalism had an overwhelming influence on political
thinking and practice, on both the right and the left of the political spectrum. It provided a
justification for assimilating minorities and for colonising other peoples. The writings of both J.
S. Mill and Engels are highly significant in this respect; according to them, progress required
assimilating smaller cultures into larger cultures. “The half-savage relic of past times“ (according
to J. S. Mill) or the “ethnic trash“ (according to Engels) was doomed to be “absorbed“ or
“extirpated“. Although Marx had written in The Communist Manifesto that the proletariat had no
nationality, Marxists as well as liberals in the nineteenth century regarded the great nations as the
carriers of historical development. Smaller nationalities were regarded as backward and stagnant;
they were expected to abandon their national character and to assimilate to a great nation.
German was seen as the “language of liberty“ for the Czechs, just as French was seen as the
“language of liberty“ for the Bretons, and English was seen as the “language of liberty“ for the
Quebecois. Opposing the idea of the Quebecois maintaining a distinct francophone society in
Canada, J. S. Mill thus encouraged their assimilation into the more “civilized“ English culture.
He also wrote: “Free institutions are next to impossible in a country made up of different
nationalities. Among a people without fellow feeling, especially if they read and speak different
languages, the united public opinion, necessary to the working of representative government,
cannot exist.“
Unfortunately, certain politicians in Europe (and even in the part of the world where I now live)
share the views of J. S. Mill. As far as I am concerned, I am convinced that these views are
wrong and have been shown to be wrong, for example, by Switzerland, a country with four
different languages, in which free institutions and representative government have existed for a
long time. In addition, experience – including some extremely tragic recent experience – has
shown that any dream of an ethnically “pure“ state is bound to lead to disaster.
However, in the nineteenth century and for quite some time in the twentieth century, the
prevailing political doctrine and practice were those of ethnocentric nationalism basically hostile
to cultural and linguistic diversity. There were however some countervailing trends. Not
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surprisingly, they were present in the multinational Austro-Hungarian empire and, more
surprisingly, in England, among pluralists such as Figgis and Laski. In Austria and particularly in
Vienna, there existed a strong anti-nationalist current. In the legal field, Article 19 of the
Staatsgrundgesetz (Fundamental Law of the State) of 1867 guaranteed the same rights to all
ethnic groups of the state; each of them had “an inalienable right to preserve and promote
its…language“, and the Reichsgericht (Imperial Tribunal) developed a rich case law on the basis
of this provision. As far as political thinking was concerned, the Austro-Marxists and, in
particular, Otto Bauer, opposed the growing tide of ethnocentric nationalism. As early as 1849,
the great Austrian playwright and poet Franz Grillparzer who was to be the prophet of the
European tragedy wrote in a dramatic and desperate epigram: “Der Weg der neuen Bildung geht
von Humanität über Nationalität zur Bestialität.“(The way of the new culture goes from
humanity through nationality to bestiality).
Europe, and Germany in particular, did indeed go this way which brought about immense human
suffering and destruction. In his last work, The world of yesterday – memoirs of a European,
written shortly before his tragic end in exile, Stefan Zweig refers to “nationalism – that dire
scourge which has blighted the flower of European culture“ and to “mankind’s inconceivable
relapse into a kind of barbarism presumed long dead, with its deliberate, programmatic denial of
human values“. Unfortunately, these words have once again acquired a chilling topicality.
A few years after these words had been written, the preamble of the Universal Declaration of
Human Rights was to recall that “the disregard and contempt for human rights have resulted in
barbarous acts which have outraged the conscience of mankind“. The Universal Declaration was
the starting point of an unprecedented internationalisation of human rights. The human rights
approach of the international community was a powerful means which helped to break down the
colonial empires. Cultural and linguistic diversity came to be increasingly regarded as a benefit
to be defended and promoted. Something like a human right to allow a culture to survive and
flourish appeared in international law. This is signalled in particular in the Convention against
Genocide of 1948 which defines genocide as “all acts committed with intent to destroy, in whole
or in part, a national, racial or religious group, as such“ and in the 1966 Unesco Declaration of
Principles of Cultural Co-operation which affirms a right and duty of all peoples to protect and
develop the cultures throughout humankind. In Europe, this new orientation has found a legal
expression in the two Council of Europe instruments, the European Charter for Regional or
Minority Languages and the Framework Convention for the Protection of National Minorities,
which I mentioned a moment ago.
These texts mark a radical departure from the earlier ideology and practice of ethnocentric
nationalism and assimilation which had brought about massive human rights violations. The
international community seemed to draw lessons from this bitter experience. The new thinking
and the increasing awareness of the value of diversity can also be seen as a reaction against the
pan-economic ideology and the process of globalisation which strongly affects the cultural field
and tends to force people and peoples into a homogeneous mould. Pan-economic ideology,
globalisation and the related sense of powerlessness have probably contributed to this longing for
identity, a fear of losing and a determination to defend one’s identity. People and peoples are
asking: Who are we? What are we?, and want to be recognised, with their identity to be
recognised. On the one hand, this is understandable; on the other hand, it is not without dangers.
An obsession with a narrowly defined identity, going hand in hand with a rejection of otherness
and difference, brings us back to aggressive nationalism and ethnocentrism. Indeed, such
phenomena have not vanished; on the contrary, they are raising their ugly heads once again and
we are witnessing their alarming resurgence. Many conflicts of our time are due to ethnic strife,
to an incapacity of societies and political systems to manage difference and diversity; they are
usually accompanied by massive violations of human rights and bring about untold human
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suffering. This is amply demonstrated by tragedies such as those of former Yugoslavia and
Rwanda.
In today’s world, ethnocentric nationalism is particularly anachronistic; it is completely out of
touch with reality and its advancement can only lead to disaster. Very few countries of the world,
if any, can claim to be monocultural. Whether we like it or not, we live in a multicultural society.
This is not a doctrine or an ideology; it is simply a reality.
Europe in particular is “a culture of cultures“, as was stated in the report “In from the margins“,
prepared for the Council of Europe by the European Task Force on Culture and Development.
Cultural diversity today is at the same time a fact of life and a central political issue throughout
Europe. The declared aim of European states and European institutions, particularly the Council
of Europe, is to promote pluriculturalism and plurilingualism among citizens, in particular as a
means of combating intolerance and xenophobia.
In fact, in today’s world cultural diversity is threatened by the strong impact of “an allencompassing, Americanised, global culture“ (“In from the margins“). As Edward W. Said
writes in his book Culture and Imperialism, “rarely before in human history has there been so
massive an intervention of force and ideas from one culture to another as there is today from
America to the rest of the world“. Linguistic diversity is threatened by the growing dominance of
English as the international lingua franca, the leading global means of communication.
Europe, like other parts of the world, seems to be torn between two conflicting trends: on the one
hand, the recognition of “the rich heritage of diverse languages and cultures in Europe“ as “a
valuable common resource to be protected and developed“ (Recommendation No. R (82) 18 of
the Committee of Ministers of the Council of Europe) and, on the other hand, the pressure of
pan-economic ideology, globalisation and the “market“; or determination to preserve one’s
“identity“, sometimes even an obsession with “identity“, on the one hand, and powerful forces of
standardisation and uniformity on the other.
I consider it essential for European cultural and linguistic policies to resist the dictate of paneconomic ideology; and I must confess that I abhor the concept of the “linguistic market“.
IV. Democratic citizenship
What do we mean by citizenship? Let me start by saying what it does not or should not mean.
First of all, I believe that citizenship is not the same thing as nationality, “Staatsangehörigkeit“
(belonging to a state). One can be a citizen without being a national of the state in which one
happens to live. Secondly, neither citizenship nor nationality should be based on ethnicity.
Let us now positively define what citizenship is or should be. In the concept of citizenship, there
is the idea of the city, “la cité“, and the idea of “belonging to a community, which entrains
politics and rights, notably political rights“. The Greek word for citizen is “politis“ derived from
the “polis“, the polity. It is the framework in which the citizen exercises his or her rights and
responsibilities. In today’s world citizenship is exercised at various levels: at the local, regional,
national, European and increasingly the international level.
European citizenship must be based on shared values – those which I referred to at the
beginning: pluralist democracy, rule of law and human rights.
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In a democratic society, political power must be the power of the people, the citizens in the
“polis“. In today’s world, political power understood in this sense is constantly weakened. The
sites of power and the exercise of power are increasingly distant from the citizens who risk once
again being reduced to subjects. Accountability is eroded. According to Karl Popper, “economic
power must not be permitted to dominate political power; if necessary, it must be fought and
brought under control by political power“. The truth is that economic and financial power is less
and less controlled by political power and that military power increasingly prevails over political
power. According to George Soros, market fundamentalism which has put financial capital into
the driver’s seat is today a greater threat to open society than any totalitarian ideology.
As responsible citizens, we must be aware of these dangers and resist and reject the diktat of
pan-economic ideology. We must get our hierarchy of values right. As Confucius said, “the
superior man understands righteousness; the inferior man understands profit“. It is essential to
restore the primacy of politics and to mobilise citizens’ power at all levels. At a time of
globalisation, it is increasingly essential for people to get organised and to exercise their citizens’
rights and responsibilities not only at the local, regional and national, but also at the European
and international level. In this respect, the experience of the successful battle against the
Multilateral Agreement on Investments (MAI) is most encouraging; non-governmental citizens’
organisations prevailed over pan-economic ideology and the logic of the market although it did
seem to be a fight between David and Goliath.
There is obviously a strong connection between citizenship and language and plurilingualism
People cannot effectively participate in the democratic processes without language, without
having access to the different kinds and levels of discourse involved. In an integrating Europe
and a shrinking world, plurilingualism is a means of empowerment, a means of enabling people
to participate as citizens in the democratic processes at the European and international level
which, I admit, are far from sufficiently developed, but will have to be developed as a result of
pressure from concerned citizens.
V. What Europe?
The Europe we are trying to build and of which we want to be responsible citizens must be a
Europe that achieves unity in diversity; a Europe that appreciates, nurtures and celebrates its
diversity as a fabulous treasure; a Europe in which meeting the other face to face is a challenging
and enriching daily reality; a Europe of citizens aware of their rights and, even more importantly,
the rights of others and of their ensuing responsibilities; Europe as a marvellous symphony in
which a multitude of different voices produces harmony – harmony through mutual respect. And
let me conclude by expressing the fervent hope that the day will come when all people and all
peoples of Europe, including those who are still torn by war, violence and hatred, will be able to
join the orchestra to play the symphony of peace based on respect for the equal dignity of every
human being.
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A. Round table: Linguistic diversity, democratic citizenship and language education policy
Synthesis: Michael Byram, Durham University, chaiman of the round table
The round table was planned as an interaction between the three contributors, each asked to
respond to three issues or questions from a particular perspective:
Contributors
Hanna Komorowska, University of Warsaw, with respect to “second“ or “foreign“ languages,
Ingrid Gogolin, University of Hamburg, with respect to languages of migrants/immigrants,
Pádraig Ó Riagáin, Linguistics Institute of Ireland, with respect to indigenous minority
languages.
Each question is presented below, together with the comments made by each contributor.
1.

Opportunities for participation in democratic processes and mutual understanding

Hanna Komorowska: The perspective of foreign language teaching
Foreign language teaching can be seen as fulfilling three main functions in this process, for
example:
– the function of a predictor of attitudes and behaviour;
– the function of a mediator on the way to mutual understanding;
– the function of a facilitator of democratic processes;

Foreign language as a predictor of attitudes and behaviours
Language policies are considered indicative of broader intentions. The very act of introducing
foreign languages, languages of ethnic minorities, regional languages or languages of
neighbouring countries into school curricula is perceived as a manifestation of the attitudes of
the majority and of the authorities vis-à-vis those communities. Historically speaking this belief
is frequently justified as, in the past, educational decisions have only too often been used to carry
political messages. This deduction, however, can be deceptive in times of budget cuts and
teacher shortages where no political message is intended in the educational system under strain.
Intentionally or unintentionally, language teaching becomes one of the most powerful descriptors
and predictors of social, economic and political decisions in both internal and foreign policy.
That is why they often trigger attitudes and behaviours of a given community which relate to
issues far broader than the original educational question. As well as this, decisions of this kind
often result in mirror behaviour on the part of the authorities of other countries where the
majority language of the other country functions as a regional or minority language. The key to
success lies in the sensitivity and wisdom of decision makers and in the quantity and quality of
channels through which opinions of particular communities can be voiced.

Foreign language as a mediator on the way to mutual understanding
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Foreign language syllabus design – if it provides for the sociocultural component – paves the
way for tolerance. Foreign language teaching is in a position to provide for the cognitive, the
affective and the behavioural influence in the field.
As far as the cognitive sphere is concerned – good foreign language teaching means teaching the
language in its cultural context. This means that the knowledge of the present world: history,
geography, literature and culture of a given community can be gained in the process of acquiring
the language. Such knowledge helps the learner to understand the community, its needs and
aspirations and in this way may prevent xenophobia and facilitate mutual understanding.
As far as the affective sphere is concerned – educational exchanges, international
correspondence and e-mail activities built into the syllabus provide a fair amount of individual
experience which develops affective competences of the learner. It is extremely hard to support
sweeping generalisations and develop stereotypes when individual contacts have been
established and friendships have been developed.
The behavioural sphere is best developed in the process of project work on cultural issues where
students are encouraged to reflect on their own culture, to compare it with the culture of the
community whose language they are learning and to develop acceptance of differences.
Education for tolerance through foreign language learning can be started very early, as soon as
the language starting stage permits it and it should accompany language teaching up to higher
levels of advanced language teaching. We cannot be certain of the final effect, as education may
not prove to be a sufficient condition for mutual understanding. But as education is definitely a
sine qua non condition for tolerance, we must make sure we have done our best to provide
sufficient teaching and to guarantee its highest quality.
Foreign language as a facilitator of democratic processes
Organisation of instruction and teaching methodology facilitates the democratic process by
developing social competencies, that is, competencies for action as it supports group work,
entails planning, constructing and implementing group projects, develops communication,
encourages debating, negotiating objectives and procedures, develops capacity to resolve
conflicts and promotes group reflection and evaluation.
Therefore, it calls for democratic classroom interaction which prepares students for participation
in democratic processes outside the classroom.
Introducing foreign language teaching in its facilitating function is extremely important in those
educational systems where the teacher is seen primarily in the role of a manager, a source of
information and an evaluator, where teaching processes have been considered more important
than the learning processes and where power over communication and teacher talking time have
been predominant in educational contexts.
The key to democratisation outside school lies in the democratisation of classroom interaction,
and foreign language teaching within the interactive and communicative approach has a lot to
contribute in this field.

Pádraig Ó Riagáin: The perspective of minority/indigenous languages

I have difficulties with the two concepts included in the title of this conference – linguistic
diversity and democratic citizenship – largely because both have appeared on the political
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agenda of international bodies in Europe only in the last decade. Because of the very recent
emergence of these issues, it seems to me that our level of understanding of them as objectives of
policy is for the moment very incomplete. The question that we are asked to address in this
session seems to propose that there is a clear relationship between linguistic diversity – however
we may operationalise and measure the concept – and the nature and extent of citizenship
practices in a given situation. Several hypotheses can be derived from that proposition. The one
that is of most relevance for our conference is that it suggests that, all things being equal, state
intervention, by means of language teaching programmes, is going to change the practices of
citizenship.
There is one sense in which this hypothesis appears entirely valid. When a substantial minority
of a population is denied the opportunity to participate in normal political discourse or the
activities of political processes because of the language they speak, then the distribution of
linguistic competences will clearly affect the capacity to function fully as citizens. Individuals
obviously cannot participate in the democratic process if communication is impeded by problems
of access to the languages used in that process.
However, it is but a short step from accepting this hypothesis, which appears very plausible in
itself, to arguing that the obvious solution is to intensify efforts to teach the dominant language
to groups disadvantaged in this way. Actual examples where this step has been taken clearly
indicate that the matter is a good deal more complicated in very many circumstances. Levelling
linguistic differences do not per se promote the equality of treatment between language
communities. In many cases, rather than promoting the practices of democratic citizenship, such
policies alienate minority groups further from the state and its political institutions. The
aggrieved group is likely to feel that its sense of group identity is being threatened – that its
language is being derogated, its cultural self-development and its educational efforts
undermined.
Linguistic diversity, of course, as a policy goal addresses this very issue. It argues that the
common sense view – that political and linguistic integration go hand in hand – may not, in
many circumstances be the most sensible or appropriate direction to take. Language diversity, as
a policy goal, does not lead to any absolute endorsement of the minority as against the majority
language, but postulates a need for some form of structured accommodation between the two.
The European Charter for Regional or Minority Languages, for example, imposes generally a
duty to offer instruction in the languages spoken by its population to a level that roughly
corresponds to the number of speakers of a language, but it goes on to state that this provision
can never be invoked in an attempt to deprive children the benefits of learning the official or
majority language of the state in which they live. This approach evidently sets the legal
framework for the variety of educational programmes regrouped under the general term
“bilingual education“, but such programmes are seen by many scholars working in the area as
very problematic because of their consequences in practice. We still await good evaluative
studies which will isolate the impact of language policies per se.

Ingrid Gogolin: The perspective of the languages of migrants and immigrants
The philosophy of participation in a public sphere which is familiar to us now is clearly bound to
the “classical“ concept of the nation state as it was developed and implemented in Europe during
the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries. The establishment of these nation states was
accompanied by (among other public institutions) their public education systems. Among the
main reasons for this development is that of linguistic and cultural homogenisation: the
establishment of one official national language (or in exceptional cases more than one language
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recognised per region) and of a linguistically homogenous society, using a standard form of the
particular language. In spite of differences between European nation states, they share in
principle the idea of linguistic and cultural homogeneity of a people (if not at national, then at
least regional, level). Initially, the idea of creating linguistic and cultural homogeneity was
related to the ideal of constructing a public sphere to which every man (and later woman also)
had access. But we can learn from historical analysis that the assumed linguistic and cultural
homogeneity within a nation state serves as a means of inclusion, as intended, and at the same
time also of exclusion from participation in democratic processes. This is due not least to the fact
that the idea of a homogenous people is strongly connected with a subtext under the heading
“immobility“: it can only be maintained if transfrontier mobility is the rare exception.
I would argue that the closure of the public sphere in today’s European nation states for those
who are not at ease with the official national languages is in deep contradiction with the
officially promoted mobility of Europeans. The consequences are twofold: on the one hand, the
creation of a linguistically multiple sphere in each European state is required; on the other hand,
it is necessary to establish a language policy which helps the individual to develop a
“plurilingual identity“. In doing so, the peaceful co-existence of national and supra-national
linguae francae and linguistic diversity could be facilitated; we must learn to accept that
languages in contact can very well be languages in co-operation within the same communicative
space, and not necessarily in competition for it (Byram and Ó Riagáin 1999, p .7).
2.

Development of the person and social identities

Hanna Komorowska: The perspective of foreign language teaching
The significance of foreign language teaching in the development of the personality of the
learner is connected to the type of tasks integrated into a well designed syllabus.
Foreign language teaching can contribute to the intellectual development of the child
Lexical tasks offer ample opportunity for the development of concentration, attention,
perception, memory, concept formation and categorisation.
Grammatical tasks teach how to identify similarity and difference, search for patterns as well as
develop cause-result thinking, sequencing and prioritising.
Skill-based language teaching develops:
– critical thinking;
– problem-solving skills;
– the ability to identify, locate, gather and store information;
– the ability to organise, analyse, synthesise, evaluate and use information.
Listening and reading comprehension skills in particular help develop:
– the ability to identify, describe and interpret different points of view;
– critical analysis of messages coming from different sources;
– the ability to tell fact from opinion.
Speaking skills as well as interactive and mediating skills help develop the:
– ability to analyse a situation;
– ability to formulate an opinion;
– ability to justify an opinion.
36

Foreign language teaching enlarges cognitive competencies of a procedural nature.
The intellectual development is supported by the teaching of other subjects through contentbased teaching foreign languages and through cross-curricular interdisciplinary links.

Foreign language teaching can contribute to child personality development
In the work with young learners this is usually done through offering ample opportunity for selfexpression, creativity, whole body learning, self-reflection and self-assessment as well as
through the incorporation of music, dancing, movement, singing, painting and drawing.
In the work with adolescents special importance goes to self-management skills and work and
study skills.
As far as self-management skills are concerned, foreign language teaching promotes:
– the ability to develop self-esteem and build an appropriate self-image
– skills of self-appraisal and self-advocacy;
– skills to develop constructive approaches to stress, conflict, competition, success and failure.
As far as work and study skills are concerned, foreign language teaching promotes:
– skills to plan, manage and evaluate one’s own learning;
– skills to take responsibility for one’s own learning;
– skills to manage time effectively.
This is usually done by means of introducing formative and summative evaluation as well as
self-evaluation and learner autonomy.

Foreign language teaching can contribute to the social development of the child
Foreign languages help develop:

 – communication skills;
– social and co-operative skills.
Among communication skills, foreign language teaching endorses the micro-skills of listening
and reading comprehension skills which support the following features:
– the ability to listen carefully to the messages of others;
– the ability to report on a message received.
Speaking and interactive skills support:
– being able to give a clear message;
– being able to compare and discuss points of view;
– being able to argue a case clearly, logically and convincingly;
– being able to negotiate in a situation of conflict.
The key to success lies in promoting project and group work which help develop not only skills
to work independently but also skills to achieve desired aims in team work.
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In all the above-mentioned spheres foreign language teaching helps to develop key qualifications
and achieve broad educational objectives to which each subject area should make its own
contribution.
The contribution of language education is immense.

Pádraig Ó Riagáin: The perspective of minority/indigenous languages
The term “identity“ expresses a mutual relationship in that it connotes both a persistent sameness
within oneself (personal identity) and a persistent sharing of some kind of essential characteristic
with others (social identity). We have come to see identity as the outcome and product of
interaction. It appears necessary for the creation of the feeling of an inner identity that one has a
sense of “fit“ between the social mini-structures of one’s past and present interactional networks,
on the one hand, and the cultural values available for the interpretation of these structures on the
other.
Thus if people experience the marginalisation of their culture or language, and their relative
powerlessness with respect to the marginalisers, the sense of “fit“ to which I have referred, is
altered. It is not unreasonable to speak of an “identity crisis“. In these circumstances, identity
will become salient, and people’s consciousness of themselves and the factors around how their
identity is structured becomes prominent. I do not think it is difficult to understand how language
can become important from the point of view of the creation and development of personal and
social identity. It is one of the more visible markers of identity. As the French sociologist, Pierre
Bourdieu, has said, “a sense of the value of one’s own linguistic product is a fundamental
dimension of the sense of knowing the place which one occupies in social space“. But I would
also like to say that I have some reservations about the way in which identity, particularly ethnic
identity, is seen as a cause of conflict in itself. Without arguing that identity is not unimportant, I
think that we need to take account of the structural circumstances that determine any given
situation, and the group interests that are guiding action. It may very often be the case, and the
incidences of language conflict is full of examples, where language issues are invoked as part of
an intergroup dispute , but where other issues between the groups may be as, if not more,
important; so while the linguistic argument is advanced as part of the reason for a grievance,
there are also urgent social and economic problems.

Ingrid Gogolin: The perspective of the languages of migrants and immigrants
As indicated in Byram and Ó Riagáin 1999 (part 3) the linguistic reality in Europe, despite the
fundamental idea of homogeneity, has always been plural. In recent history, due to international
migration, the numbers of languages spoken in Europe has increased immensely, whereas the
numbers of speakers of a certain language may be small. Because of (among other factors) the
communication potential provided by modern media, the numbers of speakers of a language are
no longer a valid indicator of its vitality.
Research shows in manifold ways, that, contrary to common sense and political expectations in
the early phase of recent migration, immigrant minorities in Europe do not tend to lose their
inherited languages even though they have access to and make more use of the majority
communities’ languages. European immigrant minorities, for example, network intensely and as
such create linguistic “subspheres“ in the immigration countries with important functions for
their members in numerous domains. As a result of this the minority languages are of great
significance in the initial language acquisition process of children – in the same way as is widely
accepted for members of autochthonous minorities. Regardless of the concrete form, and even
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independently of the frequency of use of the language in question, immigrant minority children
have to be considered and respected as bi- (or even multi-)lingual. There is evidence from
language acquisition theory as well as from research that it is harmful for the individual
development of language competence – in the sense of mastery of a specific language as well as
in the sense of general language proficiency as such and the underlying ability to learn languages
– if the languages of early childhood are not developed further within, and throughout, the
education system. Therefore those European education systems which do not give immigrant
minority children access to literacy in both (or all) their languages harm their individual
development, and at the same time waste the potential linguistic wealth of the society. From this
point of view, there is no justification in a democratic society to exclude anybody from literacy
in his or her spoken language (cf. the practice referred to in Byram and Ó Riagáin 1999, p. 6),
unless it is as a result of the person’s own free choice.
3. Social equality and economic opportunities
Hanna Komorowska: The perspective of foreign language teaching
Foreign language teaching provides a common language which facilitates communication and
opens the way for information technologies. Practically every domain of social and economic
activity is now based on computer information networks calling for a shared international
language. Introducing new technologies is impossible without the knowledge of widely used
international languages which function as the common code.
Foreign language teaching opens possibilities of co-operation with other countries in the field of
economy and politics and in this way works towards sustainable development. No country today
can function as an isolated island. Links and exchanges form the basis for healthy economic,
political and cultural activity. This calls for the knowledge of international, widely used
languages, but also for the knowledge of less widely known languages, for example, regional
languages or those of close neighbours.
Foreign language teaching permits international mobility for education, the flow of work force
and tourism as well as enabling citizens to draw on the cultural heritage of mankind.
Counteracting unemployment, facilitating mobility and providing opportunity cannot, therefore,
be achieved without promoting foreign languages and introducing them as early as possible into
the curricula of mass education. Content-based language teaching and bilingual education can be
of immense help here.
The key to success lies in the number of languages proposed in school in curricula and in the
balance between widely used languages and less widely used languages as well as in the quality
of pre- and in-service training of foreign language teachers.
Pádraig Ó Riagáin: The perspective of minority/indigenous languages
I will confine myself to one or two points. This particular issue is one upon which minority
language groups are particularly sensitive, and it is not difficult to understand why. Differences
in language are nearly always correlated with other ethnic differences, often with socioeconomic differences which strongly affect the nature and intensity of intergroup relations. The
areas in which they reside tend to be less economically developed, and their access to many
opportunities for democratic participation are limited, at least in part, by the fact that political
and economic power is concentrated in the hands of those who speak the dominant language.
Cause and effect cannot be easily disentangled here. The group may be disadvantaged because it
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does not speak the dominant language, but it may equally be the case that its language has
remained subordinate because of the group’s relatively lower level of development.
The analysis of the relationship between linguistic diversity and democratic citizenship has thus
to be set within the context of an historical study of the evolving economy and political structure
of a specific region. I cannot see how language policy can be realistically abstracted from this
context. In many cases, developing a positive relationship between linguistic diversity and
democratic citizenship will require a multifaceted approach which will necessitate planning for
population and employment as well as carefully designed language teaching programmes. To
attempt one without the other will be counter-productive. What is the point, from the perspective
of a minority language group, of teaching their children the language of a majority, whether this
is done by bilingual methods or by any other method, if all it succeeds in doing so is promoting
the movement of young people from the area of their community to other areas where their
language is not spoken. So that unless there are economic and social programmes to make it
possible for members of these groups to continue to live in the only area in which the language
they speak is actually spoken, linguistic diversity as a policy goal will remain a piece of rhetoric.

Ingrid Gogolin: The perspective of the languages of migrants and immigrants
I fully agree with Byram and Ó Riagáin 1999 (page 7), that Pierre Bourdieu’s concept of the
linguistic market provides us with an illuminating way of examining the role of the state. The
analysis of the traditional language policies in the European nation states, as mentioned above,
clearly shows that one result is the creation of hierarchies between languages and between
varieties of languages, of inequality between languages and, thus, their users. The value of a
language in the linguistic market is hardly dependent on its actual communicative functions or
role, but on the official legitimisation it receives. The main mechanism of legitimisation of
languages, and thus enhancement of their value, is in fact their recognition as a school subject
and as a regular element of the curriculum as well as of the national qualification systems;
according to Bourdieu, this is a necessary prerequisite for a language to serve as “cultural
capital“ (Bourdieu 1991).
Considering this, individual bi- or multilingualism as such cannot sufficiently serve as a basis for
social equality and economic opportunities given the historical situation in Europe, but requires
mechanisms which give appropriate recognition to the individual’s language abilities. The
implementation of a positive right for every child to receive tuition in the language(s) being
actively used in his or her family – independent of the number of speakers of the respective
language or other restrictions (as it was originally introduced in Sweden) – is a step in the right
direction. In this respect, a common European language policy should be implemented,
accompanied by a system of supranational provisions to guide and control actual practise in
national education systems. Besides this, other mechanisms of “legalisation“ of language
abilities should be promoted; the European Languages Portfolio is a good example in this
respect, on condition that this instrument takes sources of language acquisition and learning
other than foreign language teaching in schools into account.
A European language policy which aims at contributing to equal opportunities for participation
in democratic processes, at the development of the person and social identities, and at social
equality as well as fair economic opportunities for everybody in Europe, must strive to overcome
the differences and hierarchies between languages which were invented and implemented by
former European language policies themselves.
References:
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Conclusion
The round table allowed each speaker to comment further after the presentations of their
respective perspectives. The following summary of the discussion is based on notes kindly
provided by Ingrid Gogolin.
The panel agreed that the idea of the cultural and linguistic homogeneity of a nation is shared by
all European nation states, and that all nevertheless face a growing cultural and linguistic
diversity. One – but not the only – reason for growing diversity is migration, which is officially
promoted by European politics.
There are historical reasons for the difference between national identities perceived as
monocultural and monolingual and the actual language and cultural practises in Europe. It
belongs to our common European heritage to consider immobility as the normal situation of a
citizen and international mobility as the exception. As a consequence, the state-controlled
institutions, including the school systems, are constituted in a monolingual and monocultural
manner. At a time in which international mobility between (European) states is promoted, this
historical development leads to a deeply undemocratic construction of their public spheres as it
excludes a growing number of people from democratic participation.
The panel agreed that a European language policy which could help to overcome this situation
should follow (at least) two aims:
– the first should be “to create“ a multilingual public sphere in the European nation states; this
means legitimising officially the existing plurilingual practices of people living in a state;
– the second should be to encourage the development of a “plurilingual identity“ in every
member of a nation (whether they are a “citizen“, in the narrow legal sense of the word, of the
respective nation or not).
The first aim could be realised by political efforts to establish new language policies, not only for
the education system, which gives greater value to existing language diversity. As the report by
Michel Candelier et al. (Language diversity in the education systems of the member States of the
Council for Cultural Co-operation) explains, the actually “living“ languages in Europe get hardly
any recognition by national school systems. School systems take into consideration the
languages of states, but not those of the people. Best proof of this is that the languages of
immigrant minorities in Europe are widely ignored by the European school systems.
The Council of Europe could contribute to the necessary changes by explaining to the public that
linguistic plurality is necessary for the present and the future of national societies, as individual
mobility grows and the rapidly expanding technical possibilities for communication ignore
frontiers between nations.
The Council of Europe could promote politics which react concretely to a given regional or local
situation. One possibility for realising this could be the establishment and support of local or
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regional round tables on language policies, which should invite experts on the issue as well as
representatives of language groups in an area. The dynamics of changes in linguistic reality in
Europe cannot adequately be responded to by rigid solutions for a nation state as a whole, as is
the practice still today; rather these solutions have to be accompanied by policies of flexible
response to a given development which may only take place in or be relevant for a certain area or
period.
The second aim could – among other activities – be realised by efforts in language education.
The Council of Europe could promote didactical and methodical arrangements for language
teaching in which linguistic plurality is the guiding principle. This would mean giving up
approaches to language teaching in which monolingualism is the assumed starting point for the
learners (as it is in fact the case in most traditional foreign language-teaching didactics now). We
have to accept that the mere teaching of foreign languages does not guarantee either the
development of a plurilingual self or other aims such as tolerance, sympathy for the other or a
longing for justice – as it is often proclaimed in statements of aims – but that aims like these
have to be explicitly introduced to teaching, be it language teaching or the teaching of other
subjects.
The Council of Europe could be very helpful in this respect in that it could promote the
necessary revision of the widespread general notions about the aims of (foreign) language
learning and teaching. Among other aspects, this means the establishment of the idea that in a
plurilingual context language learning (or teaching) cannot lead to perfect competence in every
language a person comes into contact with, but will necessarily lead to various partial
competences. It is an element of a plurilingual self to accept that there can never be a complete
command of any language; every command of languages covers only parts – smaller or greater –
of the wealth of the language, and moreover: is constantly changing.
Another aim of language teaching which has to be introduced, as it is unfortunately, not an
element of traditional foreign language teaching, should be to enable the individual to acquire the
concrete language tools which s/he needs to master a specific situation. The competences needed
for this aim are not bound to a concrete language but could rather be described as meta- (or
trans-)linguistic competences. To these belong for example: the ability to paraphrase or express
in other ways than only verbally; to translate; to look up information or use different kinds of
tools etc.
The participants of the panel agreed that the necessary revisions of language teaching have to
include the teaching of the standard language(s) of the respective nation state. This teaching
should, differently to what it does today, also contribute to the development of plurilingual
identities among Europeans. One means of encouraging aims could be to spread the Portfolio of
Languages in Europe and to broaden its perspective on language learning as a whole, which
means: explicitly including the learner’s progress in his or her development of a plurilingual self.
The panel also agreed that direct effects from the introduction of linguistic rights are not to be
expected. There is evidence in contemporary Europe that formal recognition of equalities of
minorities do not prevent conflict and hatred. Thus in the establishment of language policies
there are various levels of effect to be expected: the direct effect of enhancing possibilities of
communication; the indirect effect of greater political and democratic participation. The former
affects the individual, the latter takes place at a institutional level. States can remain coherent
even with multilingual institutions.
The round table thus raised a number of issues which were pursued throughout the conference.
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B. Address: Linguistic diversity: a contribution to education for democratic citizenship
Michela Cecchini, Head of the Education for Democratic Citizenship Section, Council of Europe

Language learning and reinforced linguistic diversity can help promote a culture of peace,
democracy and human rights. If we accept the principle that responsible participation in
democratic society necessitates such social skills as readiness for dialogue, peaceful conflict
settlement and mutual understanding, then languages, language learning and linguistic diversity
can help people acquire these metaskills.
The organisers assigned me a difficult yet exciting task, that of linking up the theme of this
conference to the “Education for Democratic Citizenship“ project of which I am responsible. I
would like to use our work on democratic citizenship in taking up this challenge.
The project seeks to answer three questions: what are the key values and skills needed to be an
active citizen in twenty-first century Europe? How can we learn these values and skills? And
how can we transmit them to the young and the not-so young?
Both exploratory and pragmatic activities are implemented with a view to answering these
questions. The activities explore the concepts and definitions while at the same time supporting
and analysing field projects, which we refer to as “citizenship sites“. The third section involves
organising training for teachers and relay persons and studying approaches and learning methods
with a view to developing an educational strategy for democratic citizenship.
The project has adopted a broad and multidimensional approach to democratic citizenship, since
it is now accepted that the concept of citizenship is multifaceted and open to various
interpretations. This means that it is also open to discussion, which is why it is so rich and
diverse.
Of course, democratic citizenship can be defined in terms of the legal rights and obligations of
citizens and their participation in political life and the functioning of democracy.
The project adds two further dimensions to this definition, namely cultural and social or socioeconomic aspects.
The cultural dimension involves a body of issues relating to values, identity, history and
memory. We must also address the present-day quest for meaning, social and symbolic
representations and the feeling of belonging to a group, a society. Lastly, there is the intercultural
dimension, that is to say relations between different cultures.
The socio-economic dimension of citizenship is currently a crucial issue in societies fraught with
marginalisation, unemployment, poverty and exclusion. Another aspect we shall deal with here is
the role of enterprises in developing a democratic society, and their sense of social responsibility.
Several keywords pervade all the activities under the project, contributing to a definition of
democratic citizenship and fuelling the debate in general:
– In states governed by the rule of law, rights and responsibilities determine the rules governing
community life and the scope of and limits on each individual’s freedom. These rules are
naturally based on human rights, equality of rights and access to the law. The concept of
responsibility is currently at the centre of debate. Some construe this as a veritable appeal to our
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sense of civic responsibility, which we must in particular instil into our young people. However,
this concern might arguably derive from anxiety about the fragmentation of our societies, the
loss of social cohesion. Moreover, stressing responsibility as the counterbalance to human rights
is liable to weaken the hold of such rights, especially as they are still by no means satisfactorily
implemented. On the other hand, a positive approach to responsibility should stress the
endeavour to transcend egoism and individualism, for the common good and solidarity.
– The concept and practice of participation are central to the understanding of democratic
citizenship. It is a case of active involvement by individuals in all aspects of community life,
whether political, cultural, economic or social. Every individual must be in control of the
development of his/her living environment and destiny. Empowerment is an element in
participation. This concept refers to the development of abilities enabling the individual to be in
control, and also the development of autonomy and all the various ways of giving people
responsibility. In other words, within this concept the sense of responsibilities which I just
mentioned has a great deal to do with possibilities and capacities for participating and being a
proactive subject.
– The third and last keyword is partnership, a concept whose importance is currently being
highlighted by the project. Education for democratic citizenship concerns not only schools but
also local and national authorities, NGOs, enterprises, local projects, neighbourhoods, and so on.
In order to create a climate conducive to realising and implementing democratic citizenship, the
various institutions are increasingly being called upon to join forces and take collective action.
Such partnerships are a key element in strategies to support the development of democratic
citizenship.
“Citizenship sites“ provide practical illustrations of these conceptual bases, in the form of
schemes rooted in the community at large. The important thing in these projects is not so much
the place but the process taking place there, innovative practices in the living experience of
democracy and participation, and the conditions for their implementation.
The sites seek, for instance, to:
– enable young people from problem areas to learn about their rights and responsibilities so
that they can go on to act as mediators for other local youngsters;
– co-ordinate the different local initiatives and projects from the community development
angle;
– take into account the views of the immigrant population;
– set up intercultural communication committees linking up different communities, to act as
mediating bodies, including vis-à-vis local authorities;
– implement projects to secure reconciliation between communities separated by war;
– ensure democratic transformation by creating a democratic climate in schools and involving
the whole school community, including parents, in the educational decisions taken.
These initiatives implemented in Strasbourg, Portugal, Ireland, Bulgaria, Croatia, Albania and
other countries, have several common denominators:
– they create spaces for expressing and negotiating expectations and needs, boosting people’s
confidence, making them real protagonists and bringing them closer to the decision makers;
– they identify training needs with an eye to the basic skills and attitudes required to structure
such needs and transform them into citizenship-oriented initiatives;
– they stress that the authorities must open up and listen to their citizens – young people in
Strasbourg have criticised the institutions for keeping their doors closed.
44

Drawing on this outline definition and practice of democratic citizenship, how can we use
language learning and linguistic diversity to build up a culture of peace and democracy?
Rather than attempting to answer this question exhaustively, I would just like to stress a number
of points to complement the input from this morning and the working group discussions.
I would also like to take this opportunity to refer you to the excellent results of the Council of
Europe’s latest project on “language learning and European citizenship“, especially the work on
the autonomy of the modern language learner and the socio-cultural and intercultural dimensions
of language learning and teaching. One of the proposals coming out of this conference might be
to summarise this work on the basis of the concepts of democratic citizenship, because it shows
the great relevance of experience in the language field and its capacity to enrich not only the
“Education for democratic citizenship“ project but also any strategy for developing such
citizenship.
Obviously, language learning is central to the acquisition of the skills required for
communication, dialogue, intercultural relations and mutual understanding. Such skills are vital
for participation in international democratic life.
However, language learning also involves acquiring other civic skills. This morning, in fact, Ms
Komorowska began drawing up a very interesting list of such skills and the requisite educational
methods to acquire them.
For instance, learner autonomy is aimed at empowering students for learning. The challenge is to
make them protagonists in command of their own linguistic development. This approach
necessitates answering the following types of question:
– how much responsibility should the teacher afford his/her students?
– how much responsibility are students prepared to shoulder?
– how can students be encouraged and induced to learn and to act independently?
The methods and examples of good practice highlighted in studies conducted under the
“Language learning and European citizenship“ project show the stages by which we can build up
an empowerment strategy to answer these questions. In particular, the teacher must take on a
new role, replacing “instruction“ with advice, support and resource provision. Great importance
is also attached to the educational environment, the atmosphere in the classroom, and the space
required for student expression, experimentation and participation. We also talk about
democratic processes in the language class. This concept is perfectly in keeping with the
“Education for democratic citizenship“ project.
The social and intercultural dimensions of language learning definitely contribute to education
for democratic citizenship. It is these dimensions that most condition our basic understanding of
a democratic society enhanced by a diversity which we respect. In this way too, language issues
lie at the very heart of the cultural dimension of democratic citizenship
Learning a language enables the individual to apprehend his/her own identity and that of others,
and to understand his/her own reactions to otherness. It forces people to put their own “truths“
into perspective by learning foreign symbols and interpretations. Meaning is under continual
negotiation. A new language is a living experience of a multiple, plural identity.
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We must intensify awareness of the socio-cultural strand of language learning because it
facilitates development of social and affective skills, curiosity and empathy. It often involves
opening schools up to the surrounding neighbourhood or town. It should also enable teachers and
students to identify and deal with ethnocentric, exclusive or indeed racist situations and attitudes.
Such an approach introduces into the education process an ethical dimension that transcends
language learning as such.
So language learning helps people across cultural and mental boundaries, establishing trust,
preventing conflict and improving human co-exist ence. The many theoretical and
methodological aspects of this learning process make it a genuine exercise in education for
citizenship. These aspects must be identified, enhanced and promoted by policies in favour of
linguistic diversity, in order to make language classrooms veritable “citizenship sites“.
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C. Round table: Social and economic factors promoting and inhibiting linguistic diversity
Synthesis by George Lüdi, University of Basel, chairman of the round table1

François Grin, European Centre for Minority Issues, Flensburg, and University of Geneva.
Gret Haller, Ombudsperson for Human Rights in Bosnia and Herzegovina
Miquel Strubell, University of Barcelona
During this round table the participants spoke by turn in German, English and French.

Introduction
Georges Lüdi
In the attempt to identify factors that help or hinder linguistic diversity, economic and social
circumstances are not necessarily the first things that spring to mind. In 1998, a few colleagues
and I had the privilege of drawing up a “global concept for language instruction in Swiss
schools“ (see http://www.romsem.unibas.ch/sprachenkonzept). The results of the debate which
followed publication of the concept and initial feedback on its implementation demonstrated
clearly that many obstacles to linguistic diversity as an education policy derive from within the
education system itself. It is only in connection with the need for a complete overhaul of teacher
training that I mention here the problems caused by negative attitudes and inadequate motivation
on the part of those concerned, the lack of suitable teaching materials, and so forth. Conversely,
the driving force behind linguistic diversity frequently lies in teachers’ enthusiasm, commitment
and curiosity and their will to contribute in a professional manner to improving language
teaching and acquisition.
During this round table, however, we shall focus on factors which are external to the education
system. What is more, we shall consider linguistic diversity from a far broader perspective than
that of language teaching and acquisition. We shall approach the topic from three angles:
– François Grin represents the economic viewpoint. He is acting director at the European Centre
for Minority Issues in Flensburg and also works in the department of political economy at the
University of Geneva.
– Gret Haller will address legal and political factors. She is the Ombudsperson for Human Rights
in Bosnia and Herzegovina.
– The third angle is cultural, with “culture“ being understood in its widest sense. This area will
be dealt with by Miquel Strubell. A psychologist by training, for a long time he ran a government
sociolinguistics institute in Catalonia. He is currently teaching at the University of Barcelona.
From the language point of view, we have decided to put linguistic diversity into practice and
alternate between the three official conference languages: German, English and French. 1 We
shall start with a few words from each of the speakers. Questions will then be taken, and this will
provide a basis for discussion.

1. Unfortunately this diversity is not entirely reflected in the report of proceedings and the contributions made in German have
had to be translated into the official languages of the Council of Europe (French/English).
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Introductory comments
Gret Haller
Allow me to begin with a few words on my background. At present I am working in a
government institution in Bosnia and Herzegovina. I am Swiss however and see our work as an
international contribution to the reconstruction of Bosnia. I should like primarily to make my
contribution in the form of political considerations, since my origins are in the world of politics.
This morning we talked about participation in otherness and saw that the path to oneself cannot
be found except through others. This is equally true of the search for identity in the area of
language. A key factor in the search is openness to other languages and the possibility of
communicating with those who speak them. This assertion applies at the national as well as at
the individual level. I would draw a parallel here with the circumstances of peace in Europe
(“Freidensordnung”). Ours is the only continent to have taken the decision – as it did fifty years
ago – to reject the idea that peace should be guaranteed through the hegemony of a single
powerful state. Instead, the concept of hegemony was done away with once and for all in favour
of multilateralism on the basis of equal rights. It was with this in mind that the European Union
was founded; although initially limited to western Europe, it had clear ambitions of enlargement
in an easterly direction. The philosophy of multilateralism must also prevail in the linguistic
field, whether in European language policy or in the pattern of language use in Europe. From a
historical point of view, it is to be seen in the multilingualism whose support is a stated aim of
both the Council of Europe and the European Union. Naturally, the philosophy of
multilingualism should also be reflected in endeavours to keep the peace in Europe. We have
thrown off the principle of hegemony, but if we were to relapse into political hegemony in any
form the game would immediately be up for the chances of peace. Europe cannot allow this to
happen. Yet in the language field there are two factors which constitute a risk of a return to
hegemonic thinking. I intend briefly to examine these two factors.
The first risk is that of “downwards“ ramification. I sense this in Bosnia and Herzegovina, of
course, but it is perceptible in every part of the Balkans. It might be described as an “explosion
of ethno-nationalist languages“. Typical is the case of what was originally Serbo-Croat but has
now branched out into Serbian and into an increasing number of newly developed or
rediscovered forms of Croatian. The third group of Bosnians, (although “Bosnian“ refers, strictly
speaking, to Bosnian Muslims and not to the population as a whole) are naturally moving in the
same direction and seeking to establish the autonomy of their language. To put it bluntly, the
danger hidden within this outbreak of ethno-nationalist languages is that it is only possible where
a hegemonic “big brother“ is in place to keep the peace or to ensure that things do not turn ugly.
It is in this respect that a connection exists with the risk of a return to hegemony.
The second risk is that of an “upwards“ retraction. By this I mean the danger of a single
European lingua franca, which has no place since Europe’s existence is dependent on there
being several “linguae francae“. I have absolutely nothing against English. Yet any situation in
which English were established as the European lingua franca would, in my view, be genuinely
dangerous. It would mean a failure in the political sector too, to draw enough conclusions to
reject hegemony. I have no idea whether the world as a whole can afford this, but Europe can
certainly not allow it to happen.
Miquel Strubell
I have been asked to try and speak from a cultural perspective. There are many people far better
qualified to do that, so I will take the easy road and speak of culture as a world view, a world
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approach rather than, say, the sum of issues that are usually contemplated under cultural policy.
My focus will probably be towards the issues of indigenous, autochthonous languages (often
referred to as “minority languages“) , but I believe that several of the few points that I will have
time to raise are probably applicable to the other two areas we are discussing, that is, immigrant
languages and foreign language teaching. I will throw seven separate but closely related issues at
you, all revolving round the theme of tolerance and intolerance; and I would ask you to consider
whether they are relevant in each of your countries, and if so what can be done about such issues.
Your reflections could be valuable elements for discussion at a future time.
The first issue is that in some countries which apply the typical nation-state model, for a long
time monolingualism has been promoted by the cultural environment, in the belief that
monolingualism is the perfect or natural state for a nationality or for members of a nationality.
We are talking therefore about the melting-pot theory. If that exists, then I think an educational
policy must first of all address that cultural element of society in order to progress towards other
points of view, rather than just simply writing text-books to teach another language. So the
question in the last analysis is: in each of our countries, do we believe, as professor Peter Nelde
has said on occasions, that monolingualism is a curable disease, or not?
The second issue I would like to put to you is an obstacle which comes from intolerance of
imperfection. I think many of us have been subjected to very high standards required in order to
be able to communicate, and for this communication to be acceptable in a language which is not
ours. And there is nothing more frustrating – many of you, I am sure, will have experienced this
at some time – and nothing more humiliating than for people who are learning the language of
the country they are living in as a second language to find that natives laugh at their mistakes
instead of acknowledging the effort they are making.
The third kind of intolerance comes of regional stereotypes, which are often transmitted from
one generation to the next. It has been found, thanks to research in many counties round the
world, that the capacity to persuade people, the power of exerting influence, is often closely
related to the regional accent with which they speak the official or national language, I am not
thinking about extreme cases, though there was a case reported in the local press, of a young
Catalan lady who recently applied for a job as a conference hostess in her own town, and was
turned down because she spoke the language of the state with a regional accent.
The fourth point refers to intolerance towards bilingual conversations, a strategy which is so
helpful for people who are trying to begin to use a language they have learnt while conversing
with other people who can understand both languages in question. Now, one can come across
bilingual conversations from time to time, but they tend to go against the social norms that
govern the choice of language among bilinguals. And you can see this prejudice in some
language teaching methods, where there is an enormous insistence on never translating what is
being taught in the other language but trying instead to look at the target language as a pure,
separate linguistic system.
The most specific case which may apply in your country – and this is the fifth point – is when
the (minority) language in question, is the language of a neighbouring kin-state. It may be that
the dominant culture of the country is suspicious of the group that has as its own language the
language of a neighbouring state. Many countries get on very well with other countries in the
world except their immediate neighbours. We are all quite familiar with that. And of course, the
culmination of this kind of problem is when a country doesn’t even accept the name adopted by
the neighbouring country. Fortunately, though, I think such cases are beginning to belong to the
past.
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The sixth issue regards self-esteem and the social projection of the group that speaks the
language we are talking about. We all agree, I’m sure, that people should be free to choose their
identity, they should be free to choose their language and culture; but how free can they be, in
effect, if their group or their language is portrayed by the majority as in some way inferior or
disadvantaged. So again, if this is the case, what can the education system do to change such
negative attitudes, that are developed and disseminated by the majority, yet accepted and
interiorised very often by the stigmatised group itself? How can a member of a minority
language community be expected to value and wish to inherit and share his or her group’s
identity and culture, if this identity and this culture are not first of all revalued and reassessed
through the action of the education system, the media and the example of opinion leaders and
politicians?
And finally, there is yet another psychological element. As human beings, we are all trying to
understand the world in the simplest way possible. This is a universal cultural feature, it’s part of
humanity, we try to simplify the world in order to understand it and cope with it. But,
unfortunately, the resistance to fully accept diversity is often an overt expression of this need to
simplify what is a complex world. So I think that as people involved in education we must help
all levels of our society to understand that we live in complex societies and that trying to
simplify them often has serious personal and social consequences.
Georges Lüdi
I would just like to point out in passing that “linguistic racism“, as a Swiss colleague of mine
recently termed it in the context of dialect differences inside Switzerland, is not at all new. Have
a look at the passage in the Bible on the “shibboleth/sibboleth“ distinction, which relates to a
case where having an accent could prove fatal. Things are not always as bad as this nowadays, or
at least on occasion they are less obviously so – not that this observation is necessarily very
comforting.
François Grin
I shall begin in English, which, despite the fact that I work in Germany, is my usual working
language. I shall then switch into French, my mother tongue, for the second part of this brief
intervention.
I just mentioned a brief intervention, because it is a rather tall order to try and cover, in five
minutes, all the ground that should be covered in order to discuss the socio-economic factors
affecting linguistic diversity. These factors are so numerous and so heterogeneous that we all
find it difficult to know where to start. As a result of this complexity, pronouncements on the
subject often combine (or sometimes mix up) different levels. The discourse about diversity
often sounds like a constant to-ing and fro-ing between different conceptual levels, such as the
micro-level versus the macro-level, the positive level and the normative level (that is, what “is“
and what “ought to be“); and within the positive level itself, there may be some confusion
between the “market values“ and the “non-market values“ that can be associated with diversity.
When we try to make rhyme and reason of all this complexity, there is always a risk of
perpetually reinventing the wheel. Nevertheless, a few notions, analytical concepts and empirical
results have emerged over the years. This evolution is reflected in the central question of this
meeting, in the form of a general view – which I also share – namely, that diversity is a good
thing. This, I believe, is the leading theme of this conference.
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However, if diversity is such a good thing, why do we have to keep proclaiming how good it is?
If something is good, people usually notice it by themselves, and do not need to be told that it’s
good. So, why do we have to keep telling them all the time? Why do we have to keep up this
liturgy? I also believe diversity is good, but in order to understand why we can say it is good, I
think it is useful to use some of the instruments that the economics of diversity or, as I prefer to
call them, the “socio-economics“ of diversity, can provide us with.
In this brief presentation, I would like to talk about these instruments, which means that I am not
going to say why diversity is good; rather, I’d like to put forward some ideas regarding the
concepts and distinctions that we can use to get closer to an answer to the question of why
diversity is a good thing. More precisely, what I would like to say focuses on the tools and
mental categories that can be used to deal with the difficult question of the value of diversity; in
this way, it may help to clarify why we are probably right in saying that diversity is good. The
four distinctions that I wish to introduce now are certainly not sufficient to yield ready-made
answers, but I think they can help us to navigate in this complex set of issues.
I shall now continue in French. I would stress first of all that these instruments must above all
serve as orientation posts. I shall start by setting out a brief list of distinctions which are
indispensable, in my view, to any attempt to address these issues of diversity in society.
The first distinction, which I mentioned at the beginning of this presentation, is between the
positive and the normative. Very often, talk of diversity consists of a combination of these two
levels or even a glide, sometimes uncontrolled, from one to the other. Debate usually opens with
a consciously positive analysis (dealing with what “is“), but after a while it is found that there
has been a switch to the normative (that which “ought to be“). Instead of comprehending
phenomena, their whys and their wherefores, one is defining how one believes things ought to
be. This is all well and good, but I fear it is not enough. This is chiefly because saying how
things ought to be and above all how we believe they ought to be is far from expressing universal
agreement. What is more, if there were such agreement there would be no need to keep repeating
how wonderful we should all think diversity is! This then is the first distinction: we need to
remember that a “normative“ argument is not the same thing as a “positive“ one.
The second distinction that needs to be made arises within a situation of positive analysis. A
clear contrast must be made between developments at the level of those with a role in society
whose actions both influence and are influenced by diversity and who act irrespective of motive,
and the impact of government intervention in areas which concern society, assuming that
government is following a policy with an effect – intentional or otherwise – on diversity. In this
context too there are frequent glides between the two. If we are to improve our understanding of
the social value of diversity, it is essential to be absolutely certain which context we are dealing
with.
The third distinction lies between the “micro“ and “macro“ levels. From the socio-economic
point of view, the micro-level is that of individuals and, where appropriate, companies, while the
macro-level concerns states, groups of states and regions. In order to prove that diversity is a
good thing, there is often a very strong temptation to seek to impose it directly at the national or
regional economic level. However, the drawback is that scientific research has as yet been
unable to provide conclusive evidence of its value. Very little can actually be proved along these
lines, and it is consequently almost inevitable that the micro-level must take precedence, since it
can furnish more proof. Generally speaking, it is at the micro-level that the value of diversity can
best be established. The micro-level is thus a useful stage in the gradual accretion of an overall
understanding of the problem.
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The final distinction that I should like to make is one between market values and non-market
values. The former are reflected in market prices; the latter either are not or show up very
distortedly. When discussing the social value of diversity, we often shift between the two. In one
way this movement is justified, since from a purely economic point of view non-market values
are just as relevant as market values, with which most economic analysis is concerned. Indeed, a
large part of the response to the core question before us draws on this very fact. And yet on
analysis it is vital to be aware that these two complementary and equally relevant levels are
nonetheless distinct.
I hope that these few observations have given some insight into the socio-economic approach to
linguistic diversity.
Georges Lüdi
Many thanks to all three speakers for the brevity and interest of your contributions. We shall now
go round the table again so that you can comment on what the others have said.

Second round of comments
Miquel Strubell
Two straightforward ideas crossed my mind, one thanks to each of the speakers; I would like to
share these thoughts with you.
The first is on this issue of linguistic atomisation or fragmentation: what we’ve always thought
of as one language, somebody tells us is now two languages or three languages or even more. It
obviously represents a deliberate attempt to try and draw a barrier between two or three groups
for which internal linguistic variation did not use to be a salient issue. There are several cases of
such trends or attempts in Europe right now and I think this is very, very serious. Firstly, for
economic reasons. It makes any product in the field of literature, the media, CDs, software or
similar language-based products, much more expensive (or harder to pay for) because it will be
directed towards a smaller potential market. As a result, speakers will probably find that the
range of products available is reduced as a result of the linguistic fragmentation or secession. But
secondly, this is politics: as we heard this morning, in the last analysis, languages are defined by
politicians and not by linguists. And who was it that said once, perhaps a little cynically, that a
language was simply a dialect with an army behind it? Some may find this statement amusing,
yet it gives us plenty of food for thought.
The other question I would like to raise is this issue of diversity and the diverse ways that
countries define the concept or interpret it. I am sure we can all think of cases of countries which
are extremely keen now, in the European context, on promoting multilingualism and linguistic
diversity, but which, if you look at their even very recent history, have had a very bad track
record on respecting and promoting their internal linguistic diversity. So, there again, I hope all
our countries will gradually move towards more coherent interpretations of the term and the
concept, and towards the possible consequences that derive from it when it is applied both at
home and abroad.
Gret Haller
I should like to pick up on something said by Miquel Strubell. You pointed out that someone
who makes mistakes when speaking a foreign language may be subject to an unbearable degree
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of ridicule. In my view this is a matter of power, just as interrupting others when they are
speaking is a matter of power. It is no accident that it was the feminist movement that initiated
this line of study since, as you can well imagine, men interrupt women far more frequently than
vice versa. Some of you – men especially – are laughing because that is the usual way of
handling this kind of question. Laughter indicates that something is not to be taken seriously.
That is a policy decision. In the same way, the issue of which language is to be taken seriously is
a matter of policy. There is a link with what I said earlier. I have frequently come across
situations where you are not taken seriously unless you speak English. This has been in Bosnia,
not in my own country. No one pays attention to what you say unless you speak English, because
English is the language of power. If you show by speaking another language that you have no
power – this could be dangerous for Europe. Another point came to mind when Miquel Strubell
said that a language is a dialect with an army behind it. This struck a chord with me, and I cannot
help but wonder, thinking about what I have seen in Bosnia and about the awful events in
Kosovo, whether the strength of a lingua franca is not dependent on the military might behind it.
François Grin
I would like to react to the point just made about language and power, because I think it ties in
directly with the issue of language and democratic citizenship. It also gives me a golden
opportunity to introduce the fifth of the distinctions that I wanted to make, and that I did not have
the time to mention before. I fully agree that language interaction raises questions of power: it is
possible to be an economist and to recognise that power matters. Power is no less important than
money, and very often the two are very closely connected. This, to a large extent, is the problem
of the position of English in Europe. The role of English in Europe may be a problem for two
reasons. This duality of reasons can be explained by referring to a distinction between what we
call the “allocative“ dimension and the “distributive“ dimension, which I want to explain briefly
in relation to Mrs Haller’s comment.
In the particular context of “linguistic diversity“, the allocative problem can be summarised as
follows: Do we want to use our social resources to live under a hegemonic language regime (in
which one language dominates), or do we want to use our social resources to live in a more
diverse linguistic environment? This, fundamentally, is the question of how we allocate our
resources as a multilingual, multinational, or multi-ethnic society – hence, it is an allocative
question. At the same time, it raises a distributive problem. If we decide to move towards an
environment characterised by the dominance of one lingua franca, this implies an enormous
transfer of symbolic and financial power towards one segment of the population. Keeping things
simple, this part of the population is made up of the people who are either native Anglophones,
or people who are quasi-native Anglophones, or who speak it well enough to pass as such. This
can be shown using a very simple example. If English were to become the sole lingua franca of
Europe, this would imply that translation and interpretation would be, even more than now,
overwhelmingly into and out of English. We also know that translating and interpreting into
English is work that would normally be carried out by Anglophones. This amounts, literally, to
giving a market to a very specific subset of people. We may decide that this is what we want, but
it is also useful to consider the implications, not only in terms of the allocation of resources (that
is, in terms of the efficiency gains that this could give rise to), but also in terms of the resulting
distribution of resources (that is, in terms of the significant transfer of symbolic and material
resources to the Anglophone segment of the European population that would appear). In short,
language is power, but to fully understand it, it is useful to identify how this comes about both on
the allocative and on the distributive levels.
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Georges Lüdi
Thank you, François. I think this answers, at least partially, one of the questions raised before in
the discussion group, that is, the question of the relation between language diversity and social
exclusion, not in the sense of exclusion from a community, but of exclusion from a market.
Miquel Strubell
You have reminded me of a play I saw in Manchester a few years ago, which was called‚
“Translations“. It describes the first contact between a small party of peaceful English soldiers in
Ireland with a virtually Irish-monolingual village and the enormous power that, as you say, is
gathered in the hands of the few people who connect as go-betweens and can use this role to
their own ends.
Georges Lüdi
For my part, I should like to put another question to François Grin. He spoke to us about
decisions concerning the allocation of resources and mentioned two areas of advantage in this
context. He appeared on one hand to be saying that diversity was desirable. On the other hand,
he said more or less explicitly that a single European lingua franca would bring economic
benefits. The question now is how economists should go about reconciling two apparently
irreconcilable aims. On one hand there is the aim of promoting minor languages, which means
promoting diversity, and on the other that of promoting international communication by reducing
the necessary effort to the minimum.
François Grin
Thank you for your question, the answer to which could prove very complex indeed. I will
therefore try to reply as succinctly as possible and focus on one point only. When diversity
increases, we as a society are confronted by the problem of knowing what to do with it. As was
suggested in the discussion group in which I took part this afternoon, the way a society deals
with the objective diversity facing it might be termed its “diversitism“. The decision to adopt a
more “diversitist“ strategy – one that is more favourable to diversity – is naturally more costly.
At the same time, however, diversity and its ramifications do bring benefits. These come in
many different forms. I have pointed out that there are not only market benefits and that nonmarket benefits are just as relevant. All in all, these costs and benefits need to be weighed against
each other. The terminology I am using is obviously too restrictive, and I therefore prefer to
speak not of “benefits“ and “costs“ but of advantages and disadvantages, which clearly indicate
that this is not merely a question of money but has far greater implications. Symbolic aspects in
particular need to be taken into account also.
Each possible strategy comes with a real bundle of advantages and disadvantages. Accordingly,
the main issue is how to compare the different strategies that might be adopted. I have too little
time to go into this in detail. Suffice to say that, generally speaking, it is noticeable that the more
desirable strategies are certainly not those which lead to multiculturalism or multilingualism in
all areas (what might be termed “out and out multiculturalism“). On the other hand, it is
practically certain and relatively easy to prove that the best strategy is never, and I mean never,
uniformity.
Georges Lüdi
Is there any evidence for all this?
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Miquel Strubell
Buy his most recent book!
Georges Lüdi
I would like to ask a second question, this time to Miquel Strubell. You defined culture in a
broad sense. In preparing this round table, we thought of course of cultural policy in a more
narrow sense. We made the hypothesis that there is a relation between a cultural policy and a
language education policy. The example I had in mind was the way in which, for many years, the
Spanish government tried to cope with the “problem“ of Catalonia. What about the articulation
between a language education policy and a cultural policy?
Miquel Strubell
You have just mentioned the way a centralist Spain describes Catalonia as a problem. Actually,
some Catalans think that Spain is a problem for Catalonia!
Let me generalise this point. Very often we think that the minorities are the problem; at least part
of the problem may be the majority way of thinking which tries, as I said before, to simplify the
world to an extent that some people find unacceptable because it may be humiliating for them
and their group to feel excluded.
Coming back to this issue, I would like to recount an anecdote which might be of interest.
Throughout the Franco regime which, as you know, was quite keen on the Spanish language, all
foreign language films were dubbed into Spanish, so Paul Newman, Marilyn Monroe and John
Wayne were all always dubbed in Spanish. When the revitalisation of Catalan started, one of the
earliest films to be dubbed into Catalan starred Paul Newman. The moment Paul Newman
appeared on the screen and started speaking in Catalan, everyone in the audience started
laughing. “What’s Paul Newman doing speaking Catalan when he always speaks Spanish?“ I
hope we can again learn from this example. I laughed also, for it came as a little shock: it broke
pre-conceived ideas of relationships between languages and different domains.
In any effort to revive or to spread a language, and I might be talking about immigrant
languages, indigenous languages or foreign languages, I hope nobody will be so naïve as to
believe that all you have to do is to teach the language in the school and then you will have the
solution. It should hardly need to be stressed that other, additional aspects of government policy
are needed to support, where necessary, the new asset that people have acquired, the new skill
they have learned in the classroom. And therefore, helping through a cultural policy, to ensure
that people have access to books in the language they have studied or learned, to television
programmes from a neighbouring country that speaks the language that they have learned, and
many, many other aspects of cultural activities with a language content, must all be included in
an overall government policy alongside education. Because, otherwise we shall simply be
inviting the schools to achieve the impossible. Such policies should give whatever financial
assistance is needed to ensure that high quality products in the given language actually reach the
marketplace in similar conditions to products in the state language. In conclusion: schools are a
necessary condition but they are not sufficient in themselves to complete the process of taking
learners from competence to real use of a second language, be this use active or passive.
Georges Lüdi
Allow me to add one point that has nothing to do with elitist culture but is also a part of the
cultural dimension. I refer to the practice, customs and even the rules governing language use in
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large companies. A major Swiss daily newspaper recently published an article under the heading:
“English has become the common denominator of the Swiss economy“. This is obviously the
message that everyone expects. Yet you realise on reading the article that the Swiss economy is
not nearly as uniform as it would appear. At the University of Basle, for example, there is no
rule, and English is not compulsory in spite of the myth. The spokesperson in the article goes on
to say that although there is English on the intranet systemin the bank in question,
Schwyzerdütsch is also used, and in the Zurich branches so is Zuridütsch. He concludes by
saying that employees are given just one message: “if you want to get ahead in the bank, speak
several languages“. The company attitude promotes diversity, and it affects young applicants to
the banking sector in their motivation to learn a number of languages. At Swissair, the opposite
is the case. It has been policy ever since Americans were taken on to the board that the company
language is English. This approach is obviously an obstacle to linguistic diversity, since it
discourages staff from feeling the need to learn several languages. Once again, to come back to
what Gret Haller said, it is a matter of power.
Gret Haller
Take the example of the Swiss army. As in many Swiss institutions, every soldier is supposed to
speak his own language. In Bosnia, where the Swiss army has a number of logistical duties, I
was astonished to come across a German-speaking Swiss and a French-speaking Swiss
conversing in English. This is a recent phenomenon, but it is becoming more and more common.
I realised that they were right to communicate in the language which was their common
denominator.
Georges Lüdi
This anecdote irritates me enormously. Let me try to explain why. First of all, take a look back in
time. In nineteenth century France the army was an important instrument of linguistic
unification. At the end of the eighteenth century, the majority of French people spoke not French
but regional languages and dialects. French only really took hold in the nineteenth century, and
military service – along with schools and increased mobility – was a decisive factor in its new
status. French was the only language allowed in the military. By this means, the army managed
to hinder linguistic diversity. In Switzerland, precisely the opposite happened. The army was one
place where everyone spoke his or her own language and where young Swiss people had direct
contact with and experience of other national languages. It was thus a place where national
languages could be acquired. If this policy is being replaced by one of English for all, the loss to
linguistic diversity will be huge.
Allow me to make these same points in respect of the European institutions. Here too there are
two main solutions to the problem of communication between people who do not speak the same
language. Either everyone can adopt a lingua franca or there can be linguistic pluralism. The
“French“ approach would be to say that there is only one language of power. This is the way at
Nato where English is used by all. In contrast, the “Swiss“ approach would be to say that
international European institutions are meeting places where people from different places,
speaking very diverse languages must be given the opportunity (and the duty…) to know and
learn the language of others. With Gret Haller, though, it has to be acknowledged that there is a
corresponding risk of overdoing the pluralism and ending up with excessive, even unhealthy,
diversity. Ms Haller, is there a middle way? Are there any compromises between the two
solutions?
Gret Haller
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Well, to complete the puzzle of the languages, I think the two elements that I put on the table as
problem cases are linked with each other. I would like to stick to the second theme I was
speaking about. Now, I am a politician, so I come up with practical wishes. Please do not restrict
the discussion of linguistic diversity to the question of what children should learn at school in
order to understand each other, thinking that one should just learn different neighbouring
languages. This is, of course, very important. But I think we should really go further and make
an European policy that makes it clear to everybody that there is sense in learning different
linguae francae. This is not the same as learning different neighbouring languages to be found
on the borders of our nation-states. It is of course difficult to say what those languages should be.
Why, for example, should French and English remain as the only official languages at the
Council of Europe? But if we add German, or Russian, then why not also Italian and Spanish
too? Obviously, we need a rationale to find out how to reach the goal of having different linguae
francae.
Recently, I met an ambassador from a western European country in a European capital. She was
pregnant and said: “How I would like all of my children to learn one Slavonic language“.
Actually, in central and eastern Europe, everybody is learning one or two western European
languages. Then why don’t western Europeans accept the idea that it would be completely
normal for everybody to learn one Slavonic language? Of course, it cannot be my generation
because we grew up during the cold war era, but what about the next generation? Who says that
our future will be a transatlantic one? To come back to peace: we should imagine peace
arrangements that are real ones. Peace has to do with languages and with the possibility of
talking to each other on a basis of equality. Perhaps we should in the long term aim at real
European peace arrangements – but with a broader concept of Europe than has been held for the
last fifty years.
Conclusion
Georges Lüdi
Thank you. I should now like to conclude this round table by making three comments.
Firstly, I consider Ms Haller’s final remarks to be very important. At a time when we are asking
ourselves which languages should be learned and taught in schools, it would be entirely wrong to
limit the choice, as an Austrian member of a discussion group did earlier, to Spanish, Italian,
English and French (to which of course German would be added in countries where it was not a
national language). It is also vital, in central Europe in particular, to take account of the
languages spoken by our eastern neighbours – both Russian and less common languages. The
same is true of northern Europe.
Secondly, thought must be given to the nature and level of skills that we intend to target. I should
like to support and expand upon Miquel Strubell’s defence of imperfection. Above all, we need
to have the courage to learn a language simply in order to understand it without being able to use
it actively. Mutually asymmetric bilingual communication (where each protagonist uses his/her
own language but understands the language spoken by the other) is far better than dialogue in
which each speaker murders a lingua franca.
Thirdly, and lastly, a comment to do with education. Recent studies have shown that it is
possible to learn several related languages at once and even to learn a new language with a good
deal less effort when starting from its relationship with other languages which are already
known. In other words, a Romance language (or a Nordic or Slavic one) might be taught in such
a way that it also serves as a springboard for the rapid acquisition of other Romance (Nordic,
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Slavic) languages, at least at the level of comprehension. In the European Union a number of
teams are working on this problem. The availability of methods and curricula giving access to
entire language families will mean enormous progress in promoting and increasing diversity in
the teaching and acquisition of modern languages.
The goal would be, at a conference like this one, to replace communication in three languages
with the help of interpreters, by communication in several languages without simultaneous
interpretation. Will we have the capacity to alter basic political, social, economic and cultural
conditions so that this can become a reality one day?
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D. Round table: Young people’s views
Synthesis by Georges Lüdi, moderator
The Council of Europe has already organised many conferences in the field of education.
However, this is the first time that those directly concerned, that is, young people themselves
have been invited not only to listen but also to take part in the debate. At a panel discussion
chaired by Maria Streli, an Austrian journalist working for radio ÖRF Tyrol, Dick Cochuis (the
Netherlands), Alexandra Bisanz and David Herrman (Austria) and Andrea Székely (Hungary)
were invited to discuss two fundamental issues: how young people feel about the teaching of
modern languages – and how do they react to the experts’ views as expressed at the conference.
The participants’ linguistic experience shows that there is a wide variety of national situations
(the internationalism of the Netherlands, the situation with regard to contact with other languages
in Austria, the prospects for a less commonly used language like Hungarian), but also many
forms of individual multilinguism depending on schooling (teaching of English as a second
language in the Netherlands, possibility of attending an Italian-French secondary school in
Hungary) as well family backgrounds (for example, the girl from Vienna has a Polish mother).
Unfortunately, for technical reasons, we do not have the full text of the debate. Therefore, only a
few highlights from this extremely interesting panel discussion are described.
Choice of topics and editing: Georges Lüdi
Motivation for learning languages
Andrea:
It is true that if you want to learn foreign languages you have to work hard and that children are
not always prepared to make the effort. Young people are only motivated to learn a foreign
language if they will need it in their future profession. Children do not learn languages for
cultural reasons. Their interest is focused on finding a job.
Dick:
I think you need to have a precise reason for learning a foreign language. One important reason
is if you feel that you are cut off from the rest of the world. Many people are prepared to move
from one country to the next; many want to have access to information, to swap places with
others, to get to know people like themselves from other countries. In order to do so it is very
important to speak the same language otherwise it is very difficult to communicate.
Alexandra:
If I were to learn a third language, my main motivation would be if it would help me to find a
job, which would not be a bad thing. There is keen competition in the fields of the economy and
industry, so any extra skills are an advantage.
Andrea:
I don’t think it is enough just to speak foreign languages. The most important thing is to be
trained for a good job – languages are only a tool for your profession.
David:
Everybody here, including me, agrees that we have to learn many languages. But when you hear
the experts discussing questions of minority languages in Norway, for example, I wonder if they
are not missing the point. The discussions I attended were coloured by all sorts of visions and
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ideologies but when I take a look at the young people round about me I do not get the impression
that they share these visions. Their ideology is probably “I do what I want to do and what I think
is necessary for me and with as little effort as possible“. Their negative attitude towards learning
other languages is just one example of their general outlook.
Is it enough to learn only English?
David:
I attend a technical school and it is obvious that without English you can’t get far. Otherwise,
you don’t really need any other languages, except in very specific circumstances. A further
foreign language may simply be one burden too many for some students.
Dick:
If you want to use all the new communication tools like the Internet, you have to be able to speak
English. In Holland it is easy enough to learn English and even German as a supplementary
language because so many Germans come to Holland.
David:
I think that it is an advantage to know something that few people know and which is also useful.
For example, I wouldn’t mind learning Russian or another eastern European language. The
economy of these countries is rapidly expanding and as a result of globalisation they are
importing everything you can imagine and there is therefore a need for people who can speak
eastern European languages.
Andrea:
Only those who were born in Hungary can speak the language well and communicate in
Hungarian. I am pessimistic about the possibility of foreigners learning Hungarian; they will
never be able to speak it perfectly, not even more or less perfectly. I think it would be better for
Europeans to learn Italian or perhaps Romanian because Latin languages are similar; that would
be an alternative to learning Hungarian.
Impediments to language learning caused by prejudice
Alexandra:
The fact that I am bilingual (Polish-German) is not always an advantage. Sometimes I am the
object of nationalist prejudice: in Austria I am “the Polish girl“ and in Poland I am “the Austrian
girl“. Personally, I consider myself to be “European“. At school teachers do not take advantage
of my knowledge of the Polish language and culture. I’m sure it would be quite different if I
spoke English or French.
The average Austrian does not believe there’s anything worth seeing or doing in Poland. And yet
some of the towns are really beautiful and life there is very pleasant. Perhaps it was less
attractive in the past but now things have changed. Young people ought to visit not only Poland
but also other east European countries and see what ’they’re like now.
David:
I live some fifty kilometres from Vienna and about thirty kilometres from the Czech border. You
might think that people there speak Czech but not at all. The population still has an iron curtain
attitude: those who live on the other side of the border are the “baddies“, the underdeveloped.
60

These are the stereotypes of the average person in the street. People have grown up thinking like
this, close to the communist enemy, and no one can make them believe otherwise. The current
generation, that is my generation, was also brought up with this attitude. If our parents say
“Czech? Who wants to learn Czech? You have to be crazy!“, then it should come as no surprise
that young people still think the same way.
Alexandra:
There’s plenty of talk about an open, pluralistic society but nobody really believes it. The idea
has not really been put into practice in our daily lives.
Learning methods and contexts
Andrea:
I believe that if you want to learn a language well you have to live or be immersed in a setting in
which the language is used. We are lucky in that our school is twinned with several secondary
schools in France. This provides an exceptional opportunity to get to know the French way of
life and to explain our way of life to them.
David:
You don’t have to learn languages at school; there are always other opportunities to do so later in
life.
Andrea:
I think that the best way to learn languages (particularly less frequently taught languages like
Polish) is to have friends who speak those languages, especially where young people are
concerned.
Alexandra:
I have noticed that school exchange projects and class exchanges are not successful. When the
French came to visit us they stuck together and only talked French to one another and the
Austrians did likewise; there was no real communication between the two groups. These
exchanges cannot take place in the school context because at school we only learn how to buy
bread or to order a drink in a bar not what we need to really talk about personal interests. Perhaps
the teachers could prepare students better for school exchanges by emphasising the need for
intercultural communication, for example. But the students must also want to communicate.
Teachers can’t force groups to mix.
What would you like to see during the European Year of Languages 2001?
David:
It is difficult to motivate young people, except where music, television, drugs and sex are
concerned, so these themes – except perhaps drugs and sex – should be used to stimulate them. It
is the only way to make language learning interesting. It is also important to enlist the support of
young people’s idols. However, it will still be difficult because young people are sceptical of
anything that is not of immediate use to them.
Alexandra:
You have to make students want to learn languages!
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The response of education to the challenges of
linguistic diversity
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A. Address on linguistic diversity from a political perspective
Senator Jacques Legendre (France), Parliamentary Assembly of the Council of Europe
I am somewhat hesitant, and even apprehensive, about speaking here in Innsbruck to an audience
of linguists, above all because I am not one myself, because I did not hear Mr Peter Leuprecht’s
statement yesterday on linguistic diversity and democratic citizenship, and because I think that
you already said everything yesterday during the first session. However, I would like to explain
what concerns prompted me to present a recommendation that has been adopted by the Council
of Europe’s Parliamentary Assembly.
I became interested in these language questions for a number of reasons. I first came into contact
with them many years ago, as a French teacher in central Africa. Between 1965 and 1967, I
taught French to students who were not native speakers, and who were the first generation of
children taught in French at school. At the time, I had written a study on French-language
literature by black Africans.
I encounter these questions now too, as a parliamentarian and as Secretary General of the
Parliamentary Assembly of French-speaking Countries.
I was also rapporteur for the French-language law, known as the Toubon Act, which was debated
in France in 1994, and I was the initiator, in 1995, of a fact-finding mission for the French Senate
on foreign language teaching in France, at which time my fears were confirmed: a broad choice
in theory, whereas in practice only two European languages were taught to any great extent in
France, the others having been, shall we say, sacrificed.
Lastly, I was also rapporteur for the recommendation on language diversity that was
unanimously adopted by the Council of Europe Parliamentary Assembly in September 1998. I
believe that these various activities are complementary and that these concerns in fact come
down to just one: namely, how people communicate and understand each other through their
different languages.
That said, there are very different approaches depending on one’s point of view. In any case this
is now apparent in the very title of your conference, which takes a clearly political approach,
language being at the core of civil life. I say this for the following reasons.
As I see it, the most important thing is that mastery of a language confers power, the power to
express oneself and make oneself understood. Let me give you a practical example: a few days
ago, in Nantes, the Ministry of Education organised a major conference attended by all those
concerned with the issues of reading and languages. Its purpose was very clear: not to exclude;
hence the theme of the conference – learning to share this power of language.
That was what the title implied: language and language skills are power, they confer power and
abilities. Some people have this power and some are denied it. Clearly, the words used show that
we are dealing with a genuine political issue. Taken further, that is what mastering the written
and spoken language means – the power of speaking, reading and writing; the power of learning
and understanding, of thinking and improving oneself; the power of having an influence on the
world and, ultimately, living together. That was how this colloquy was presented in France last
week, an event which clearly illustrated the political issues at stake.
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Learning to read and understanding a language is an essential part of democratisation. To us this
now seems natural, but bear in mind that not so long ago it might have been regarded as
revolutionary. In France, the birth of the Republic was associated with a major effort to develop
primary schools. Known as the “black hussars“ of the Republic, primary school teachers were
responsible for teaching all Frenchmen how to read, write and count, which they needed in order
to become citizens at that time.
Today’s young rebels in poor urban neighbourhoods are often those who lack the fundamental
skills, and so they revolt against school; hence the emphasis placed on the power that knowing a
language confers. It is a power conferred primarily by knowledge of one’s own language. But
there is also another form of exclusion, one which may prove very difficult to deal with, that of
men and women who, in today’s increasingly shrinking world, may be proficient only in their
own language and unable to speak any other, perhaps an international language, a knowledge of
which is becoming so important that those who do not speak one are excluded in turn, at least
where international relations are concerned. This, too, poses a real problem, a political problem.
The goal is to enable citizens to understand and make themselves understood. I have been talking
from a citizen’s point of view, but concomitant points of view must also be borne in mind, such
as that of consumers, are able to make informed purchases, or workers, who must be able to
perform the tasks required of them. Problems may arise in certain companies if their language is
not the national language, the language that is spoken and taught. In this way people are
excluded from certain jobs. Here we are at the heart of things.
At the core of the problem of power is the fact that there is not only a citizen’s approach, but also
a state approach. The state cannot turn its back on such issues, because it is itself a factor of
power. The state itself has to answer a whole set of questions: what is its educational policy to
be, and what is its policy on foreign languages? Is it simply responding to demand, or does the
state try to elicit a particular response? That, too, is at the heart of your questions and of what we
were getting at when the Council of Europe Parliamentary Assembly’s recommendation was
adopted. Then again, if it is decided to teach foreign languages, which ones? In some countries
the choice is no simple matter. Should a language of international importance be chosen in
addition to the national one? And if so, which one?
I encountered these issues when teaching in black Africa: the African countries, in order to have
their say on the international scene, often have to choose to teach and learn English or French,
frequently for historic reasons. What national language should they learn? Should there perhaps
be more than one? Is that language their mother tongue? A mother tongue signifies identity and
belonging to a group. Depending on whether it is chosen or not well treated, this will pose
enormous problems which may be felt as an assault on the ideas, thinking and national
sentiments of the day. Attacking a mother tongue can trigger very strong nationalistic reactions
and make people feel excluded and humiliated.
There is also the problem of minority or regional languages, which are not always well treated
either, and which now demand their place in the sun. For us in Europe this is a real issue. States
may either want to give minority languages their due or, on the contrary, may fear that certain
minority languages will be pushed into prominence perhaps by the emergence of regions – those
where these languages are spoken. That would mean building a ramified Europe; a Europe of
regions rather than a Europe of states. As you know, this is one aspect of an issue currently being
discussed in our countries.
With regard to the problem of knowing other peoples’ languages and foreign languages in
general, and deciding what language to learn, I invariably recall a comment made by Boutros
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Boutros-Ghali when he was United Nations Secretary General and gave a talk at the
Francophone Summit in Mauritius: he said that the choice of language is a reflection of power
relationships.
Of course such a statement refers to what happens at state level. States have a tendency to group
together on the basis of language affinity, which is a rather new development. At the UN, as well
as in other international organisations, including those in Brussels, delegations now organise
themselves on the basis of language affinity. There is the group of French-speaking countries and
the group of Portuguese-speaking countries, and other such examples could be cited. In other
words, a new phenomenon is emerging, which includes very diverse, but nevertheless important
situations.
States and peoples that find it important to learn other nations’ languages have a different
attitude from those for whom this is less so. As with the French in the eighteenth and even the
nineteenth century, there is a tendency among the English or Americans of the nineteenth
century and the present day to consider it only natural for others to speak their language and
consequently to see no need to learn the languages of other people.
We French had this failing in the past – less so now, because things are changing. In any case,
we are in the process of reconciling ourselves to this development. For our American friends, the
need to learn the languages of other people is still not apparent. That, too, implies a position of
strength. In other countries, people have always spoken foreign languages and consider this
attitude normal and important.
But it would be better for me to speak about something which I have examined closely: the
situation of foreign languages in a country like France. Notwithstanding the cliché, the French
are setting out to learn foreign languages, and the state has long emphasised the importance of
teaching foreign languages. If we consider the number of foreign languages offered in secondary
schools, we see that there are quite a few. But this is only the theory.
In practice, for a whole set of reasons, it is clear that English is the number one foreign language
taught, with Spanish comfortably in second place. What this means is that other major European
languages such as Russian, Italian and Portuguese, are being ignored and forgotten, despite their
enormous importance. They are not much taught and are not given their proper place – even
German, despite the fact that France and Germany signed the so-called Elysée Treaty, under
which both countries undertook to promote a knowledge of the other’s language. Neither of the
two has really complied with the provisions of that treaty, which also pursued a political aim,
namely to rebuild Europe on the basis of understanding between France and Germany. To that
end Adenauer and de Gaulle wanted French people and Germans to learn each other’s language.
The inescapable fact is that these objectives have been somewhat forgotten and that, for various
reasons, neither in France nor in Germany is any real effort being made in this matter.
This holds for France, but I think it also applies elsewhere. We haughtily disregard nonEuropean languages, although some of them are very important and are spoken by large
immigrant minorities in our countries. In France this is the case with Arabic, but it might equally
be asked why Chinese and Japanese are taught to such a limited extent.
And then there are the regional languages: they are spoken and they are increasingly supported
by the state and the regions, and yet those who speak them have the feeling that these languages
are somewhat marginal. Moreover, there is discussion as to whether regional languages are the
languages of groups – which are recognised as groups – or whether there is an individual right to
learn a language, be it foreign or regional.
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From this point of view, the French Constitution is very clear, and gives precedence to the rights
of individuals. This issue is very topical, because the French Government has stated its intention
to ratify the European Charter for Regional or Minority Languages, and the Constitutional
Council has been asked to rule on whether ratification is constitutional. The government itself
has made an interpretative statement making it clear that ratification would not constitute
recognition of group rights, but would strengthen the individual rights of French citizens to learn
minority languages.
But I do not want to limit myself to a consideration of the matter at state level, which is too
political. Being able to communicate directly with others in their language is also of cultural and
economic interest. Sometimes it is necessary to resort to using a third language, and we often do
so, although it over-simplifies things and can pose political problems. It is important to be aware
of this in the current discussions.
Some people, including participants in Parliamentary Assembly debates at the Council of
Europe, think that for both financial and political reasons, only one European language should be
used; and why should that language not be English, since it is the one that most people know
best? Others argue that this poses the problem of European identity vis-à-vis America. So there is
disagreement on this point.
Others stress the Europe of regional languages and either underscore or play down the role of
states. As they see it, since the Europe of the regions is gradually taking shape, with a
concomitant reduction in the role of states, what many debates are really addressing today is
another vision of Europe. And then there is, of course, as I have already said, the question of the
role of English.
In view of the above, linguistic diversity means, in the first instance, respect for the natural
choices individuals make, and above all respect for mother tongues, and I believe that is the issue
a few hundred kilometres from here.
Citizens of one and the same country, the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia, are treated very
differently by their own government depending on whether they speak Albanian or Serbo-Croat.
That clearly shows the role that languages play in these problems. They are the crux of this tense
situation, this paroxysm.
So we must be careful to respect all languages so as to avoid explosions of anger and passion.
You know better than I do that every language conveys a vision of the world which is slightly
different and which is always important. The world’s language diversity must be protected, even
if that complicates life and goes against the natural tendency to economise. We must not allow
language policies to be decided by the ministries of finance, because everyone knows very well
where that will lead. And if we allow certain visions of the world which are linked to certain
languages to vanish, the impoverishment of our culture and civilisation will be the result.
Language is a source of enrichment, but it undoubtedly has its price as well. That is a problem
for states, but safeguarding linguistic diversity is an essential element of democracy in this area.
As rapporteur for the budget in my own Parliament, I have often stressed that linguistic diversity
deserves a budgetary and financial effort; it is just as important as many other fields.
In any case, I am pleased for that reason that you are discussing the subject here today in
Innsbruck.
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B. Results of a preliminary survey on linguistic diversity in education: obstacles and
possible solutions.
Presentation by Michel Candelier, Université René Descartes, Paris
Aim of this presentation
The survey report1 which I am about to outline was issued to you in two separate parts: the main
part, which was sent out before the conference, and the part entitled “Obstacles/constraints and
attempts to overcome them“, which you received only on arrival in Innsbruck.
I shall spend most of my allotted few minutes discussing this second part, firstly because you
might not have had sufficient time to acquaint yourselves with it, and secondly because it deals
precisely with the issues which the conference’s scientific committee felt could be a useful
starting point for your group discussions later on. Your task in the groups will be to come up
with questions to ask the speakers taking part in the round table on “Policy decision-making at
national and international level“.
I would, however, like to mention a few aspects of the first part of the survey in order to remind
you of some of the basic considerations forming the backdrop to our discussions.
Diversity: an overview
To begin with, it is worth pointing out the limitations of the preliminary survey we carried out.
As the introduction to the report made clear, our intention was to “provide an impressionist
picture of educational linguistic diversity in Europe. This is complex, since we are seeking to
establish links between the data and take account of various sorts of non-quantifiable
information, but nevertheless remains faithful to the impressionist genre in that it does not aim
for precise lines and frontiers between objects.“
The main reason for these constraints was, as we explained in the report, that we did not have the
time, or resources of any kind, for a more detailed study.
Our assessment of educational linguistic diversity reveals above all that much remains to be done
in this area. To quote a key passage of the report:
In the case of foreign languages (FLs):
– in two countries out of three, it is only possible to learn a second foreign language in one
sector of pre-school, primary and secondary education;
– in more than four countries out of five, there are no more than five language tokens (the total
number of languages on offer) in the whole of pre-school, primary and secondary education;
– in nearly four countries out of five, the most frequently taught language is studied by more
students than all the other languages combined.
In the case of indigenous minority languages (IMLs):
1. Candelier, Michel, Dumoulin, Bérengère and Koishi, Atsuko (1999). Language diversity in the education systems of the
member states of the Council for Cultural Co-operation – Report of a preliminary survey. Strasbourg: Council of Europe.
Document CC-LANG (99) 11 rev.
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– barely one country in four offers instruction in the language to two-thirds of those concerned
and in two-thirds of the relevant languages;
– there is little evidence of a “compensation“ process, in which IMLs are taught as subjects
where they are not generally used as languages of instruction.
In the case of immigrant languages (ILs):
From what can be seen from the very limited information available (which itself may reflect the
limited awareness of these languages), it appears that efforts to increase educational linguistic
diversity in this area are still less marked than is the case for IMLs.
Initial findings of the assessment itself: economic and ideological factors
The main question addressed in our examination of obstacles/constraints is whether they are
chiefly the result of economic or ideological factors. The part of the report assessing the survey
findings provides a number of valuable pointers.
In assessing the findings, we were continually presented with strong evidence suggesting, as we
reiterated in the concluding section, that the greatest diversity is far from being the prerogative of
the wealthy. This indicates that financial constraints should be put into perspective. Of course, it
does not mean that greater diversity does not have a cost, simply that it is financially bearable.
Otherwise, it would not be possible for less well-endowed countries to improve their
performance.
If financial constraints can be put into perspective, then surely the main constraints are
ideological? We shall come back to this point later.
Significance and limitations on obstacles/constraints and attempts to overcome them
This part is based on the statements made in the questionnaires sent to the different countries.
Such an approach is probably justifiable in this context since it allows for close analysis of the
various kinds of constraints observed. In any case, it enabled us to produce a typology.
We should not, however, be under any illusions as to the nature of the data. Our findings reflect
certain people’s subjective views on the actual situation rather than the actual situation itself…
Bearing this in mind, it is clear that the survey has two main kinds of limitations, as we noted in
the report:
– firstly, although a considerable number of countries (thirty seven) are represented, there are an
insufficient number of different opinions for each country. Indeed, we only received an average
of 1.4 replies per country. We are therefore highly dependent throughout on individual
perceptions;
– secondly, it was clear from the replies to the questionnaire that the majority of respondents,
when referring to obstacles, were thinking mainly of problems relating to diversity in foreign
languages. You should bear this in mind as you read the report and as you listen to me now.
Examples of obstacles/constraints
I shall discuss the examples in approximate order of frequency, “approximate“ being the
operative word given that we should obviously not place too much importance on frequency
when we are dealing with such an unquantifiable topic and have such a limited range of replies.
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The lack of interest of certain policy makers in linguistic diversification (2.b) is the most
frequently mentioned obstacle in the replies to the questionnaire (thirty-one occurrences
concerning nineteen countries). It is followed, in order of frequency, by the lack of teachers of
less common languages (5.d, twenty-four occurrences concerning seveteen countries). Financial
constraints in general (category 5 as a whole) are mentioned by nineteen countries.
Perceptions/attitudes of learners and parents concerning languages, those who speak them and
the cultures to which they are linked (3.a) are an obstacle cited relatively frequently (fourteen
occurrences concerning eleven countries), chiefly with reference to extremely favourable images
of English. The number of language places and language tokens on offer is mentioned almost as
frequently (5.a, twelve occurrences concerning nine countries), although it is not always clear
whether this constraint is being described as resulting from a lack of resources. Geographical
distribution of the provision is a similarly frequent obstacle (ten occurrences concerning eight
countries).
Strategies intended to promote or demote certain languages (2.a) are mentioned in only six
questionnaires (concerning six countries), each time with reference to policies favouring English.
Category 1.a (representations/attitudes of policy makers and education chiefs concerning
languages, those who speak them and the cultures to which they are linked) is cited relatively
infrequently, even if we include all references to either policy makers or teachers (five
occurrences concerning five countries). It should, however, be borne in mind that lack of
political will is the most frequently mentioned obstacle here.
Even less frequent (three or four occurrences) are three obstacles relating more to educational
problems: lack of continuity for the less commonly taught languages (6.c), the ideal of having a
native speaker among the teaching staff (1.b) and representations concerning the situation of the
teachers (1.c). In the last-mentioned category, this related in each case to disillusionment among
teachers of less commonly taught languages.
Other obstacles and constraints were mentioned only once: strategies for access to education and
culture (4), low pay for teachers (5.c), competition between options (6.a), validation (6.d),
inability to pay for expensive courses (7.a) and inability to pay for travel or accommodation
(7.b).
At a level which remains, as I have said, very approximate and general, the respondents’ replies
appear to indicate a rough balance between obstacles/constraints stemming from perceptions and
obstacles/constraints of a material nature. In the latter category, purely educational
considerations appear less significant than concerns due to financial constraints. This in itself is
pleasing to note; educational concerns are not being used as an alibi to conceal a lack of
resources.
Typology
The typology is an important component of the findings of this part of the survey and may help
you to structure your own approach in the group sessions afterwards. I shall therefore run
through it and make a few comments.


Utilisation
3. Collective/individual

Provision
1. Collective/individual
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representations/attitudes of
policy makers and education
chiefs:
Obstacles/
constraints
stemming from
representations

representations/attitudes of
learners and parents:

a. concerning languages
(usefulness, difficulty,
aesthetic appreciation, etc.) of
those who speak them and of
the cultures with which they
are linked;

a. concerning languages
(usefulness, difficulty,
aesthetic appreciation, etc.) of
those who speak them and of
the cultures with which they
are linked;

b. concerning learning capacities
(extra work, girls/boys, etc.);

b. concerning learning capacities
(extra work, girls/boys, etc.).

c. concerning the situation of the
teachers.
2. Political will:
a. strategies intended to promote
or demote certain languages;



Obstacles/
constraints of a
material nature

b. absence of any political will in
favour of diversity.
5. Limitation of resources and
the consequences in terms
of:

4. Strategies for access to
education and culture

7. Inability to pay for:

a. number of language places
and of language tokens
offered;

a. expensive courses ;

b. geographical distribution of
the provision;

b. travel or accommodation.

c. low pay for teachers;
d. teacher training.
6. Organisation of courses:

8. Objective limits to learning
capacities:

a. competition between options;
b. upstream effects;
c. lack of continuity for the less
commonly taught languages;
d. validation.
In the report, we were careful to stress that the typology, like any other, is the result both of its
authors’ preconceptions and of the body of information acquired. In this particular example, we
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even included some categories which did not appear in the data; these are printed in italics in the
table and are explained in detail in the report.
We attempted to group the various obstacles and constraints mentioned along two axes,
depending on whether they concerned:
– the provision of education or the utilisation made of it;
– the world of representations or that of material contingencies.
The reasons why we opted for a “provision versus utilisation“ dichotomy rather than “supply
versus demand“ are set out in the report. The report also points out that the division of each of
the table’s four main sections into subcategories does not mean that these subcategories are
completely separate from one another. For example, it is clear that political will is not
independent of the policy makers’ perceptions of languages, and that curricula might be
organised somewhat differently if more financial resources were available.

Ways of overcoming obstacles
The second section of the supplement to the report provides a very concise list of attempts to
overcome these obstacles, as described in the replies to the survey.
I shall not repeat the list here, but instead I shall attempt to classify these initiatives according to
the typology of obstacles. I shall then consider the wider implications.
What is striking is that the attempts are nearly all concerned with obstacles and constraints from
the “material“ category. I shall briefly outline them before returning to this general observation.
–
Introducing a compulsory second language place or a choice between several language
tokens for the first language learnt is undoubtedly an effective means of overcoming obstacle 5.a
by increasing the number of languages that are learnt.
–
The same applies to the introduction, at primary level, of indigenous minority languages,
immigrant languages or languages of neighbouring countries – rather than languages that are
already dominant – as has occurred in pilot projects launched in a number of countries.
–
In allowing students to take any language they have learnt, rather than just the one they
have studied during their eight years of secondary education, for their school leaving
examinations, one country has attempted to overcome the obstacles in category 6.d, concerning
validation.
–
Accelerated training of teachers of languages other than the dominant language, so that
teaching provision quickly becomes more diversified, is one way of overcoming the obstacles in
category 5.d.
–
Initiatives to develop linguistic diversity at local level, which often appear to depend on the
willingness of particular individuals or groups, may well reduce the geographical inequalities
identified as obstacles in category 5.b.
–
I have deliberately left until last the example of setting up a Modern Languages Council, as
noted in one of the replies to the questionnaire – obviously because of its strategic importance,
but also because it was the only concrete example which came under the heading of
representational obstacles. It is, of course, an attempt to overcome an obstacle listed in category
2.b (absence of political will), precisely by creating a political will and setting out its objectives.
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Admittedly, it could also be argued that a measure such as introducing the option of less
common languages is likely to improve popular perceptions of these languages. On the whole,
though, it seems true to say that hardly any of the various attempts to overcome obstacles are
designed to change people’s attitudes.
In other words, although the importance of ideological factors is clear in our assessment of the
replies (see “Initial findings“ above) and is further endorsed by our examination of perceptions
about obstacles and constraints (see “Examples“ above), the problem of attitudes has not actually
been tackled head on. No real “ideological work“ has been attempted.
What can we and should we do? There is obviously no place for propaganda; rather, we should
seek to spread our convictions among the general public. Recently, the Brussels underground
displayed posters advertising a multilingual language festival. There are also trade fair-style
language exhibitions which are sometimes – at least in France – aimed at publicising less
common languages.
There should be more initiatives of this kind, particularly among the mass media. To illustrate
the size of the task ahead of us, I would simply like to tell you an anecdote of some significance.
I was told by a reliable source that in a court in the Paris suburbs, some young people charged
with petty crimes addressed the judge as “Your Honour“, in the style of American soaps. These
youngsters were unaware of their own country’s legal traditions, but were quite familiar with
those projected by English-speaking productions.
Market forces are so strong that it is extremely hard to curb influences such as these. However,
we can at least attempt to counterbalance them in their own environment. As far as I know,
nobody has yet made a series of commercials for young people throughout Europe, presenting
linguistic diversity as an asset to be exploited. Longer programmes could also be made. Some
countries have a tradition of TV movies dealing with social issues, such as life at school,
emergency medical services or problems in deprived urban areas. Why should we not, from time
to time, see TV movies highlighting the benefits of linguistic diversity, alongside the main plot?
We should also bear in mind what one of the young people interviewed last night said, and use
the medium of existing interests. Out of the three fundamental interests he mentioned – sex,
drugs and idols – I shall, following his own advice, deal only with the last one. If I may let you
into a little family secret, my 15-year-old great-niece has started to teach herself Swedish using a
method bought by her great-uncle, purely because her favourite pop group happens to be from
Sweden – which goes to show, if you are still not convinced, that speaking at conferences is not
the only way in which great-uncles can promote linguistic diversity!
There is plenty of opportunity for discussion and suggestions here. All that is needed is a bit of
imagination, particularly in the context of the European Year of Languages, which we have
heard about on several occasions.
What image of languages do schools convey – do they encourage them?
I have left this question until last, disregarding the proverb “charity begins at home“, or, in other
words, one should begin by helping oneself or, in this case, calling oneself into question.
Let me explain. I believe that all of us – teachers, educational advisers, education chiefs – who
are wondering how to convey the importance of diversity to the general public, parents and
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students should first ask ourselves what the education system itself is doing to change attitudes.
The likely answer is that little is being done or even that the only effects are negative.
As far as I am concerned, I have no doubt that in many cases, the answer will be that the
education system is doing all it can to heighten negative images of diversity. By choosing to
favour dominant languages, it is merely reinforcing the idea that it is essential to learn them.
It is deliberately shepherding children, often as early as possible, into a world where only the
country’s own language and the most common foreign language are taught. That is not, in my
opinion, a good way of fostering an interest in, and a taste for, diversity.
If the education system is to make a genuine attempt to encourage awareness of, and respect and
a taste for, linguistic and cultural diversity, I am convinced that it must incorporate it fully into
the teaching and learning process. I recently launched an innovative primary education
programme in which this eminently sensible principle is put into practice. I would like to say a
few words about it, just to show that this is possible and to encourage other initiatives.
In the project, each pupil discovers – the approach is based on discovery – a number of
languages (several dozen) of varying status, from all over the world. The aim is not, of course, to
learn them, but to become actively acquainted with them. The languages spoken by immigrant
children, and this is only one aspect of the project, thus become a source of curiosity for their
classmates, resulting in an intercultural approach.
The project is currently being evaluated, so it is too early to speak of any results. What is already
clear, however, is that the pupils greatly enjoy it and are extremely curious to see and hear such a
large number of languages. The teachers greatly enjoy it too and have been very keen to embrace
an approach of which, in many cases, they had previously been entirely unaware.
In conclusion, as the project has shown, it is possible to convey our desire for diversity, in
schools and elsewhere, through approaches which are essentially simple.
Perhaps we just need a bit of courage…
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C. Round table: Policy decision-making at national and international levels
Summary of the contributions, Claude Truchot, General Rapporteur
Questions discussed:
1.

What is your concept of linguistic diversity? How would you judge whether your education
system is achieving linguistic diversity?

2.

What possibilities do you see within your domain of responsibility to recognise existing
multilingualism in the population and to validate it throughout the education system?

3.

Do you see your role as policy makers in terms of following demands or rather influencing
diverse demands for language teaching?

4.

If you think it is your role to influence demand, what measures should be taken to stimulate
interest in learning a variety of languages, especially with reference to the European Year of
Languages in 2001?

5.

There is a widely held view among language teaching professionals that language learning
as such should be an integrated subject in the curriculum, including foreign languages,
indigenous minority languages, immigrant languages and national languages: What is your
opinion?

6.

How do you conceive that an education system including teacher education can and should
respond to the concept in question 5?

7.

With a view to promoting the learning of other languages, do you feel it desirable/feasible to
restrict the teaching of English in the education system in order to promote the learning of
other languages?

Chairman of the round table:
Peter Medgyés, Director, Centre for English Teacher Training, Eötvös Loránd University,
Budapest, former Under-Secretary of State for Education, Hungary.
Contributors at national level:



– Pavel Cink, Director General, Ministry of Education, Czech Republic

– Anton Dobart, Director General, Federal Ministry of Education and Cultural Affairs, Austria
– Maria Emilia Galvão, Deputy Director, Ministry of Education, Portugal
– Svein Harsten, Assistant Director General, Ministry of Education, Research and Church
Affairs, Norway
– Liliana Preoteasa, General Director, Ministry of Education, Romania
Contributors at international level:

 – Sylvia Vlaeminck, European Commission, DG XXII
– Joseph Poth, Languages Division, Unesco
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Peter Medgyès
Now that we have taken stock of the obstacles to linguistic diversity, the next step is to consider
the solutions envisaged by national governments and international organisations. Six of the
participants at this round table are policy makers in national governments and two in
international organisations: the European Union and Unesco. The Council of Europe is not
represented at this round table since its views are expressed by the conference as a whole and its
representatives will take the floor at the final session.
Each of you will be asked to answer seven questions which have been prepared by the discussion
groups, giving where possible your personal opinion and also your response to the other
participants’ proposals.
Question No. 1: What is your concept of linguistic diversity? How would you judge whether
your education system is achieving linguistic diversity?
Maria Emilia Galvão
Ten years ago the Council of Europe considered Portugal to be one of the few monolingual and
monocultural countries in Europe. This is no longer the case. For the past ten years or so,
nationals of Portugal’s former African colonies have been emmigrating to Portugal. These
immigrants have their own languages and the Portuguese education system is endeavouring to
meet these new needs. The range of languages being taught in Portugal is increasing: in addition
to the three foreign languages previously taught – French, English and German – it is now also
possible to learn Spanish. I would also like to point out that, owing to its use in Africa and South
America, Portuguese is the third most widely spoken international language. European linguistic
strategies should take account of this.
Svein Harsten
Norway can also be described as linguistically homogeneous, with the exception of a small Sámi
(Lapp) community, whose differences have not always been recognised. However, a large
number of immigrants have been admitted to Norway over the past ten years or so and we now
have to meet the challenge of integrating them in Norwegian society. English has a special status
in Norway as it is the only language taught in addition to Norwegian. It is taught to all children
for the first ten years of compulsory education and continues to be a compulsory subject for the
first three or four years of secondary school, which is attended by 95% of all children.
Liliana Preoteasa
There are two aspects to diversity in Romanian education: the teaching of foreign languages and
the teaching of minority languages; immigration is not yet an issue. It is compulsory to take two
foreign languages at school: students can choose from French, English, German and Russian.
Italian, Spanish and Portuguese have now also been introduced. The new curriculum allows
students to choose a third language. A reform of the education system in 1998 introduced a great
deal of flexibility, leaving the choice of languages to the school, parents and students.
Romania has several minorities, the largest of which are the Hungarian, German and Roma
minorities, who are taught in their mother tongue. Teaching for the other minorities is divided
equally between their mother tongue and Romanian.
Anton Dobart
In Austria there is a broad consensus that linguistic diversity is a desirable goal. However, this is
not always translated into action and language is still a source of exclusion. Austria must now
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endeavour to leave its traditions behind and encourage multiculturalism. Schools are beginning
to offer more languages by including the main European languages in their curricula. Where
possible, the languages of neighbouring countries are also taught.
Pavel Cink
In the early 1990s the situation was clear: after a long period during which young Czechs could
not choose which languages they wished to learn, it was time to introduce linguistic diversity in
schools. The aim was not only to meet the expectations and demands of parents and students but
also to take account of all the work done at the Council of Europe over the past decades.
Students in compulsory education can now choose from five, if not six, languages. Depending on
their policies and resources, schools may also decide to offer other languages.
The Czech Ministry of Education has supported the concept of linguistic diversity through
various institutional and administrative measures. For example, the importance of languages is
underlined by the equal weight given to each language in exams. Measures have also been taken
to make the teaching of languages more effective, for example by issuing recommendations that
classes consisting of more than a certain number of students should be split up into smaller
groups.
Maria Emilia Galvão
I have a rather provocative question for my friend Anton Dobart. I noted in Michel Candelier’s
study that the countries with the highest economic growth generally take far less account of
linguistic diversity than others. Austria’s linguistic diversity policy seems to involve primarily
English and French. Is there no possibility of introducing a wider range of languages, so as to
take account of current immigration trends?
Anton Dobart
As far as the range of languages offered is concerned, French and English are offered at primary
level and a third, if not fourth, language is introduced in secondary schools. These are not, as a
rule, the languages of neighbouring countries but we are endeavouring to arouse interest in these
languages in various ways.
In the bilingual schools that exist in some towns, there is a high demand for English but when we
offer Czech in the border regions the demand is much lower. A great deal still needs to be done
to motivate people to learn other languages.
The teaching of immigrant languages is unsatisfactory. Some voluntary support is offered but the
problem is also one of social acceptance.
Svein Harsten
In Norway the question of taking account of linguistic diversity comes up against the need to
have an education system in which there are no regional disparities and to ensure that there is a
good level of education in small towns and rural areas.
As far as immigrant languages are concerned, we believe that immigrants need to be able to read
and write in their mother tongue in order to be able to learn Norwegian properly.
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Question No. 2: What possibilities do you see within your domain of responsibility to
recognise existing multilingualism in the population and to validate it throughout the
education system?
Pavel Cink
I must unfortunately acknowledge that, as a result of the history, my country, once a melting pot
of cultures, has become monolingual. It reached the height of monolinguism on 1 January 1993
when Czechoslovakia split up into two separate countries – until then we were naturally
bilingual, Czech and Slovak.
The members of the only remaining minority in the Czech Republic speak Polish. They have
their own school system and Czech children may also attend these schools if their parents so
wish.
I believe that, as in Romania, we will in coming years be confronted with the problem of
immigrant languages. Until 1996-97 the Czech Republic was a country of temporary residence
for immigrants heading towards Germany or Austria, but that is no longer the case and the
number of illegal immigrants in the Czech Republic is estimated at 200 000, which is certain to
cause problems at some point or other. We obviously intend to consult the other European
countries faced with this problem and I would be extremely interested to hear further comments
on this situation.
Maria Emilia Galvão
Immigration is a recent phenomenon in Portugal and concerns far smaller numbers than in
Austria, France and the United Kingdom. For the time being, children who speak Creole
languages are mainly catered for by schools in the suburbs of large towns. In Portugal
multilingualism mainly takes the form of the learning of foreign languages and Creole
languages.
Peter Medgyès
Immigration flows to central and eastern Europe are also increasing. In Hungary, the Kosovo
crisis resulted in a large influx of refugees. We also have a large Chinese community of some 20
to 25 000 people who have chosen to settle here permanently. Their children now attend
Hungarian schools.
Liliana Preoteasa
In reply to this question, I would like to give you some examples. In Romania the Ministry of
Education takes all decisions concerning subject content and school curricula. Recently we tried
to cut down our costs by offering only one compulsory language instead of two. However, there
was such strong opposition from teachers, parents and students that we had to reintroduce two
languages.
The second example is the decision to offer all students the opportunity to learn minority
languages and to introduce chapters concerning the history of minorities in textbooks on
Romanian history.
Finally, to illustrate what has been said at this conference about the pleasure of learning,
compared to the situation prior to 1989 when both the form and the content of lessons were dull,
we are now striving to have language textbooks which are pleasant to read and look at and which
make students want to read them.
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Anton Dobart
In Austria we live in a multicultural society but there is no general consensus that this is
something to be welcomed. On the contrary, it is seen rather as a threat or a danger. Much still
has to be done, not only in schools but also in society.
We also have indigenous minorities which have their own education laws and which, in some
regions, are taught in their own language. However, this has given rise to heated political
debates. Whereas, in the past, any language other than German was vehemently rejected, people
are now beginning to consider a second language as an asset which should be cultivated. Austria
must set aside its monolingual traditions.
The immigrant issue is equally important. Since the 1960s most immigrants to Austria have been
Turks and Yugoslavs. It seemed natural to encourage them to learn German. In view of the
geographical proximity of their country, they were also offered the opportunity to be taught in
their mother tongue if they so wished.
As a result of the situation in Kosovo and Bosnia and Herzegovina, some 10 000 children of
school age arrived in Austria in the space of a few weeks. It was necessary to prepare them to
return to their home country and the government had to make available a large number of
teachers.
Everyone knows the situation in Vienna where German is not the mother tongue of the 38% of
school students who are second and third generation immigrants. The efforts made in primary
schools to teach children to read and write in two languages have been very successful in some
areas but have not, as I have already said, been unanimously accepted.
However, a country is either multicultural or it is not. Many Austrians have a particular
traditional view of society which influences their acceptance or support for any measures that
might be introduced in schools.
Question No. 3: Do you see your role as policy makers in terms of following demands or
rather influencing diverse demands for language teaching?
Sylvia Vlaeminck
The theme of the conference is central to the work and concerns of the European Union (EU).
Each international organisation has its own specific project. The EU project, which is the joint
effort of a number of countries and peoples, is ambitious and unique. It is based on a principle
which was drawn up and agreed to by everyone, that is, the EU will be multilingual. It is already
multilingual by definition and the question of whether it should be is superfluous. Its
multilingualism can be seen in the eleven official languages which are already used in all
contacts between the EU and its citizens and will continue to be used in all decisions affecting
individual citizens. EU activities also take account of immigrant, regional and minority
languages.
As many of you know Article 149 of the Treaty of Amsterdam, which replaced Article 126 of
the Treaty of Maastricht, stipulates that EU member states are responsible for the content and
organisation of their education systems and that the EU can contribute to the development of
quality education by encouraging co-operation between member states. It also stresses the need
to respect linguistic and cultural diversity.
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What does that mean in terms of language teaching policies? The aim of the EU, as set out in the
White Paper published in 1995, is that each citizen should have a command of three Community
languages. This objective corresponds to a desire for linguistic diversity and diversity in
language training. We at the Commission are convinced that languages, like many other subjects,
should be part of lifelong learning and that the basics should be acquired at school, and this is
how we came to decide that it should be possible to learn three Community languages.
I think this answers your question. Yes, policy makers can influence public demand. I say
“influence“, which is quite different from “imposing“ certain things. If we decide on a
multilingual Europe, then it is for those who contribute towards building it – for example, the
Commission – to take responsibility for attaining the objective of multilingualism. Our influence
on public demand must primarily take the form of activities which arouse interest in languages
and activities which raise everyone’s awareness of the world in which they live and in which
each person must be able to make informed decisions.
Svein Harsten
This question is one of the most interesting of all the questions asked, but it is also difficult to
answer. If I take the example of a small country like ours (Norway), we do not have enough
teachers to provide the teaching required in such an ideal situation. We have to meet demands,
that is, to obey the laws of the marketplace. If parents tell us that such and such a language is
necessary to find a job, that language becomes our priority. Moreover, as I have already said, in
Norway we have small schools all over the country and linguistic diversity consists, first and
foremost, of allowing everyone to study a foreign language. In our case that language is English
and in saying so I feel I am being somewhat provocative.
Peter Medgyès
I quite agree. It is very important to consider demands, since they come from different sources:
students, particularly adult students, and parents. Then there is also the question of the number of
teachers available. This was what happened ten years ago in central and eastern Europe when
there were many teachers of Russian and very few teachers of other languages. As a result
teachers had to be retrained to teach other languages.
The diplomatic corps may also wish to have a say in the matter as recently happened in Hungary
when several ambassadors complained that very few foreign languages were taught other than
English and German.
Joseph Poth
Unesco, which has 186 member states from all of the world’s continents, is an intergovernmental
organisation responsible for devising and executing projects rather than for decision-making and
funding. Its linguistic diversity and education policies are mapped out every two years by the
General Conference which issues instructions to the Unesco secretariat in the spheres of
education, science, culture and communication. Its policy guidelines are laid down by the
delegates of member states in accordance with their government’s instructions and implemented
by the Unesco headquarters in Paris.
These guidelines include those concerning language policy. At the last General Conference in
1997, the member states gave Unesco a mandate to promote multilingual education in all
countries and to uphold linguistic diversity. In response to this, the Director General set up a
Language Section which I have the honour of running and which deals with all matters
concerning linguistic diversity and multilingual education that come within the institution’s

79

remit. However, as I have already said, Unesco is not a decision maker but carries out the
instructions of the 186 member states which contribute to its budget.
Pavel Cink
I believe that the two possibilities expressed in this question do not really contradict one another,
as they are not mutually exclusive. The pertinent question in relation to this subject concerns the
measures to be taken, that is, your fourth question, and I will answer that question now. There
are sociological and political limits to the influence that can be exerted on public opinion, as J.
Trim explained in his recent study on this subject. For example, a country will attach greater
importance to the learning and teaching of languages if it is itself multilingual, if it has minority
groups living in its territory, or if its language is spoken by only a small number of persons, and,
I would add, if it is a country in which a knowledge of foreign languages is of particular value
because of historical and cultural developments and because that knowledge will facilitate
international communication and access to a proper education.
Maria Emilia Galvão
I would like to illustrate my reply to this question by taking as an example what happened in
Portugal in 1986, as it shows how public demand can change a decision that was wrong from the
start.
In 1986 the Portuguese Minister of Education decided to reform the education system. The main
reason for this reform was the very high failure rate in Portuguese, mathematics, French and
English. It was therefore decided that the best way to remedy this situation was to remove a
foreign language from the curriculum. This reform came up against very strong public
opposition, particularly on the part of parents and students who took various steps to ensure that
two foreign languages continued to be taught. The language issue has become so important that,
as a result of the recent reform, students who complete their studies in 2004 will have studied not
two but three foreign languages.
That is my reply to my Norwegian colleague who was deliberately provocative in highlighting
the need to obey the laws of the marketplace. I, personally, do not believe that education systems
should conform totally to economic demands but rather that they should offer the best possible
education. This was what the users of the education system in Portugal sought and obtained by
insisting on the need for linguistic diversity.
Anton Dobart
I would like to make three comments. Firstly, account must be taken of parents’ and students’
expectations and of schools’ freedom of action. Secondly, language learning is not confined to
school but is a lifelong process. Finally, we know that young people’s motivation often depends
on their social background and that the media can therefore make a major contribution.
Question No. 4: If you think it is your role to influence demand, what measures should be
taken to stimulate interest in learning a variety of languages, especially with reference to
the European Year of Languages in 2001?
Sylvia Vlaeminck
With regard to the European Year of Languages, I would like to reiterate the importance of
arousing interest in languages. This event should make a major contribution and I hope that it
will take the form of a partnership between the Council of Europe and the EU.
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Joseph Poth
Of all the measures taken by Unesco to arouse interest in linguistic diversity, I wish to draw your
special attention to the World Linguistic Atlas project which will have three aims:
– to describe all of the world’s languages, including the least-used languages, local languages
and vulnerable languages;
– to explain certain phenomena, for example, why some languages are growing in importance
while others are in decline, and the lessons which can be drawn from such phenomena;
– to encourage people to learn languages. What measures can be taken to promote a declining
language or to promote a language in education, public life and social life, etc.?
Unesco also sponsored a conference on linguistic rights in Barcelona which brought together 118
NGOs working in the field of languages. The results did not come up to our expectations and we
are working with the organisers of the conference on a charter of linguistic rights to be presented
at the Unesco Conference and to the United Nations.
I would also like to add that the European Year of Languages also interests us very much and
that our offices and our Unesco University Chairs/Networks will be happy to provide assistance.
Liliana Preoteasa
It is possible to influence demand at national level by offering a sufficiently wide range of
languages to allow everyone to choose freely. However, if this is to be done there must be
enough qualified teachers. This also entails financial constraints, which means that schools in
small towns will not be able to offer as wide a range of languages as large towns. It is important
that when there is only the possibility of studying one foreign language that a specific language
should not be imposed. Of course it is always better to have two foreign languages in addition to
the mother tongue, even if that costs more. The ministry can also influence decisions. In
Romania we decided to introduce Spanish when there was no demand for the language. We did
this after teachers had received the requisite training. Now the school in Bucharest where
Spanish is taught is very popular. We also intend to open a school offering Bulgarian, which will
open up new horizons for students whose mother tongue is Bulgarian.
The importance of lifelong learning should not be forgotten either. In my country there is a
generation gap between young people who usually know two languages and people over forty or
fifty who would like to learn a language but cannot because our system of adult education does
not function efficiently enough.
Finally, we need to change the way in which languages are taught by giving priority to
communication and also by encouraging people to develop even partial language skills.
Maria Emilia Galvão
The most significant contribution that the European Year of Languages can make is in the field
of lifelong learning. Although education systems will not be significantly changed by this event,
it should be possible to make a very large number of people aware of the advantages of learning
languages, where such opportunities exist.
Pavel Cink
This is a difficult question. Public demand is mainly for English. However, the public will accept
other languages if interesting approaches are proposed and if they are offered the possibility of
studying those languages in addition to English. Yesterday we heard young Austrians complain
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that Czech was not taught widely enough in Austria. This is the result of a fifty-year rift between
our countries. It will take another twenty or thirty years to redress the situation.
There is a co-operation project between the north-west of the Czech Republic and the
neighbouring Land of Saxony, which intend to set up a joint school in which students from
Saxony will be taught in Czech. This is a good example of a European project.
With regard to the European Year of Languages, we should think about ways of developing the
teaching of minority languages, for example by promoting multilingual comprehension and
bilingual education. We need to study the ways in which we can open up our education systems
to these languages.
Svein Harsten
In Norway considerable importance is attached to lifelong learning because a large proportion of
the adult population would like to learn or improve their knowledge of other languages. This is
made easier by the fact that further education is integrated with secondary education.
Joseph Sheils
I would like to inform all of you that the Council of Europe secretariat has asked all member
states to support the European Year of Languages. It has also asked the delegations to the
Education Committee to appoint national co-ordinators. A meeting of co-ordinators will shortly
be convened. A European steering group is currently being set up on which we shall be pleased
to welcome the European Commission and Unesco.
Questions No. 5 and 6 were taken together:
Question No. 5: There is a widely held view among language teaching professionals that
language learning as such should be an integrated subject in the curriculum, including
foreign languages, indigenous minority languages, immigrant languages and national
languages: What is your opinion?
Question No. 6: How do you conceive that an education system including teacher education
can and should respond to the concept in question 5?
Maria Emilia Galvão
This concept does not only concern language teaching professionals. If language teaching is to
be an integrated subject, we first need to ask ourselves how learners learn and subsequently how
their mode of learning can be taken into account in school reforms.
Anton Dobart
In Austrian vocational schools subjects are taught in the relevant foreign language. There are
also plans to adopt this method in general secondary education, but admittedly mainly in respect
of English – there are currently thirty mathematics and science teachers on training courses in
New York secondary schools who, on their return, will be able to teach their subject in English.
Liliana Preateasa
In Romania there are two ways in which language learning is integrated into the curriculum. In
schools in which minority languages are used, there is no problem in teaching in the students’
mother tongue because it is possible to recruit teachers from these minorities. However, it is

82

more difficult to find a maths teacher who can teach in German, for example. Teachers who are
either recruited from minority groups or elsewhere have to be specially trained.
Some schools also have bilingual classes. In these schools extra teaching is provided in the
chosen foreign language and some subjects are taught in that language. This is compulsory in the
case of the history, geography and civilisation of the countries where the language is spoken.
Other subjects can also be taught in this way. I myself have taught maths in French in a
Romanian/French bilingual class. The students found these lessons particularly hard. We had to
find a compromise: that is, basic concepts and theorems were explained in French and
demonstrated in Romanian.
Joseph Poth
The question of teaching the languages of national minorities, immigrant languages and national
languages was raised by the Unesco Executive Council, but several of the larger European
countries opposed this project, with the result that we dropped the idea of a draft resolution.
The question is no less difficult in countries outside Europe. Several countries which had
introduced the teaching of national languages in addition to the official language, that is, English,
French or Portuguese, have had to shelve their projects.
Q.uestion No. 7: With a view to promoting the learning of other languages, do you feel it
desirable/feasible to restrict the teaching of English in the education system in order to
promote the learning of other languages?
Peter Medgyès
There is unfortunately not enough time left to answer this question, which is regrettable as it is
central to this conference.

83

SESSION III − LANGUAGE EDUCATION POLICIES AND DEMOCRATIC
CITIZENSHIP IN EUROPE

Presentation of the results of the groups of Sessions I, II and III
Synthesis by Jean-Claude Beacco, University of Le Mans, France

The participants at the conference not only received information and ideas about language
policies in Europe, they also contributed to the general debate in exchanges that took place in
workshops. There were five of these discussion groups (as they were called officially) which met
during three working sessions, each of which had a specific purpose:
– making contact and taking stock of the situation and of ideas on the issues of linguistic
diversity;
– questions relating to the management of linguistic pluralism: identification of obstacles and of
proposed solutions or mechanisms already in operation, in connection with the round table on
“Policy decision-making at national and international levels“;
– summary reports presented at the final plenary session setting out the participants’ comments
on the Council’s of Europe’s project for the preparation of a document to be used as a guide for
language education policies in the context of broader discussion on the role of linguistic diversity
at national and individual level in the establishment and exercise of democratic citizenship in
Europe.
This is not an exhaustive report that can give a true account of the wealth of exchanges. Indeed,
details of the latter were only passed on in the form of oral reports that were mostly summaries
themselves, of which this report, in turn, is a new version. At this level of abstraction, there can
be no guarantee that all participants will find their contributions reflected here, especially since
the place given to some of them at the conference and, hence, the actual time they had for
explaining what each national situation can offer of relevance to discussion of this kind seemed
inadequate. However, an attempt will at least be made to reflect the spirit of the exchanges
within the groups.
The discussions took place around central questions concerning the nature of language policies
and the ways they currently manage – and should manage – linguistic diversity, for instance:
– the socio-linguistic nature of language diversity and the political and legal approach to it, in
particular, the rights and obligations of the majority in relation to minorities and vice versa,
individual rights and group rights, and economic efficiency and social justice;
– he way education systems cope with this diversity: simply offering several languages in school
curricula will not, for instance, automatically generate multilingualism on a widespread basis;
– the complexity of the processes and the wide range of people and bodies involved in defining
and implementing language policies at the general level (action of political parties, cultural
associations, etc.), at institutional level (municipalities, regions, etc.) and within the education
system (political and technical/administrative decision makers, school heads, parents, students
and students, etc.). This makes it necessary to establish networks and co-operation processes and,
indeed, set up cross-disciplinary bodies (in ministries and government departments, etc.)
responsible for regulating language policies as such (for instance, regional language councils);
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– the importance of the social forms of representation of the language diversity within given
national territories (Challenge to national unity? Cultural and economic asset?) and the role
played by the media (the presence of the various languages in the mass media, the image of the
languages and their speakers, enhancing or devaluing the status of regional languages or
migrants’ languages, for instance);
– the strategies to be devised, in particular to counter certain demands within society that give
precedence to the labour market value of languages (especially American-English), sometimes to
the detriment of their cultural, communicational or educational value; the place of AmericanEnglish in curricula (Should it be made compulsory? Should it be restricted to the lower grades
so that other languages can be taught afterwards? Should a non-interventionist policy be
preferred?), this being one of the key questions for all language policies in Europe;
– the way foreign, regional and migrant community languages are dealt with in school curricula,
the link between the teaching of children’s mother tongues and other languages, the way the
teaching of the various languages is organised over time (compulsory schooling, upper
secondary, university, vocational further training, individual training, lifelong learning) so as to
reduce the competition between languages, which, in the present case, also derives from the
choices that they give rise to at particular junctures in individuals’ lives, although this does not
make them incompatible over time. What cultural roles do mother tongues, second languages
and foreign languages play in the formation of individuals and citizens depending on whether
they are national or regional languages or languages of migrant or foreign communities?
– research on means of building on the skills of students whose mother tongue is not a national
language, looking at the question of the teaching of migrants’ languages inside and outside the
original group of speakers, and assessing the economic value of linguistic diversity or the cost of
establishing it;
– methods of raising awareness of and teaching democratic respect for linguistic diversity
without underestimating linguistic and cultural changes, but with a view to preserving an
extremely valuable cultural heritage that can prove very fragile. This means taking action aimed
at the public at large, political decision makers at all levels, teachers from all subjects and, above
all, language teachers (as part of their basic training, in particular) and adapting teaching
programmes (at least initial ones) accordingly.
Of course, it is impossible to quote all of the examples that were given to illustrate specific
points in these discussions. The result is that this summary is excessively abstract.
Although many proposals were made at the close of the discussions, they did not all enjoy
unanimous support. They focused on the Council of Europe’s future work in the field of
languages, which should be carried out in close co-ordination with the national delegations. The
participants proposed that:
– the maximum possible account should be taken of the potential of the European Language
Portfolio and of the prospects that the European Year of Languages (2001) is bound to open up
in terms of raising awareness of the challenges of preserving linguistic diversity and diversifying
language skills at individual and collective level;
– the new ideas that emerged from the conference should be resituated in relation to the
Common European Framework of Reference, which is still at the level of didactics and teaching
methods (concepts harmonised for the formal description of curricula) but links them with
educational cultures and the institutional organisation of language teaching;
– a document should be produced to pool the information available on the diversification policies
adopted or planned by member states, in relation to the European Education Information
Network (EURYDICE);
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– the document presented at the conference should be practical in nature, that is, it should enable
decisions on language policies to be taken in full knowledge of the facts: decision makers are
poorly informed about these issues and often act in a piecemeal fashion and according to
traditional criteria rather than on the basis of the assessment of needs. Language teaching is not
seen as a coherent whole (see, for example, the Italian concept of competenza linguistica).
It should be clear – and there was broad agreement on this point – that the function of such a
document should not be to define types of language policies to be proposed or recommended.
Like the Framework of Reference, and in parallel with it, the new discussion paper will be
situated upstream of specific forms of implementation, which is fully in line with the methods of
action adopted to date by the Modern Languages Section.
It was also proposed that:
– assessments should be made, in this connection, of the role that should be assigned to the
possible teaching of a lingua franca and of specific (or partial) skills, the relationship between
the number of languages of which people have command and their actual level of proficiency in
them, the teaching of (genetically and/or culturally) related languages, the teaching of the
languages of neighbouring countries (in border regions), so-called “bilingual teaching“ (where
certain school or university subjects are taught in a foreign language), early learning, the
individualisation of language teaching, and school exchanges, etc.;
– the relationship between linguistic diversity and the concept of democratic citizenship
(relationship between language and power) should be looked at in greater depth in the above
document and elsewhere.
The discussions were enriched by the experience and expertise of the participants and of the
specialists invited for the occasion, in an interactive process that was the aim of the conference.
They revealed great differences regarding the relevance of particular issues in given situations,
but it can be said that priority should be given to teacher training, the reform of language
syllabuses, the production of new language textbooks and an increase in the number of languages
offered by education systems. Nevertheless, no matter how technical these problems may be,
none can be solved in the absence of a political perspective. The discussions showed that failing
to take this dimension into account would mean abandoning the social aspects and thus running
the risk of invalidating some excellent teaching solutions because they were not devised on the
basis of comprehensive strategies.
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B. Round table: Linguistic diversity and democratic citizenship − the role of civil society
Synthesis by Albert Raasch, University of Saarlands, Germany, chairman of the round table
Contributors:
Alain Mouchoux, European Trade Union Committee for Education (ETUCE)
Gerhard Riemer, Union of Industrial and Employers’ Confederations of Europe (UNICE)
Milana Saiani, European Parents’ Association (EPA)
Terttu Valojärvi, World Federation of Modern Language Associations (FIPLV)
Introduction
Milana Saiani
Ms Saiani spoke on behalf of the European Parents’ Association, which represents a total of
more than 100 million parents in Europe. She said that students’ parents were entirely in
agreement with most of what was said during the Innsbruck Conference. They were extremely
interested in co-operation with other associations or institutions. As evidence of this, Ms Saiani
cited a project subsidised by the European Commission on the role of parents as partners in
school education in which co-operation had been established between teachers and students.
Terttu Valojärvi
Ms Valojärvi teaches in a Helsinki upper secondary school and took part in the conference as a
representative of the Finnish Association of Modern Language Teachers and the FIPLV (the
World Federation of Modern Language Associations). She is also the Chair of the regional
Nordic and Baltic Association of Language Teachers.
Gerhard Riemer
Mr Riemer thanked the organisers for inviting employers’ and workers’ representatives to the
conference. He had been very impressed by the far-reaching discussions and lively debates on
subjects such as interculturalism, democracy and languages, the Europe of citizens, etc.
The economy was currently undergoing a radical change brought about by transformations such
as internationalisation and globalisation, which meant that it was the natural and ideal ally of all
those who worked to promote foreign languages. It was the view of both the UNICE and the
Austrian employers’ association that “the economy needs language skills“. The task of these
organisations was to create favourable conditions for economic processes and activities to be
optimised. The subjects discussed throughout the conference were also of key significance for
the European economy. Decisions which affected the economy were often taken outside
economic circles. The following were three examples of this:
– students at an Austrian university had publicly protested against the introduction of
compulsory language classes into all university courses;
– obstacles were being created to prevent the introduction of a compulsory language into the
training of apprentices;
– the organisations represented by Mr Riemer had explained what essential conditions had to be
met in the context of “the economy and training“.
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Mr Riemer placed particular emphasis on the importance of intercultural skills which went well
beyond the traditional notions of foreign language proficiency.
Alain Mouchoux
Mr Mouchoux represents the European Trade Union Committee for Education and, as such, was
speaking on behalf of 8 million teachers. He stated his organisation’s interest in fostering the
growth of linguistic, cultural and professional skills. His organisation was also prepared to cooperate with parents’ organisations and all other associations and institutions. In particular, he
confirmed the organisation’s commitment to lifelong learning as a principle of language
learning.
Mr Mouchoux referred to a number of difficulties and obstacles which arose in this context:
– he agreed with the principle of three languages (one mother tongue and two foreign languages)
and agreed also with the need to promote regional languages. But there was more: for example
the languages of the inner cities should not be forgotten;
– the fight against racism and xenophobia was one of education’s primary tasks and so it should
also be a priority in language teaching.
Discussion
Albert Raasch put the following question to Alain Mouchoux: “What steps have you already
taken to promote democratic citizenship in language teaching?“
Alain Mouchoux
We insist that the essential conditions should be created for successful language teaching and
learning. This includes for example ideas on appropriate initial and in-service teacher training.
We support teacher mobility and we are in favour of more training courses abroad for language
teachers. We are not convinced, on the other hand, that the products which are found in everincreasing numbers on the market, offering intensive training by means of CD-Roms, can replace
training courses and thorough basic training.
Question from Albert Raasch: “The Maastricht Treaty has not yet made it possible for a ‘native
speaker’ to enter the teaching staff of a German school officially and on the same terms as
German nationals. Contacts with target-language countries continue to be reliant on assistants
and therefore on students. Is there some resistance from the unions (as rumour has it) against this
“dilution“ of the teaching staff of schools?“
Alain Mouchoux replied that:
– foreign teachers had already been incorporated into the teaching staff provided they had the
necessary qualifications;
– the unions were not totally opposed to this idea, but it would not be possible to replace every
single language teacher by a native speaker.
Question from Albert Raasch to Gerhard Riemer: “Promoting the economy is certainly not the
only task of language teaching. Would you agree with this observation?“
Gerhard Riemer
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We believe that vocational training involves much more than exclusively economic aspects and
amounts to much more than preparing young people to do a job. Huge changes are taking place
in the world of work requiring extremely rich and varied forms of training. And yet training
should not be carried out exclusively with the workplace in mind.
Gerhard Riemer said he was willing to co-operate in any activities relating to the planning and
organisation of language teaching.
Question from Albert Raasch to Terttu Valojärvi: “How does the FIPLV view the problems of
the internationalisation of school teaching staff? And how does your association help to promote
democratic citizenship in the language classroom?
Terttu Valojärvi
We should be aware of the danger that teachers will lose their jobs in their own country. In the
long term we are not in favour of this internationalisation. For example, it may seem acceptable
initially to invite German teachers to teach German in Finland. However there are other
solutions: pupil exchanges, teacher exchanges. It is in this area that the FIPLV is currently most
active.
Question from Mr Raasch to Ms Valojärvi: “Do modern language teachers have sufficient
training to apply the principle of democratic citizenship in the classroom, particularly with
regard to the three aspects of the conference: modern languages, minority languages and
immigrant languages?“
Terttu Valojärvi explained that the FIPLV was working to promote multilingualism and minority
languages. For example it was co-operating in the Unesco LINGUAPAX project. The FIPLV
helped to prepare teachers to work internationally.
Question from Albert Raasch to Milana Saiani: “How does your association view democratic
citizenship? How do you regard the possibility of extending your co-operation to other
institutions and partners?“
Milana Saiani
“The European Parents Association explicitly offers the co-operation of parents as partners in
projects. Democratic citizenship is already inherent in its programme and structure.“
Question from Albert Raasch to Alain Mouchoux: “Would you be willing to co-operate as a
partner in activities to promote democratic citizenship?“
Alain Mouchoux
Yes, because language learning along the lines endorsed by this conference is vital. Our
commitment to the cultural diversity of Europe is the trade unions’ contribution towards bringing
about democratic citizenship.
Albert Raasch thanked the participants and noted with considerable satisfaction that everyone
had said that they were willing to build on existing forms of co-operation. This provided an
excellent basis on which to continue the activities scheduled for the post-Innsbruck period.
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CONCLUSIONS AND NEXT STEPS

Alan Dobson, Office for Standards in Education, United Kingdom
As an English speaker, I would like to explain one thing before I start. I usually speak English at
official meetings, for two reasons: the first is that French is only my third foreign language, and
secondly, my French is sometimes rather strange and I do not wish to make life even more
difficult for the interpreters! 1.
Next week I am working in another member state. The working language will not be English or
French or German. I say this because I think it is important to register that Anglophones are no
less committed to plurilingualism and multilingualism then speakers of other languages. And
secondly I wish to make the point because I greatly admire those colleagues who have to operate
in a session not in their first or second, but in some cases in their third or fourth foreign
language. And I know how difficult that can be. If I may, I shall continue in English, although I
do speak plenty of French outside the formal sessions as many of you know.
May I first of all explain my presence on the platform alongside Joseph Sheils and Claude
Truchot. I am here for three reasons. First of all, as co-chairperson of the Modern Languages
Project group, which covers a range of activities of which this conference is only one. I must
stress that I am here as a co-chairman of that group. The other is my friend and colleague Dr
Pavel Cink of the Czech Republic who at other activities during the year takes the chairman as I
am doing on this occasion. Secondly, the Council of Europe operates on the basis that the
member states collectively, and not the secretariat, decide on priorities. The secretariat rarely
appears prominently in plenaries but its professional expertise is invaluable to us. I should like to
take the opportunity at this point to thank yet again Joseph Sheils and his colleagues for coping
with all the things we gave them to do in extremely difficult circumstances. The secretariat has to
make sense of our deliberations both here and elsewhere. The end of this conference is where the
secretariat fulfils its key role in trying to pull together the threads and advise us on the next steps.
The third reason I am on the platform is a sad one. One of our colleagues Jean Claude Beacco
had to return to France on Sunday morning suddenly, following a family bereavement. I am sure
you will all share with us in the condolences we have already extended to Jean Claude. I am sure
you will also understand that the loss of a key colleague from our deliberations at the last
moment has meant considerable restructuring in the programme of work.
One of my roles as co-chairman of the project is to assist briefly Joseph Sheils and Claude
Truchot in setting the context of our work. I should briefly like to say the following. I think it is
good for all of us at times to remind ourselves of context, because all of us, and I include myself
obviously in that, can lose sight of the full context in which we operate. Recommendation No.
(98) 6 was a key starting point on the path towards this conference. The Education Committee of
the Council for Cultural Development on which all member states are represented, advised on an
outline for the work of the Project Group. This included some familiar things such as the
Common European Framework of Reference and the European Language Portfolio, but also a
number of other tasks, including a conference on language policies.

90

The information note for this conference, which you all received in advance (Document
DECS/EDU/LANG (99) 5 rev.) began with a statement of the areas of language policy to be
promoted, areas defined as priorities by the Education Committee: not by the language group,
but by the Education Committee on which all member states are represented. Just to remind you
briefly, that note included five points, some of which concerned ideals and principles such as
developing mutual understanding and tolerance, promoting plurilingualism and promoting
respect for linguistic diversity. The other two in that list referred to strategies and tools to
facilitate more extended and diversified language learning and the organisation of international
co-operation in order to develop principles and standards for language learning and teaching. In
other words, those two provide the means of achieving those aims and ideals to which we all
subscribe. It was in this context then that the conference was arranged with the two purposes
indicated in (98) 6. First of all, to alert both policy deciders and experts together with a full range
of issues to be considered, and secondly, to take the first step towards a policy document taking
into account – I think this is important – both the Common European Framework of Reference
and the European Language Portfolio. So that is why we are here. That is where we are coming
from.
We have had three very rich days with multiple inputs and I am sure many of us will have a
kaleidoscope of ideas in our heads. To help us settle these ideas I invite, on behalf of the Modern
Languages Project Group, Joseph Sheils to point us towards the next steps in the development of
a framework for language education policies. I know he will not have the time or the space to
review the entire conference, but his perspective will be invaluable to us.
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Joseph Sheils, Head of the Modern Languages Section, Council of Europe

Introduction
This conference marks our intention to be centrally involved in what might well be described as
a paradigm shift in the area of language policy. We are, as Raymond Weber indicated on
Monday, contributing to the creation of “un espace public européen“ which goes beyond the
nation state towards an “espace de citoyenneté pour tous“ in Europe – an area for citizens’
commitment and full participation where national and regional policies should play their
particular part as they can profoundly affect our daily life.
For the Council of Europe, and the CDCC Modern Languages Project, it is a question of
providing a forum for the necessary dialogue and exchanges, of creating links and networks
between key deciders, of acting as a catalyst for new ideas and thus helping to develop the new
paradigm. In this process – and it is a process – we must expect and accept some difficulties and
learn from both successes and failures. As Oscar Wilde has said “experience is the name that we
give to our mistakes“.
In addition to providing a forum for debate and reflection, the Council of Europe develops
instruments based on consensus. The Modern Languages Project, while not involved with legal
instruments, has played and continues to play its part in elaborating instruments for policy
development.
The third area of action for the Council of Europe is the operational one, moving from a forum
for reflection to activities in medium-term programmes, and trying to adopt a prospective
approach. We are, in this process in Innsbruck, attempting in a small way to anticipate
developments and to shape them in a European perspective. Perhaps in this way we can try to
influence the kind of Europe we want rather than simply reacting to developments.
In this final part of the conference we are looking at how we go forward. We wish to build on
earlier and current initiatives to promote more diversified language learning. We also wish to
take note of the direction provided by this conference in order to take further our reflection in a
document on language policies in education.
1.

Council of Europe language policy

It may be helpful briefly to situate this objective in relation to the Council of Europe’s policy in
this area. The conference has stressed the importance of utilising existing Council of Europe
work. The Council of Europe has a primary concern with both language use and language
teaching/learning. With regard to language use two major normative instruments are now in
force: the European Charter for Regional or Minority Languages which is concerned with the
protection of these languages and the Framework Convention for the Protection of National
Minorities which has a number of paragraphs dealing with the language rights of national
minority communities. Any Council of Europe document on language education policies will
have to address issues related to regional and minority languages and the languages of
immigrants, – but also the official languages of member states. These language problems and
their associated policy areas should be included in our future work in educational language
policy as a complement to the existing legal instruments of the Council of Europe.
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The second key area is that of “foreign“ or second language learning and teaching in formal
education contexts and outside formal structures. It is here that the concept of lifelong learning is
crucial.
The Council of Europe’s activities, as developed through international co-operation in its CDCC
Modern Languages Projects over several decades, have led to a European-wide consensus on key
policy principles guiding teaching and learning. As one of the main functions of this conference
is to examine the relationship between linguistic diversity and democratic citizenship (and we
have only begun) I would like to recall a few of these principles which are particularly relevant
to our future work:
Access: language learning must be for all.
Competence in the language, or languages, of an individual’s political system is not a privilege
but a right and a necessity in our increasingly interactive continent for all citizens regardless of
social status or grouping. Language teaching and learning thus assumes a new significance in
view of the uneven and socially disruptive effect of globalisation on social integration, and the
danger of increased marginalisation of those without the linguistic skills needed to face the
challenges created by socio-economic processes in the late twentieth century. Access to informal
as well as formal communication networks is the right of everyone. This requires a particular
effort as treating equally does not necessarily lead to equality. The complex relationship
between language policy and social cohesion needs to be at the centre of our future work.
The aim of language learning/teaching
Obviously the development of plurilingualism and pluriculturalism among Europeans. Full
participatory democratic citizenship in Europe requires citizens to be able to understand and
bring different languages and cultures into relation with their own, whether within or beyond
national borders. “Citizens need the ability to mediate between and relate to a number of social
groups and their cultures“ (Document DECS/EDU/LANG (99) 6). Diversified language learning
builds up the individual citizen’s cultural capital – which is not to be understood solely in terms
of economic benefits, but can and should have social and cultural dimensions. Going beyond the
cultural to the intercultural, the goal is not to develop native-like proficiency, but intercultural
speakers, citizens able to mediate between cultures within national, regional and European
identities. Of course we do not wish to be Eurocentric in these efforts, so our reflection should
extend to the value of non-European languages – not only those of immigrants but also others in
parts of the world, Asia, Africa, India, with which the people of Europe seek not only economic
but also cultural and social interaction.
Our future reflection on language policy in education thus needs to include a coherent approach
to curriculum planning, integrating not only foreign and regional and minority languages, but
also majority mother tongues, and all other language varieties in a cross-curricular perspective.
We need language education policies which take account of language learning biographies just
as the European Language Portfolio is intended to recognise all language learning experience for
the individual.
In our future work we hope to promote responsible learner independence and more diversified
language learning through the development of a European Language Portfolio – an instrument to
record and give value to lifelong language learning. Such a document will enable learners not
only to record their qualifications in an internationally transparent and portable manner, but also
to record a wider range of language and intercultural experiences and achievements than formal
certificates allow, including languages acquired outside formal learning contexts. The European
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Language Portfolio can greatly enhance the recognition of regional languages, the languages of
immigrants – in fact all language achievements have status in a European Language Portfolio.
The European Language Portfolio has both a recording and pedagogic function. The pedagogic
function serves to motivate learners and to assist them in becoming more independent in
improving and diversifying their language competencies throughout life. When the present pilot
scheme concludes it is our hope that the European Language Portfolio can gradually be widely
diffused among citizens from 2001 onwards. It will be a valuable instrument for involving civil
society directly in educational language policy development.
Language learning and teaching should promote the development of socially responsible
citizenship
Learners and teachers can be empowered to take and carry through co-operatively decisions on
learning and teaching in order to democratise language learning and teaching. In this way
democratic classroom processes can help in developing the independence of thought and action
needed for participatory and socially responsible citizenship.
Furthermore, as I said earlier, plurilingual and pluricultural competence is crucial for
participation in multilingual networks and this includes the capacity to live and work together
with others in democratic processes, both at national and international levels.
Language learning is for life
As stressed at this conference, language learning throughout one’s life must be seen not as an
option but as a necessity, and therefore a right. Needs, while clearer, are also more diverse in
adult language learning. Instruments for sustaining motivation and for quality assurance,
particularly with regard to certification, are necessary.
2. The link between previous activities and new proposals
The Common European Framework of Reference: an instrument for describing policy
Continuing on the theme of building on existing work, most of you are now familiar with the
Framework which aims to facilitate communication and co-operation among all the partners
concerned, in reflecting upon and describing their own policy decisions concerning objectives,
methods and forms of assessment. It is already a planning instrument which can facilitate greater
diversification in the curriculum. It offers a basis for developing further and for extending those
policy issues described in summary form in the Framework and in the specialised User Guides. I
am thinking in particular, but not only, of chapter 7 which deals with curricular scenarios for
diversification and the Guide for policy deciders. In the next stage we can add a new dimension
by situating policy goals within the context of contemporary societal processes and by
addressing the various tensions and constraints related to diversification which have been to the
forefront of our discussions at this conference.
Towards a stronger focus on analysis
It is however necessary to take reflection on policy development forward in an analytical
approach which, wherever possible, is founded on objective analysis of situations – what is
actually happening and why – rather than on mere opinion or ideology. In order to successfully
link language policy goals with contemporary societal processes we require objectives and
criteria which in the first instance provide a basis for stating problems. However, we need to go
beyond a mere description of these obstacles/constraints to an analysis of why they are
94

occurring. Only then is it possible to specify policy options and the degree of intervention which
may be considered necessary. Decision-making can then be related back to the goals which guide
policy.
It is of course important that the CDCC Modern Languages Projects in Strasbourg continue with
the elaboration and maintenance of policy instruments to promote and support linguistic
diversification. However, in view of the challenges posed by the transformation of Europe at the
present time, and as the thrust of the discussions at this conference seem to confirm, it is
increasingly clear that this valuable pragmatic “instrumental“ dimension should be
complemented by a stronger “analytic“ component in the CDCC’s language policy activities. In
other words we must go beyond what might be seen as the more technical aspects of policy
formulation, vitally important though these are.
This is necessary in view of the new agenda and new priorities for language policy which are
beginning to emerge. In the next stage, as this conference has underlined, we need to reassess the
goals and context in which language policy is being appraised in view of the profound changes
in socio-economic processes and in the socio-political structure of Europe. The analysis in our
pre-conference documents, and the deliberations at this conference – which will shortly be
reviewed by Claude Truchot – moves the policy debate into the realm of societal processes.
This introduces new parameters and presents new challenges for language education policy.
Indeed, language policy has to be placed at the centre of our response to the increasing
fragmentation of our societies.
A dynamic approach is required which uses information of different kinds as a basis for action in
policy formulation. Some of this information is currently available and more needs to be
gathered, as shown by the study undertaken for this conference by Candelier and his colleagues.
This revealing survey, although of a preliminary nature and hampered by certain constraints,
offers valuable pointers for the next stage and provides a basis for developing and refining our
analytical tools in the next phase of our work.
We acknowledge of course the valuable role that is played by the European Commission both in
promoting linguistic diversity and in gathering essential information about what is happening
concerning linguistic diversification in many countries, and the contribution of Unesco and the
OSCE with regard to language policy in many sensitive situations. Clearly international
organisations have a crucial role to play in promoting informed debate on policy issues and in
bringing national authorities together to seek common solutions to those challenges which they
can best confront together.
The Council of Europe, in fulfilling its role as a catalyst and forum for reflection and analysis,
will, in the proposed policy document, address the complex and often interrelated issues which
influence the goals of language policy in European societies today.
3. Results from this conference
We will reflect carefully on the outcomes of this conference and will review our preliminary
work in the light of these discussions.
I would now like to review what we have learned from the conference.
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The aim: towards a language education policy framework
First let me remind you of what was said in the document DECS/EDU/LANG (99) 6 by Byram
and O’Riagain about the purpose of a document on language policies: “A language education
policy framework instrument will integrate the common language of the Common European
Framework and the European Language Portfolio into a broader document dealing with the
socio-economic and political factors which policy deciders have to take into consideration. It
will provide a general template for the development of specific language education policies
taking account of local and regional conditions and constraints. Policy deciders will be able to
use the instrument as a means of checking the issues which should be take into consideration, the
possible responses to them, whether at local, regional of European level.
The instrument will serve as a third means of co-operation and a common language to enable
policy deciders to co-ordinate their decision-making at local or national level to take into account
the European and global context, and the intention of the Council of Europe and its member
states to create and maintain a Europe of free and participatory democracies.
Therefore the nature of the document, like the Common European Framework, is to help
decision makers at different levels (and the conference has stressed the wide range of partners –
everyone is a decision maker at some level) to:
– reflect upon choices, decisions, options;
– help them analyse decisions and their likely implication;
– to relate goals and problems;
– to develop strategies for action.
It is non-prescriptive and will not impose policies. For example, one factor in decision-making is
the power of market forces, often but not always connected with the position of English. The
document would help to analyse the decision between this set of factors and other factors such as
cultural, political, the need to learn the languages of one’s neighbours, the need for access to
other cultures. For such a case the document would not suggest or impose a policy but would
help to clarify the issues and the implications of different options which might be followed.
Another example would be how to respond to the dominance of English. The document would
not indicate yes or no, but different ways of integrating English into an individual’s language
repertoire. It would offer options for particular types of situation based on an analysis of the
factors involved.
In summary, it will include principles, methods of analysis, and various options related to their
implications for implementation. It is for users to select those elements in the document which
are directly relevant to their needs and at the level of detail which they require.

Issues for further reflection
What have we learned from the conference about issues which require further reflection?
They include for example:
– the need to analyse the decision-making process in order to see who the key actors really are (it
may not always be the highest level decision-makers who actually influence the final decision)
and to see how others are incorporated in the process;
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– the importance of consultation with a wide range of partners – not only with the traditional
policy deciders; this could take various forms depending on national contexts but suggestions
included language committees or informal advisory bodies with wide representatives;
– the importance of focusing upon the individual citizen and learner and his or her language
learning biography, and the repertoire they develop over their life span;
– the significance of representations and images of specific languages and the implication for
policy decisions;
– the value of recognising that learning environments are not only to be found in the formal
education system but also in out-of-school institutional contexts and in informal self-directed
learning – which means that policy making cannot exclusively be focused on national education
systems. Other areas have tended to be neglected in spite of their vital importance for lifelong
learning;
– the need to take into consideration the tensions between individual and collective rights in the
offer of languages;
– the significance of pursuing in more depth the question of the relationship between foreign
language learning and democratic citizenship (which we had difficulty with in the first part of
this conference); we need to develop stronger links between work on education for democratic
citizenship and that on language policy development;
– the value of collecting examples of good practice in decision-making;
the need to conduct case studies on languages in their socio-political context, in particular on a
regional basis (rather than just a national basis).
Working methods
How might we proceed on elaborating a document on language policies?
We propose to draw on expertise in working groups and to develop consultation with policy
deciders, our privileged interlocutors being ministries of Education. We hope that national
authorities will establish a mechanism and representatives to feed into this process. Consultation
could also be facilitated by a discussion group on our website with access restricted to national
co-ordinators (European Year of Languages) and national correspondents of the Modern
Languages Project. The planned policy document in the first instance will have to be prepared in
draft form with whatever consultation the time and material constraints will permit. A basic
document should be ready in the course of 2001, the European Year of Languages and presented
to the major intergovernmental conference which could be held in the Netherlands in autumn
2001.
We would welcome in the near future offers to organise a number of national seminars on
priority policy issues. This process could develop into a series of round tables on national
language policies to be conducted in a spirit of dialogue – non-threatening and non-judgmental
in nature. One result would be informative and analytic-style country reports on language policy.
We invite national authorities to help develop this process of policy dialogue and analysis by
offering to organise national seminars with wide representation. This will contribute both to the
reflection process and to the refinement of the analysis component of the document on language
policy, while no doubt also supporting action in member states. These events would be
particularly appropriate in 2001 (the European Year of Languages) as a means of involving a
wide range of partners in society in the process.
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The reality of our time frame is that we must conclude the current modern languages project in
late 2000, and then consolidate it during the European Year of Languages in 2001. This will also
provide the opportunity to launch a new medium-term project which, subject to the approval of
the Education Committee of the CDCC, could focus more intensively than previously on
language policy issues, building up a repertoire for policy reflection and analysis in a rolling
programme of seminars.
The fundamental aim of such a programme would be to share expertise and good practice in
order that the development of language policy might contribute more fully to the promotion of
democratic citizenship as a basis for socially cohesive and stable societies in our multilingual
and multicultural continent. I conclude by renewing the invitation to member states to become
actively involved in this international programme of language policy reflection, debate and
analysis.
Thank you.

98

Elements of a preliminary proposal with regard to future priorities for CDCC language
projects
The following addendum is a result of discussions within the Modern Languages Project Group
subsequent to the conference.
The following brief outline of possible future work is intended to promote initial discussion on
the main direction of CDCC activities in the field of languages after 2000. It attempts to take
account of the need for more transversal activities in the field of education (in particular linking
the concepts of democratic citizenship, identities and language policy). It aims also to focus
activities on the development (rather than implementation) of language policies in order to
accord with the mission of CDCC projects.
Three main areas of activity are proposed:
– the evolution and dissemination of the European Language Portfolio with particular reference
to the policy implications (for example, a code of practice, recognition by the Council of Europe
or self-regulation, introduction in member states, etc.);
– ctions to develop the spirit of the European Charter for Regional or Minority Languages
– a programme of actions in policy development entitled “Languages, identities and democratic
citizenship in Europe“.
The first two areas represent an extension of current work which is to be further developed.
The third area, which follows on from the Innsbruck Conference (see “Next steps”, doc.
DECS/EDU/LANG (99) 15), might have two broad dimensions: political and technical aspects
of policy development.
A key focus of a project on “Languages, identities and democratic citizenship in Europe“ would
be to elaborate on and develop the relationships and links between the three elements:
“languages“, “identities“, and “democratic citizenship“. This would involve studies and seminars
to develop these concepts and their relationship.
A first result of the Project at a political level might be a declaration and/or set of
recommendations on the nature of these elements and relationships between them, and the need
to take them into consideration in language planning and in the development of language
education policy (for all languages including regional and minority languages and the languages
of immigrants).
Policies developed in this context would aim to reflect the spirit of the European Charter for
Regional or Minority Languages, The Hague and Oslo Recommendations and other international
language policy statements.
A second consequence of the Project at a technical level would be twofold:
1.
the production of a “handbook“ for policy deciders suggesting and illustrating how the
above declaration and/or recommendations can be realised in specific policies. Such a handbook
would explain, among other things, the function of the Common European Framework and the
European Language Portfolio in specific policies.
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The handbook would be an extended and enriched version of the basic document on language
policies in education to be produced during the current Modern Languages Project and to be
presented in 2001.
This means, therefore, that policy development guidelines and instruments would be available to
facilitate the analysis and formulation of policies.
2
the organisation and offering to national governments of round table discussions between
national representatives and teams of experts from the Council of Europe, and/or the provision of
expert consultants as a means of facilitating the use of the handbook mentioned above at two
levels of policy development:
– overall policy development: the organisation of language education (for example, issues of
which languages at what point in the (compulsory and non-compulsory) education system)
– curriculum and syllabus development: the elaboration of new curricula and syllabi to match
new policies and reflect the spirit of the declaration and/or recommendations made at the
political level.
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Appendix 1: Programme of the conference
Sunday 9 May 1999
5 p.m.

Registration of participants – Congress Centre Innsbruck

6 p.m.

Ceremony to name the street opposite the Congress Centre after the Council of
Europe to celebrate its fiftieth anniversary

7 p.m.

Official opening of the conference
– Elisabeth Gehrer, Federal Minister of Education and Cultural Affairs, Austria
– Raymond Weber, Director of Education, Culture and Sport, Council of Europe
Reception hosted by the Ministry of Science and Transport in the presence of the
Governor of Tyrol, Wendelin Weingartner and the Mayor of Innsbruck, Herwig
van Staa – Congress Centre Innsbruck

Monday 10 May 1999
9 a.m.

Opening addresses
– Herwig van Staa, Mayor of Innsbruck
– Raymond Weber, Council of Europe

9.45 a.m.

Linguistic diversity and democratic citizenship
– Peter Leuprecht, Former Deputy Secretary General of the Council of Europe

10. 15 a.m.

Conference themes, objectives and working methods
Claude Truchot, General Rapporteur

10.30 a.m.

Break

Session I − Linguistic diversity, democratic citizenship and language education policy
11.00 a.m.

Session I.1 – Linguistic diversity and democratic citizenship: Round table
Chairman: Michael Byram
Contributors:
– Ingrid Gogolin, University of Hamburg, from the perspective of languages of
migrants/immigrants
– Hanna Komorowska, University of Warsaw, from the perspective of “second“
or “foreign“ languages
– Pádraig Ó Riagáin, The Linguistics Institute of Ireland, from the perspective of
indigenous minority languages

12 noon

Lunch

2 p.m.

Session I.2 – Linguistic diversity and democratic citizenship: Discussion
groups
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3.30 p.m.

Break

4 p.m.

Linguistic diversity and democratic citizenship
– Michela Cecchini, Head of the Education for Democratic Citizenship Section,
Council of Europe

4.15 p.m.

Session I.3 – Social and economic factors promoting and inhibiting linguistic
diversity: Round table
Chairman: Georges Lüdi
Contributors:
– François Grin, Department of Political Economy, University of Geneva and
European Centre for Minority Issues, Flensburg
– Gret Haller, Human Rights Ombudsperson for Bosnia and Herzegovina
– Miquel Strubell, Institut de Sociolinguistica Catalana, Barcelona

5.15 p.m.

Session I.4 – Young people’s views: Round table
Chair: Maria Streli (Journalist, ORF Landesstudio Tirol)
– Alexandra Bisanz, Austria
– Dick Cochius, Netherlands
– David Herrmann, Austria
– Andrea Székely, Hungary

6.15 p.m.
8 p.m.

End of Session I
Concert: Paul Zauner and the Itslyf Jazz Band, by courtesy of the Federal
Chancellery
Buffet

Tuesday 11 May 1999
Session II − The response of education to the challenges of linguistic diversity
Chairman: Alan Dobson
9 a.m.

Introduction to Session II: Claude Truchot
Linguistic diversity from a political perspective
Senator Legendre, Parliamentary Assembly of the Council of Europe
Session II.1 – Obstacles and solutions: Presentation of a preliminary survey

9.15 a.m.

Linguistic diversity in education: obstacles and possible solutions
Results of a preliminary survey undertaken by Michel Candelier (université Paris
V, France), Bérengère Dumoulin (université Paris VIII) and Atsuko Koishi (Keio
University, Japan).
Presented by Michel Candelier

10 a.m.

Break

10.30 a.m.

Session II.2 – Obstacles and solutions: Discussion groups
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12 noon

Lunch

2 p.m.

Session II.3 – Policy decision-making at national and international levels
Group reports in one consolidated list of questions to participants in the round
table
Chairman: Peter Medgyès
Contributors
National level
– Pavel Cink, Director General, Ministry of Education, Czech Republic
–Anton Dobart, Director General, Bundesministerium für Unterricht und
kulturelle Angelegenheiten, Austria
– Maria Emília Galvão, Deputy Director, Ministry of Education, Portugal
– Svein Harsten, Assistant Director General, Ministry of Education, Research and
Church Affairs, Norway
– Liliana Preoteasa, General Director, Ministry of Education, Romania
International level
– Sylvia Vlaeminck, European Commission, DG XXII
– Joseph Poth, Language Division, Unesco
End of Session II

4.15 p.m.

Break

Session III − Language Education Policies and Democratic Citizenship in Europe
4.45 p.m.

Session III.1 – Towards a framework for language education policies in
Europe
Discussion groups

6.15 p.m.

Close

8. p.m.

Reception/dinner hosted by the Land Tyrol and the City of Innsbruck – Hofburg

Wednesday 12 May 1999
9 a.m.

Session III.1 (continued)
Reports from groups
Session III.2 – Towards a framework for language education policies in
Europe
Linguistic diversity and democratic citizenship: the role of civil society
Round table
Chairman: Albert Raasch
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Contributors
– Alain Mouchoux, European Trade Union Committee For Education (ETUCE)
– Gerhard Riemer, Union of Industrial and Employers’ Confederations of Europe
(UNICE)
– Milana Saiani, European Parents Association (EPA)
– Terttu Valojärvi, World Federation of Modern Language Associations (FIPLV)
10.45 a.m.

Break

11.15. a.m.

Session III.3 – Towards the development of a framework for language
education policies: next steps
– Joseph Sheils, Head of the Modern Languages Section, Council of Europe
– Alan Dobson, co-Chairman of the Modern Languages Project
– Claude Truchot, General Rapporteur

12.15 p.m.

Official closing of the conference
– Johann Popelak, Bundesministerium für Wissenschaft und Verkehr, Austria
– Joseph Sheils, Council of Europe

1 p.m.

End of the conference.

Members of the Scientific Committee
Jean-Claude Beacco, université Sorbonne nouvelle, Paris III , France
Michael Byram, University of Durham, United Kingdom
Michel Candelier, université René-Descartes, Paris V, France
Alan Dobson, Office for Standards in Education, United Kingdom
Georges Lüdi, University of Basel, Switzerland
Peter Medgyès, Director of the Centre for English Teacher Training, Budapest,
former Under-Secretary of State for Education, Hungary
Dan Nasta, Institute of the Science of Education, Romania
Pádraig Ó Riagáin, The Linguistics Institute of Ireland, Ireland
Albert Raasch, University of Saarlandes, Germany
Claude Truchot, université de Franche-Comté, France, General Rapporteur of the conference.
The Modern Languages Project is co-chaired by Pavel Cink and Alan Dobson.
The Project advisers are Jean-Claude Beacco and Michael Byram.
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Appendix 2
List of participants
Scientific Committee
Prof. Jean-Claude Beacco, (université du Maine et CEDISCOR (UPRES:SYLED), université de
la Sorbonne nouvelle, Paris III, Professeur des universités), 34 rue Rodier, F-75009 Paris, France
Tel: 33 1 40 16 06 90
e-mail: JCB.MDG@wanadoo.fr
Prof. Michael Byram, University of Durham, School of Education, Leazes Road, Durham
DH1 1TA, United Kingdom
Tel: 44 191 374 35 30/35 05
Fax: 44 191 374 35 06
e-mail: m.s.byram@durham.ac.uk
Prof. Michel Candelier, (Maître de Conférences, université du Mans), 106 rue de l’Abbé Groult,
F-75015 Paris, France
Home tel/fax: 33 1 55 76 62 33
e-mail: mcandelier@citi2.fr
Mr Alan Dobson, HMI, Office for Standards in Education (OFSTED), Government Buildings,
Marston Road, Oxford OX3 OTY, United Kingdom
Tel: 44 1 865 247 203
Fax: 44 1 865 792 517
e-mail: a.dobson@ofsted.gtnet.gov.uk
Prof. Georges Lüdi, Directeur, Institut des Langues Romanes, Université de Bâle, Stapfelberg 79, CH-4051 Basel, Switzerland
Tel: 41 61 267 12 62 (Institute) or 267 2832 (University) (direct)
41 61 267 12 84 (Institute) or 267 3672 (secretary)
Fax: 41 61 267 12 86 (Institute) or 267 2830 (University)
e-mail: rosegl@ubaclu.unibas.ch
Mr Peter Medgyès, Director, Centre for English Teacher Training, Eötvös Loránd University,
Ajtósi Dürer sor 19-21, 1146 Budapest, Hungary
Tel: 36 1 321 5947
Fax: 36 1 252 2897
e-mail: medgyes@ludens.elte.hu
Prof. Pádraig Ó Riagáin, Linguistics Institute of Ireland, 31 Fitzwilliam Place, Dublin 2, Ireland
Tel: 353 1 67 65 489
Fax: 353 1 66 10 004
e-mail: poriagain@ite.ie
Prof. Dr Albert Raasch, Universität des Saarlandes, Fachrichtung Romanistik (8.2.), Im Stadtwald,
D-66123, D – Saarbrücken, Germany
Tel: 49 681 302 3243
106

Fax: 49 681 302 45 88
e-mail: albert.raasch@rz.uni-sb.de
Prof. Claude Truchot (General Rapporteur), 32, rue de la Canardière, 67100 Strasbourg,
e-mail: Claude.Truchot@wanadoo.fr
Contributors
Mr Peter Leuprecht, Former Deputy Secretary General of the Council of Europe
3311 Cedar, Westmount, Quebec H3Y1Z6, Canada
Tel home: 00 1 514 931 1042
Fax: 00 1 514 931 4712
université du Québec, Case Postale 8888, Succursale Centre Ville, Montreal, Quebec H3C 3P8,
Canada
Tel: 00 1 514 987 3000 poste 4391
Fax: 00 1 514 987 4784
Senator Jacques Legendre, member of the Parliamentary Assembly of the Council of Europe,
Mairie de Cambrai, F-59400 Cambrai, France
Tel: 03 27 73 21 15
Fax: 03 27 73 21 04
Session I.1 – Round table
Dr Ingrid Gogolin, Hamburg University, Fachbereich 06, Institut 3, Von-Melle-Park 8, D–
20146, D-Hamburg, Germany
Tel: 49 40 4123 3398/4734
Fax: 49 40 4123 4298
e-mail: gogolin@erzwiss.uni-hamburg.de
Prof. Hanna Komorowska, English Language Teacher Training, University of Warsaw, Ul.
Nowy Swiat 4, 00-497 Warsaw, Poland
Tel/Fax: 48 22 629 21 79
Tel: 48 22 648 48 52
Tel (home) 48 22 648 4852
e-mail: Hannakomo@zigzag.pl
Prof. Pádraig Ó Riagáin (see Scientific Committee)
Session I.3 – Round table
Dr François GRIN, Deputy Director, European Centre for Minority Issues (ECMI), Schiffbrueke
12, D-24939 Flensburg, Germany
Tel: 49 461 141 4911
Fax: 49 461 141 4919
e-mail: grin@ecmi.de ou francois.grin@ecopo.unige.ch
Maître d’Enseignement et de Recherche, Département d’Economie Politique, Université de
Genève, 102, bd Carl-Vogt, CH-1211 Geneve 4, Switzerland
Tel: 41 227057790
Fax: 41 227058293
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Mrs Gret Haller, Human Rights Ombudsperson for Bosnia and Herzegovina, c/o OSCE Bosnia
and Herzegovina, P.O Box, CH - 4410 LISTAL, Switzerland
Office of the Ombudsperson for Human Rights, Marsla tita 7, 71000 Sarajevo, Bosnia and
Herzegovina
Tel: 387 71 666 006
Fax: 387 71 666 007
Dr Miquel Strubell, Direcció General de Politica Linguística, Generalitat de Catalunya,
Departament de Cultura, Carrar de Mallorca, 272, 1r, E-08037 Barcelona, Spain
Tel: 34 93 4825665
Fax: 34 93 21 60 455
e-mail mstrubell@correu.gencat.es
Session I.4 – Round table
Mrs Maria Streli, journalist, ORF Landesstudio Tirol, Rennweg 14, A-6020 Innsbruck, Germany
Tel: 43 512 5343 26302
Fax: 43 512 534326 250
Ms Alexandra Bisanz, BG Ödenburgerstraße 74, A-1210 Vienna, Austria
Tel: 43 1 292 35 50
Home: Skraupstraße 24/35/5, A-1210 Vienna, Austria
Tel: 43 1 290 57 05
e-mail: 106602.3215@compuserve.com
Mr Dick Cochius, Mobility International, Boulevard Baudouin 18, B-1000 Brussels, Belgium
Tel: 32 2 201 5711/201 5608
Fax: 32 2 201 5763
e-mail: mobint@arcades.be
Mr David Herrmann, HTBL, Dechant-Pfeifer-Str. 1-3, A-2020 Hollabrunn, Austria
Home: Kremserberg 7, A-3730 Eggenburg, Austria
Tel: 43 2984 4511
e-mail: david.hermann@gmx.net
Ms Martina di Simplicio, Via B. Bonci 9, I-53100 Siena, Italy (apologies received)
Tel: 39 0577 494 84
Fax: 39 0577 40500
e-mail: disimplicioo@unisit.it
Ms Andrea Székely, c/o Bottyán Zoltán igazgatóhelyette úr, Mikszáth Kálmán Gumnázium,
Rákóczi út. 1, H - 3060 Pásztó, Hungary
Session III.2 – Round table
Mr Alain Mouchoux, General Secretary of the European Trade Union Committee for Education
(ETUCE), Boulevard E. Jacqmain 155, 8ème étage, B-1210 Brussels, Belgium
Tel: 32 2 224 06 91/92
Fax: 32 2 224 06 94
e-mail: csee-etuce@infoboard.be
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Dr Gerhard Riemer, Union of Industrial and Employers’ Confederations of Europe (UNICE),
Industriellenvereinigung, Schwarzenbergplatz 4, A-1031 Vienna, Austria
Tel: 43 1 71135 2360
Fax: 43 1 71135 2922
e-mail: g.riemer@voei.at
Mrs Milana Saiani, European Parent’s Association, 1a rue du Champs de Mars, bte 7, B-1050
Brussels, Belgium
Tel: 32 2 514 05 99
Fax: 32 2 514 47 67
Mrs Terttu Valojärvi, World Federation of Modern Language Associations (FIPLV), Putouskuja
5 C 17, FIN-01600 Vantaa, Finland
Tel: 358 9 538 582/589 32 090/358 40 511 80 51/66 3103
Fax: 358 9 566 31 03
e-mail: terttu.valojarvi@pp.kolumbus.fi
Member states of the Council for Cultural Co-operation
Albania
National delegation
Mrs Tatjana Vucani, General Foreign Language Inspector, Ministry of Education and Science,
Rruga Kongresi Permetit 23, Tirana, Albania
Tel: 355 42 25678
Fax: 355 42 320 02/222 60
e-mail: acanaj@medu.gov.al
Andorra
National delegation
Mrs Roser Bastida, Directrice de l’Education du Ministère de l’Education, de la Jeunesse et des
Sports, Bonaventura Armengol, 6-8, Andorra La Vella, Andorra
Tel: 376 866585
Fax: 376 861229
Mrs Maria Teresa Cairat Vila, Directrice Générale de l’Escola Andorrana, C. Prat Salit, s/n, Santa
Coloma, Andorra
Tel: 376 827300
Fax: 376 865355
Armenia
National delegation
Mr Suren Zolyan, Rector of the Yerevan State Institute of Foreign Languages, Toumanyan Str.
42, 375002 Yerevan, Republic of Armenia
Tel: 374 2 53 05 52
Fax: 374 2 58 04 03/50 64 29
e-mail: zolyan@edu.am
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National correspondent, Modern Languages Project
Mr Suren Zolyan
Austria
National delegation
Mr Anton Dobart, Director General, Bundesministerium für Unterricht und kulturelle
Angelegenheiten, Minoritenplatz 5, A-1014 Vienna, Austria
Tel: 43 1 53120 4311
Fax: 43 1 53120 99 4311
e-mail: anton.dobart@bmuk.gv.at
Mrs Hannelore Achorner, Federal School Inspector, Landesschulrat für Tirol, Innrain 1, A-6010
Innsbruck, Austria
Tel: 43 512 52 033-220
Fax: 43 512 58 32 38
e-mail: h.achorner@lsr-t.gv.at
Mr Walter Bernhard, Head of the Department for Schools and Colleges in the social and
services-sector, Bundesministerium für Unterricht und kulturelle Angelegenheiten,
Minoritenplatz 5, A-1014 Vienna, Austria
Tel: 43 1 53120–4294
Fax: 43 1 53120-99-4294
e-mail: walter.bernhard@bmuk.gv.at
Mr Nikolaus Douda, Head of Section, Department for International Exchange Programmes,
Bundesministerium für Unterricht und kulturelle Angelegenheiten, Minoritenplatz 5, A-1014
Vienna, Austria
Tel: 43 1 53120-3462
Fax: 43 1 53120-99-3462
e-mail: nikolaus.douda@bmuk.gv.at
Mrs Monika Goodenough-Hofmann, Head of Section, Department for International Relations,
Bundesministerium für Unterricht und kulturelle Angelegenheiten, Minoritenplatz 5, A-1014
Vienna, Austria
Tel: 43 1 531 20 4713
Fax: 43 1 531 20 99 4713
e-mail: monika.goodenough-hofmann@bmuk.gv.at
Mrs Dagmar Heindler, Director, Center for School Development, Department III: Foreign
Languages, Hans-Sachs-Gasse 3/1, A-8010 Graz, Austria
Tel: 43 3168241 50
Fax: 43 316 82 41 506
e-mail: heindler@zse3.asn-graz.ac.at
Ms Marie-Luise Humula-Ernst, Parlamentsdirektion, Reichsrathstraße 1, A-1017 Vienna, Austria
Tel: 43 1 40 110 2701
Fax: 43 1 40 110 2536
e-mail: marie.humula@parlament.gv.at
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Mrs Elisabeth Morawek, Deputy Director General, Department for Political Education,
Bundesministerium für Unterricht und kulturelle, Minoritenplatz 5, A-1014 Vienna, Austria
Tel: 43 1 53120–2540
Fax: 43 1 53120-99-2540
e-mail: Elisabeth.Morawek@bmuk.gv.at
Mr Thomas Ogris, Federal School Inspector, Landesschulrat für Kärnten, 10. Oktober-Straße 24,
A-9010 Klagenfurt, Austria
Tel: 43 463-5812-414
Fax: 43 463-5812-105
e-mail: Togris@pi-klu.ac.at
Mr Johann Popelak, Head of the Department for University Affairs and Linguistic Policies,
Bundesministerium für Wissenschaft und Verkehr, Abteilung I/A/12, Bankgasse, A-1014
Vienna, Austria
Tel: 43 1 53120-5730
Fax: 0043 1 53120 - 3201
e-mail: johann.popelak@bmwf.gv.at
Mr Norbert Riedl, Bundeskanzleramt, Abteilung II/10 Kunst, Head of Department, Arts and
International Affairs, Freyung 1, A-1010 Vienna, Austria
Tel.: 43 1 53120-5171
Fax: 43 1 53120-5175
e-mail: norbert.riedl@bmwf.gv.at
Mrs Eleonora Schmid, Head of Section, Department for International Co-operation in the TVESector and Foreign Language Initiatives, Bundesministerium für Unterricht und kulturelle
Angelegenheiten, Minoritenplatz 5, A-1014 Vienna, Austria
Tel: 43 1 53120 – 4107
Fax: 43 1 53120-99/4107
e-mail: eleonora.schmid@bmuk.gv.at
Mr Heinz Tichy, former member of the CAHLR (Ad hoc Committee of Experts on Regional or
Minority Languages in Europe), Head of Section III, Department of Scientific Research and
International Affairs, Bundesministerium für Wissenschaft und Verkehr, Rosengasse 4-6, A1010 Vienna, Austria
Tel: 43 1 53120 7115
Fax: 43 1 53120 6705
e-mail: heinz.tichy@bmwf.gv.at
Mrs Anneliese Wolfartsberger, Head of Section, Department for University Affairs and linguistic
Policies, Abteilung I/A/12, Bundesministerium für Wissenschaft und Verkehr, Bankgasse, A1014 Vienna, Austria
Tel.43 1 53120-5734
Fax: 43 1 53120 – 3201
e-mail: anneliese.wolfartsberger@bmwf.gv.at
Member of the Modern Languages Project Group
Mrs Dagmar Heindler
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Observers
Mr Gunther Abuja, Zentrum für Schulentwicklung, Bereich III Fremdsprachen, Graz, Centre for
School Development, Department III: Foreign Languages, Hans-Sachs-Gasse 3/1, A-8010 Graz,
Austria
Tel. 43 316 82 41 50-18
Fax: 43 316 82 41 50-6
e-mail: abuja@zse3.asn-graz-ac.at
Mr Peter Bierbaumer, Professor, Head of Institute, Universität Graz, Institut für Anglistik,
Heinrichstraße 36, A-8010 Graz, Vienna
Tel: 43 316-380 2488 or. 2489
Fax: 43 316-380 9765
e-mail: peter.bierbaumer@kfunigraz.ac.at
Mr Ivo Brunner, Director, Pädagogische Akademie des Bundes in Vorarlberg, Postfach 42,
Liechtensteinerstraße 33 - 37, A-6807 Feldkirch-Tisis, Austria
Tel: 43 5522 73 659 0
Fax: 43 5522 73 659-12
e-mail: dir-pa@pa-feldkirch.vol.at
Mrs Brigitta Busch, Arbeitsstelle für interkulturelle Studien, Universität Klagenfurt, Sterneckstr.
15, A-9010 Klagenfurt, Austria
Tel: 43 463/2700-798
Fax: 43 463/2700-793
e-mail: brigitta.busch@uni-klu.ac.at
Mr Rudolf De Cillia, Associate Professor, Institut für Sprachwissenschaften, Berggasse 11, A1090 Vienna, Austria
Tel: 43 1 310 38 86-42
Fax: 43 1 315 53 47
e-mail: Rudi@ling.univie.ac.at
Mrs Ursula Decreuse-Schober, “ACT-Austrian Centre for Training firms“, Esslinggasse 5/9, A1010 Vienna, Austria
Tel: 43 1 532 29 78-20
Fax: 43 1 532 29 78-18
e-mail: uschi.decreuse@act.at bzw udecreuse@adis.at
University address: HAK II, Hamerlingplatz 5-6, A-1080 Vienna, Austria
Tel.: 0043 1 40 62 347
Fax: 0043 1 40 62 347-4
e-mail: sekretariat@hak2.vienna-business-school.at
Mr Karl-Heinz Friedrich, Akademisches Gymnasium, Sinnhubstraße 15, A-5020 Salzburg,
Austria
Tel: 43 662 82 91 42
Fax: 43 662 82 91 42 17
Mr Georg Fritz, Höhere Bundeslehranstalt, HBLA Innsbruck, Technikerstraße 7a, A-6020
Innsbruck, Austria
Tel: 43 512 27 6 747
Fax: 43 512 27 6 747-42
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Mr Wolfgang Hübl, Head of Department, Pädagogisches Institut Salzburg, Erzabt Klotz-Straße
11, A-5020 Salzburg, Austria
Tel: 43 662-84 03 22
Fax: 43 662-84 87 28
e-mail: huebl@asn-sbg.ac.at
Mrs Claudia Ischepp, Stadtschulrat für Wien – Europabüro, Auerspergstraße 15/22, A-1080
Vienna, Austria
Tel:43 1 52 525-77 085
Fax: 43 1 403 44 27
e-mail: europa@ssr.magwien.gv.at
Mrs Edda Jerolitsch, Bundeshandelsakademie Wien 10, Pernerdorfergasse 77, A-1100 Vienna,
Austria
Tel: 43 1 602 51 91
Fax: 43 1 602 51 91/8
e-mail: 910428@kem.ac.at
Mr Wernfried Krieger, Pädagogisches Institut des Bundes Wien, Center für Internationale
Qualifikationen, Grenzackerstraße 18, A-1100 Vienna, Austria
Tel: 43 1-601 18-4291
Fax: 43 1-601 18-4246
e-mail: wernfried.krieger@pib-wien.ac.at
Mr Hans-Jürgen Krumm, Professor, Head of Institute, Universität Wien, Institut für Germanistik,
Dr Karl-Lueger-Ring 1, A-1010 Vienna, Austria
Tel: 43 1 4277-42 107
Fax: 43 1 4277-42 180
e-mail: hans-juergen.krumm@univie.ac.at
Mr Werner Mazagg, Pädagogisches Institut des Landes Tirol, Angerzellgasse 14,
A-6020 Innsbruck, Austria
Tel: 43 512-589 387
Fax: 43 512-589 387-14
e-mail: w.mazagg@tirol.gv.at
Mr Franz Melichar, Bundesgymnasium und Bundesrealgymnasium, Reithmannstraße 1-3,
A-6020 Innsbruck, Austria
Tel: 43 512 34 51 46
Fax: 43 512 39 22 33-33
Mrs Ingeborg Melter, Bundesinstitut für Erwachsenenbildung, A-5350 Strobl am Wolfgangsee,
Austria
Tel: 43 61137-6621
Fax: 43 61137-6621-116
e-mail: office@BIFEB.OR.AT
Mrs Christa Pabisch, BRG Auhof, Aubrunnerweg 4, A-4040 Linz, Austria
Tel: 43 732 24 58 67
Fax: 43 732 24 58 67 17
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Mr Gottfried Schachinger, BG/BRG Mattersburg, Hochstraße 1, A-7210 Mattersburg, Austria
Tel: 43 2626 62 33 80
Mrs Rosita Schjerve-Rindler, Univ. Prof. Dr Mag., Institut für Romanistik, Universität Wien,
AAKM, Garnisongasse 13, A-1080 Vienna, Austria
Tel: 43 1 4277-42624
Fax: 43 1 4277-42689
e-mail: rosita.schjerve-rindler@univie.ac.at
Mrs Irene Schmölz, Verband Österreichischer Volkshochschulen, Weintraubengasse 12,
A-1020 Vienna, Austria
Tel: 43 1 216 42 26
Fax: 43 1 214 38 91
e-mail: irene.schmoelz@vhs.or.at
http://www.vhs.or.at/sprachen
Mr Martin Stegu, Assistant Professor, Wirtschaftsuniversität Wien, Institut für Romanische
Sprachen, Augasse 9, A-1090 Vienna, Austria
Tel: 43 1 313 36-744-4729
Fax: 43 1 313 36-744-4728
e-mail: martin.stegu@wu-wien.ac.at
Mrs Belinda Steinhuber, Center für berufsbezogene Sprachen, c/o Pädagogisches Institut des
Bundes in Salzburg
Tel: 43 662-840 322
Fax: 43 662-840 87 28
e-mail: cebs@cebs.at or belinda.steinhuber@cebs.at
Term-time address: HBLfwB Steyr, Leopold-Werndl Straße 7, 4400 Steyr
Tel.: 43 7252 543 7929
Fax: 43 7252 543 7916
e-mail: hbla-steyr@asn-linz.ac.at
Mr Gottfried Wagner, Director, KulturKontakt Austria, Spittelberggasse 3, A-1070 Vienna,
Austria
Tel: 43 1 523 87 65 60
Fax: 43 1 523 87 65 20
e-mail: gottfried.wagner@kulturkontakt.or.at
Representatives of the Tyrol Regional Government and the City of Innsbruck
Mr Wendelin Weingartner, Federal Governor of Tyrol, Landhaus Innsbruck, A-6020 Innsbruck,
Austria
Mr Herwig van Staa, Mayor of Innsbruck, Rathaus, Maria Theresienstraße 18, A-6020
Innsbruck, Austria
Mr Norbert Wimmer, Vice mayor of Innsbruck, Rathaus, Maria Theresienstraße 18, A-6020
Innsbruck, Austria
Tel: 0043 512-536 00
Fax: 0043 512 58 11 09
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Mr Eugen Sprenger, Deputy mayor of Innsbruck, Rathaus, Maria Theresienstraße 18, AInnsbruck, Austria
Tel. 0043 512 5360-910/911
Fax: 0043 512 5360 913
Azerbaijan
National delegation
Prof. Masmakhanum Gaziyeva, Chairman of the Department of English-Lexis and Country
Studies, Ministry of Education, Azerbaijan State Institute of Languages, R. Behbudov Street 60,
370055 Baku, Azerbaijan
Tel: 995 32 98 9341
Fax: 994 12 408546
Belarus
National delegation
Mrs Natalia Baranova, Rector, Minsk State Linguistic University, 21 Zakharov Str., 220034
Minsk, Belarus
Tel: 375 172 133 544
Fax: 375 172 367 504
e-mail: mslu@user.unibel.by
Mr Evgueni Maslyko, Methodology Dept., Minsk State Linguistic University, Zakharov Str. 21,
220662 Minsk, Belarus
Tel: 375 172 84 80 67
Fax: 375 172 36 75 04
e-mail: lingua@nsys.minsk.by
National correspondent, Modern Languages Project
Mrs Natalia Baranova
Belgium
National delegation
French community:
Mr André Baeyen, Inspecteur, Ministère de la Communauté française, Secrétariat général,
Direction des Relations internationales, Bureau 6A003, Bd Léopold II, 44, B-1080 Brussels,
Belgium
Tel: 32 2 413 22 55
Fax: 32 2 413 29 82
e-mail: andre.baeyen@cfwb.be
Flemish community :
Mr Julien Van Haesendonck, Inspecteur de la Communauté Flamande de Belgique, Boulevard E.
Jacqmain 165, B-1210 Brussels, Belgium
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Tel: 32 3 449 05 37
Fax: 32 3 448 33 19
e-mail: jvhaes@glo.be
National correspondent, Modern Languages Project
French community:
Mr André Baeyen
Flemish community:
Mr Julien van Haesendonck
Observers
Mrs Mireille Cheval, Attachée linguistique, Centre Européen de Langue Française, Alliance
Française de Bruxelles, 24, rue d’Arlon, B-1050 Bruxelles, Belgium
Tel: 32 2 502 46 49
Fax: 32 2 502 33 77
e-mail: mcheval.celfaf@alphaway.com
Mr Liutauras Kazakevicius, 17, avenue Eugène Demolder, B-1030 Bruxelles, Belgium
Tel: 32 2 221 12 37
Fax: 32 2 219 78 79
e-mail: lkazakev@vlekho.be
Dr Yvo J.D. Peeters, European Studies and Training Institute, Montoyer, 1, Box 20,
B-1000 Brussels, Belgium
Tel/Fax: 32 2 428 56 14
Mr Piet van De Craen, Vrije Universiteit Brussel; Faculty of Arts, Department of Germanic
Languages, Pleinlaan 2, B-1050 Brussels, Belgium
Tel: 32 2 629 2665/2648
Fax: 32 2 629 36 84
e-mail: pvdcraen@vub.ac.be
BOSNIA AND HERZEGOVINA
National delegation
Mrs Naida Sušić Mehmedagić, Professeur, Faculté des lettres, Université de Sarajevo,
71000 Sarajevo, Bosnia and Herzegovina
Tel: 38771 44 48 05
Federal Ministry of Education, Science, Culture and Sports, 2, Mak Dizdar’s Embankment (Obala
Maka Dizdare 2), Sarajevo 71 000, Bosnia and Herzegovina
Tel: 38771 66 36 91/Tel/Fax: 38771 44 26 72 (home)
Fax: 387 71 664 381
Mrs Marina Katnić Bakarsić, Associate Professor, Filozofski Fakultet, Department of Slavonic
Languages and Literatures, University of Sarajevo, F. Račkog 1, 71000 Sarajevo, Bosnia and
Herzegovina
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Tel: 387 71 667 844/387 71 679 834 (private)
Fax: 387 71 667 873
e-mail: bakarsic@soros.org.ba
National correspondent, Modern Languages Project
Mrs Naida Sušić Mehmedagić
Bulgaria
National delegation
Prof. Ekaterina Draganova, Directeur de l’Ecole de Traduction et d’Interprétation, Université de
Sofia, Rue Tsar Osvoboditel 15, 1000 Sofia, Bulgaria
Tel/fax: 359 2 44 36 32
Fax: 359 2 946 02 55
e-mail: edrag@admin.uni-sofia.bg
National correspondent, Modern Languages Project
Prof. Ekaterina Draganova
Croatia
National delegation
Mr Željko Jakopović, Head of Department, Ministry of Education and Sports, Institute for
Education, Badalićeva 24, 10 000 Zagreb, Croatia
Tel: 385 1 3820 244
Fax: 385 1 3820 239
Mrs Marija Peronja, Foreign Languages Inspector, Ministry of Education and Sports, Institute for
Education, Tolstojeva 32, 21 000 Split, Croatia
Tel/Fax: 385 21 35 71 38
National correspondent, Modern Languages Project
Mrs Marija Peronja
Cyprus
National delegation
Mr Costas Markou, Chief Education Officer, Ministry of Education and Culture, Department of
Secondary Education, Gregori Afxentiou Str., 1434 Nicosia, Cyprus
Tel: 357 2 800 648
Fax: 357 2 3055 14
e-mail: markou@moec.gov.cy
National correspondent, Modern Languages Project
Mr Costas Markou
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Czech Republic
National delegation
Dr Pavel Cink, Director of International Relations and European Relations, Ministry of
Education, Youth and Sports, Karmelitskà 7, 118 12 Praha 1, Czech Republic
Tel: 420 2 57193 700/253
Fax: 420 2 57193 397
e-mail: cink@msmt.cz
Mrs Jaroslava Delišová, Department of General Education, Ministry of Education, Youth and
Sports, Karmelitskà 7, 118 12 Praha 1, Czech Republic
Tel: 420 2 66106525
Fax: 420 2 66106533
e-mail: delisov@msmt.cz
Member of the Modern Languages Project Group
Dr Pavel Cink, co-Chairman
Denmark
National delegation
Ms Birte Hasner, Educational Adviser, Ministry of Education, National Education Authority,
Frederiksholms Kanal 26, DK-1220 Copenhagen, Denmark
Tel: 45 33 925373
Fax: 45 33 925302
Home address: Firhoejvej 75, DK-3250 Gilleleje, Denmark
Tel (home): 45 49717119
Fax (home): 45 49717318
e-mail: birte.hasner@uvm.dk
National correspondent, Modern Languages Project
Ms Birte Hasner
Estonia
National delegation
Mr Jüri Valge, Language Policy Consultant, Ministry of Education, Tonismägi 9/11, 15192
Tallinn, Estonia
Tel: 372 6 281 217
Fax: 372 6 281 300
e-mail: jyriv@hm.ee
Finland
National delegation
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Ms Anneli Tella, Counsellor of Education, The National Board of Education, P.O. Box 380, FIN00531 Helsinki, Finland
Tel: 358 9 7747 7268
Fax: 358 9 7747 7335
e-mail: anneli.tella@oph.fi
Home: Hietalahdenkatu 16-18 D 101, FIN-00180 Helsinki, Finland
Member of the Modern Languages Project Group
Ms Anneli Tella
France
National delegation
Mrs Sylvie Bouretz, Chargée de l’Education à la Citoyenneté, Ministère de l’Education, Direction
de l’Enseignement scolaire, DESCO, 107 rue de Grenelle, F-75007 Paris, France
Tel: 33 1 55 55 21 35
Fax: 33 1 55 55 38 92
Mr Michel Perez, Inspecteur général de portugais, 7, rue du Printemps, 75017 Paris, France
Observers
Mr Gilbert Dalgalian, Linguiste, Spécialiste d’Education bilingue et des Apprentissages précoces,
Vice-président du Centre mondial d’Information sur l’Education bilingue et plurilingue, Les
Grandes Brosses, F-45700 Vimory, France
Tel/Fax: 33 2 38 85 18 46
Mrs Marcella Di Giura, Spécialiste de didactique des Langues, 34 rue Rodier, F-75009 Paris,
France
Tel: 33 1 40 16 06 90’
Mlle Bérengère Dumoulin, université Paris VIII, St Denis-Vincennes, 6 avenue du Général
Balfourier, F - 75016 Paris, France
Tel: 01 47 43 99 05
e-mail: dumoulin@cybercable.fr
Mr Bernard Mis, Chargé de Mission à la Direction de la Coopération culturelle et du Français,
Ministère des Affaires étrangères, 244, Bld St-Germain, F-75303 Paris 07 SP, France
Tel: 33 1 43 17 96 50
Fax: 33 1 43 17 85 19
e-mail: bernard.mis@diplomatie.fr
Mrs Anne Ricordel-Guilbaut, Professeur, 12 rue Lobineau, F-35000 Rennes, France
Tel: 33 2 99 31 94 18
Mr Claude Springer, université Marc Bloch Strasbourg, Département de linguistique appliquée et
de didactique des langues, 22 rue Descartes, F-67084 Strasbourg, France
Tel: 33 3 88 41 74 22
Fax: 33 3 88 41 59 06
e-mail: springer@ushs.u-strasbg.fr
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Mr François Weiss, Conseil Européen des Langues, Deutsch-Französisches Haus, Am
Ludwigsplatz 7, D-66117 Saarbrucken, Germany
Tel: 49 681 5011 100
Fax: 49 681 5011 101
Home: 11, rue du Château-d’eau, F-67360 Goersdorf, France
Tel/Fax: 33 3 88 09 31 98
Georgia
National delegation
Mr Genrikh Giorgobiani, Deputy Director of the Department of Culture, Ministry of Foreign
Affairs
Home: 4, Chitadze Str., Tbilisi, 380018 Georgia
Tel: 99532 989341
Fax: 99532 997249
e-mail: ggiorgobiani@hotmail.com
Germany
National delegation
Staatssekretär Hermann Ströbel, Thüringer Kultusministerium, Werner-Seelenbinder-Straße 1,
D-99096 Erfurt, Germany
Tel: 49 361 3794 650
Fax: 49 361 3794 690
Ministerialrätin Dr Ingeborg Christ, Ministerium für Schule und Weiterbilding, Wissenschaft und
Forschung des Landes Nordrhein-Westfalen, Völklinger Straße 49a, D-40221 Düsseldorf,
Germany
Tel: 49 211 896 34 54
Fax: 49 211 896 3220
e-mail: ingeborg.christ@mswwf.nrw.de
Frau Regierungsdirektorin Helga Reinhardt, Bundesministerium für Bildung und Forschung,
Referat 214/Weiterbildung, Fernunterricht, Heinemannstraße 2, D-53175 Bonn, Germany
Tel: 49 228 57 2842
Fax: 49 228 57 3601
Member of Modern Languages Project Group
Ministerialrätin Dr Ingeborg Christ
Observers
Prof. Dr Ulrich Bliesener, Universität Hildesheim/Institut für Angewandte Sprachwissenschaften,
Marienburger Platz 22, D-31141 Hildesheim, Germany
Tel: 49 511 952 37 46
Fax: 49 511 952 37 56
e-mail: 0511 952 34 74 0001@t-online.de
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Mr Gerhard von der Handt, Deutsches Institut für Erwachsenenbilding e.V., Hausallee 150, D60320 Frankfurt-am-Main, Germany
Tel: 4969 95 626 150
Fax: 49 69 95 626 138
Mrs Margareta Hauschild, Head of Research and Development Section, Goethe-Institut, HeleneWeber-Allee 1, A-80637 München, Germany
Tel: 49 89 15921 280
Fax: 49 89 15921 608
e-mail: hauschild@goethe.de
Dr Eva Marquardt, Goethe Institut, Head of Products, Dachauerstrasse 122, D-80637 München,
Germany
Tel: 49 89 15921 - 244
Fax: 49 89 15921 645
e-mail: marquardt@goethe.de
Prof. Dr Gerhardt Neuner, Universität GH-Kassel, FB 09 Germanistik, Georg-Forster-Str. 3, D34109 Kassel, Germany
Tel: 49 561 804 33 09/10
Fax: 49 5543 91 02 82
e-mail: neuner@hrz.uni-kassel.de
Greece
National delegation
Mr Christoforos Charalambakis, Professor of Linguistics, University of Athens, Department of
Education, 69, Spetson Str, Kypseli, 113 62 Athens, Greece
Tel: 30 1 36 40 719
Tel/Fax home: 30 1 8810 735
e-mail: ccharala@atlas.uoa.gr
National correspondent, Modern Languages Project
Mr Christoforos Charalambakis
Observers
Mr Stathis Efstathiadis, Professor, Director of the Third Section of the Centre for Greek Language,
Aristotle University, Centre for Greek Language, Karamaouna Str - SKRA Sq., 551 31 Kalamaria,
Thessaloniki, Greece
Tel: 30 1 459 101/459 103 5
Fax: 30 1 459 107
e-mail: efstathiadis@greeklanguage.gr
Hungary
National delegation
Mrs Judit Szemkeo, Secrétaire d’Etat, Ministère de l’Education, Szalay u. 10-14,
H-1055 Budapest, Hungary
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Mr Gabor Boldizsar, Conseiller Général d’Administration, Département des Affaires européennes
et des Relations internationales, Ministère de l’Education, Szalay u. 10-14, H-1055 Budapest,
Hungary
Tel/Fax: 36 1 331 0599 e-mail: cdcc@mkm.x400gw.itb.hu
Mrs Johanna Kapitanffy, Conseiller, Ministère de l’Education, Szalay u. 10-14, H-1055 Budapest,
Hungary
Mr Laszlo Kojanicz, Conseiller Politique, Ministère de l’Education, Szalay u. 10-14, H-1055
Budapest, Hungary
Tel: 36 1 302 066/1389
Fax: 36 1 332 5781
e-mail: johanna.kapitanffy@om.gov.hu
Member of Modern Languages Project Group
Mr Gabor Boldizsar
Iceland
National delegation
Mrs Audur Hauksdóttir, Nýi Gardur, University of Iceland, 101 Reykjavik, Iceland
Tel: 354 525 4209
Fax: 354 525 4410
e-mail: auhau@hi.is
Ireland
National delegation
Mrs Mary Varilly, Postprimary Inspector, Department of Education and Science, Hawkins House
(3rd Floor), Dublin 2, Ireland
Tel: 353 1 8892050
Fax: 353 1 6777342
e-mail: varillym@iol.ie
Home: 7 Lawnswood Park, Stillorgan, Co. Dublin, Ireland
Italy
National delegation
Dott. Antonio Giunta La Spada, Vice Direttore Generale, Ministère de l’Instruction publique, Viale
Trastevere, 76 A, I - 00153 Rome, Italy
Tel: 39 06 58493384
Fax: 39 06 58493923
Mrs Flora Palamidesi, Via dei Falegnami 17, I-00186 Rome, Italy
Tel: 39 06 584 92 791 3396
Fax: 39 06 584 92 371
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Member of the Modern Languages Project Group
Mrs Flora Palamidesi
Latvia
National delegation
Mrs Rudite Andersone, Head of the Curriculum and Examination Centre, Ministry of Education
and Science, 2, Valnu str., LV-1098 Riga, Latvia
Tel/Fax 371 7 223801
e-mail: isec@izm.gov.lv
Liechtenstein
National delegation
Mr Leo Suter, Projektleiter Fremdsprachenkonzept, Schulamt des Firstentums Liechtenstein,
Herrengasse 2, 9490 Vaduz, Firstentums, Liechtenstein
Tel: 41 75 236 67 76
Fax: 41 75 236 6771
e-mail: leo.suter@firstlink.li
National correspondent, Modern Languages Project
Mr Leo Suter
Lithuania
National delegation
Mrs Stase Skapiene, Senior Officer, Ministry of Education and Science, A.Volano 2/7, 2691
Vilnius, Lithuania
Tel: 370 2 624913
Fax: 370 2 61 2077
e-mail: s.skapiene@smm.lt
National correspondent, Modern Languages Project
Mrs Stase Skapiene
Luxembourg
National delegation
Mr Germain Dondelinger, Professeur-attaché au Ministère de l’Education Nationale et de la
Formation Professionnelle, 29, rue Aldringen, L-2926 Luxembourg
Tel: 352 478 5183
Fax: 352 478 5130
e-mail: dondelinger@men.lu
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Mrs Christiane Tonnar, Chargée de Mission (Scolarisation de l’Education Nationale et de la
Formation Professionnelle, 29, rue Aldringen, L-2926 Luxembourg
Tel: 352 478 5138
Fax: 352 478 5130
e-mail: tonnar@men.lu
National correspondent, Modern Languages Project
Mr Germain Dondelinger
Malta
National delegation
Mr Raymond Camilleri, Education Officer, English Language Resource Centre, 89 Archbishop
Street, Valletta, Malta
Tel: 356 225 521/224 707
Fax: 356 243 366
Moldova
National delegation
Mrs Maria Hadârca, Ministère de l’Education et de la Science, Piaţa Marii Adunări Naţionale 1,
2033 Chişinău, Moldova
Tel: 373 2 23 22 84
Fax: 373 2 23 34 74
Netherlands
National delegation
Mrs Marian Nijdam, Senior Advisor, Ministry of Education, Culture and Science, PB 25000,
NL-2700 LZ Zoetermeer, Netherlands
Tel: 31 79 3234642
Fax: 31 79 3232497
e-mail: m.nijdam@minocw.nl
Observers
Mr Alex M. J. Riemersma, Berie foar it Frysk, P.O. Box 20120, NL-8900 HM Ljouwert,
Leeuwarden, Netherlands
Tel: 31 58 2925 878
Fax: 31 58 2925 125
e-mail: berie.frysk@fryslan.nl
Norway
National delegation
Mr Svein Harsten, Assistant Director General, Ministry of Education, Research and Church
Affairs, Box 8119 Dep., N-0032 Oslo, Norway
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Tel: 47 2224 7678
Fax: 47 2224 7596
e-mail: shs@kuf.dep.no
Mrs Angela Hasselgren, Associate Professor, English Department, University of Bergen,
Sydnesplass 7, N-5007 Bergen, Norway
Tel: 47 5558 3192
Fax: 47 5558 9455
e-mail: angela.hasselgren@eng.uib.no
Mr Terje Bryne Krokfjord, Senior Executive Officer, National Centre for Educational Resources,
Box 8194 Dep, N-0034 Oslo, Norway
Tel: 47 2247 6577
Fax: 47 2247 6551
e-mail: terje.bryne.krokfjord@nls.no
Kari Tangen, Adviser, Ministry of Education, Research and Church Affairs, Box 8119 Dep.,
N-0032 Oslo, Norway
Tel: 47 2224 7525
Fax: 47 2224 2732
e-mail: kt@kuf.dep.no
National correspondent, Modern Languages Project
Mr Terje Bryne Krokfjord
Poland
National delegation
Mrs Ewa Osiecka, In-service Teachers Training Centre, Al. Ujazdowskie 28, PL 00478 Warsaw,
Poland
Tel/Fax: 48 22 622 33 46/621 48 00
e-mail: osiecka@codn.edu.pl
Mrs Krystyna Kowalczyk, Expert, Division of System of Initial Teachers Training, Department for
In-service Teachers, Ministry of National Education, Al. Szucha 25, PL-00918 Warsaw, Poland
Tel/Fax: 48 22 628 51 77
National correspndent, Modern Languages Project
Prof. Hanna Komorowska
Observers
Mrs Alicia Zmudzka, Conseiller pédagogique, CODN, Al. Ujazdowskie 28, PL-00478 Warsaw,
Poland
Tel: 48 22 621 30 31
Fax: 48 22 621 48 00
Address for correspondence:
Ul. Dobra 15 m 15, PL-00384 Warsaw, Poland
Tel/Fax: 48 22 629 37 10
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Portugal
National delegation
Mrs Maria Helena Correia, Département de l’Enseignement Secondaire, Av. 24 de Julho, 138-5, P1300 Lison, Portugal
Tel: 351 1 3938078
Fax: 351 1 3938102
e-mail: des@des.min-edu.pt
Mrs Gloria Fischer, Co-ordinator of the international relations section and member of the
Portuguese group of the project, Department of Primary Education, Av. 24 de Julho, 140 - 2°, P1300 Lisbon, Portugal
Tel: 351 1 395 7942
Fax: 351 1 395 7938
e-mail: gloria.fischer@deb.min-edu.pt
Member of Modern Languages Project Group
Mrs Maria Helena Correia
Observers
Mrs Maria Antonia Coelho Da Mota, Associate Professor at the Faculdade de Letras, University of
Lisbon, Rua Damião de Góis, 16, 1° C, P-1400 Lisbon, Portugal
Tel: 351 1 301 76 53
Fax: 351 1 796 00 63
e-mail: mar.mota@clul.cc.fc.ul.pt
Mrs Maria Emília Galvão, Deputy Director of Gaeri, Ministry of Education, Av. 5 de Outubro, 107
- 7, P-1050 Lisbon, Portugal
Tel: 351 1 7934254
Fax: 351 1 7978994
e-mail: megalvao@min-edu.pt
Romania
National delegation
Mrs Liliana Preoteasa, Director General, Department for Pre-university Education, National
Education Ministry, 30, G-ral Berthelot, 70738 Bucharest, Romania
Tel: 40 1 613 26 77
Fax: 40 1 3126614/40 1 3104319
Mrs Christiane Gertrud Cosmatu, Directrice dans le cadre de la Direction Générale de
l’Enseignement pour les Minorités Nationales, Ministère de l’Education Nationale, 30, G-ral
Berthelot, 70738 Bucharest, Romania
Tel: 40 1 313 86 54
Fax: 40 1 3126614/3104319
Russian Federation
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National delegation
Dr Irina Khaleeva, Rector, Moscow Linguistic University, Ostozhenka, 119837 Moscow,
Russian Federation
Tel: 7 095 245 1821/2786

Fax: 7 095 246 2807/8366
e-mail: mglu@online.ru
Mr Mikael Mikhailovitch Abovyan, Frounzenskaia quai 54-35, Moscow 119270, Russian
Federation
Tel: 7 095 245 1821
Fax: 7 095 246 8966
e-mail: ciabovmi@cityline.ru
Ms Natalia Dmitrevna Galskova, Kolomenskaia str., 15-259, Moscow 115142, Russian
Federation
Mr Serguei Philippovitch Gontcharenko, 38, Ostozhenka, Moscow 119837, Russian Federation
Tel: 7 095 245 2707
Ms Galina Vassilievna Strelkova, Keramitcheski passage 53-3-30, Moscow 127237, Russian
Federation
Tel: 7 095 245 1160
Fax: 7 095 246 8366
Member of Modern Languages Project Group
Dr Irina Khaleeva
Slovak Republic
National delegation
Mrs Danica Bakossová, Department of Primary and Secondary Education, Ministry of Education,
Stromová 1, 813 30 Bratislava, Slovak Republic
Tel: 421 7 59374330
Fax: 421 7 54772181
e-mail: danika@education.gov.sk
Slovenia
National delegation
Ms Lucija Čok, Science and Research Centre of the Republic of Slovenia, Garibaldijeva 18, SLO6000 Koper, Slovenia
Tel: 386 66 21 260
Fax: 386 66 271 321
e-mail: lucija.cok@zrs-kp.si
Ms Zdravka Godunc, Counsellor to the Minister, Ministry of Education and Sport, Dept. of
International Co-operation, Ul. Stare pravde 6, SLO–1000 Ljubljana, Slovenia
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Tel: 386 61 1323 225
Fax: 386 61 1327 212
e-mail: zdravka.godunc@mss.edus.si
Member of modern languages project group
Ms Zdravka Godunc
Spain
National delegation
Mrs Cristina Del Moral, Instituto Cervantes, Francisco Silvela 82, E-28028 Madrid, Spain
Tel: 34 91 4367711
Fax: 34 91 1355 4721
e-mail: cd.moral@cervantes.es
Ms Ana Garcia Ferrer, Spanish advisor, Teacher Training General Subdivision, Ministry of
Education, Paseo del Prado 28, 6° planta, E-28014 Madrid, Spain
Tel: 34 91 5065644
Fax: 34 91 50 65 701
Mr Felip Munar, Jefe del Servicio de la Enseñanza del Catalán, Consejería de Educación del
Gobierno Balear, Pasaje Guillermo de Torrella, N°1, 07002 Palma De Mallorca (Baleares), Spain
Tel: 34 971 922 0410
Fax: 34 971 727002
e-mail: normalit@balears.dp.mec.es
Mrs Maria del Carmen García Rodriguez, Jefa de Unidad de Programas Europeos, Consejería de
Educación de la Xunta de Galicia, C/San Lázaro 107, E-15771 Santiago De Compostela, Spain
Tel: 34 981 54 65 45
Fax: 34 981 54 65 42/51
e-mail: dxoefp@ceoug.org
National correspondent, Modern Languages Project
Mrs Cristina Del Moral
Sweden
National delegation
Mrs Catharina Wettergren, Senior Administrative Officer, Ministry of Education and Science,
S-103 33 Stockholm, Sweden
Tel: 46 8 405 1774
Fax: 46 8 405 1909
e-mail: catharina.wettergren@education.ministry.se
Mrs Ingela Nyman, Director of Education, National Agency for Education, S-106 20 Stockholm,
Sweden
Tel: 46 8 723 3268
Fax: 46 8 24 44 20
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e-mail: ingela.nyman@skolverket.se
Mrs Eva Oscarsson, Director of Education, National Agency for Education, S-106 20 Stockholm,
Sweden
Tel: 46 8 723 32 00
Fax: 46 8 24 44 20
e-mail: eva.oscarsson@skolverket.se
National correspondent, Modern Languages Project
Mrs Ingela Nyman
Observers
Mr Michel Barbier, In-Service Teacher Trainer, Uppsala University, In-Service Training
Department, P.O. Box 2137, S-750 02 Uppsala, Sweden
Tel: 46 8 471 79 70
Fax: 46 18 55 07 48
e-mail: michel.barbier@ilu.uu.se
Ms Margaretha Biddle, In-Service Teacher Trainer, Uppsala University, In-Service Training
Department, P.O. Box 2137, S-750 02 Uppsala, Sweden
Tel: 46 8 471 79 70
Fax: 46 18 55 07 48
e-mail: margaretha.biddle@ilu.uu.se
Switzerland
National delegation
Mrs Cornelia Oertle-Bürki, SDK/CDS, Weltpoststr. 20, Postfach 3000, Berne, Switzerland
Tel: 41 31 356 20 20
Fax: 41 31 356 20 30
e-mail: cornelia.oertle@sdk-cds.ch
Mr A. Jean Racine, Forum du Bilinguisme, Faubourg du Lac 99, Case postale 1180, CH-2501
Bienne, Switzerland
Tel: 41 32 321 6236
e-mail: bilinguisme@isbiel.ch
Member of modern languages project group
Mrs Cornelia Oertle-Bürki
“The former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia”
National delegation
Ms Divna Šipović, Adviser, Ministry of Education, Dimitrie Cupovski 9, 91000 Skopje, “the
former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia“
Tel/Fax: 389 91 118 354
e-mail: dsipovic@mofk.gov.mk
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Member of modern languages project group
Ms Divna Šipović
Turkey
National delegation
Prof. Dr Özcan Demirel, Professeur à la Faculté d’Education, université d’Hacattepe, Ankara,
Turkey
Tel: 312 2978557/50/312 2238320
Fax: 312 235 2426
e-mail: demirel@hacettepe.edu.tr
National correspondent, modern languages project
Prof. Dr Özcan Demirel
Ukraine
National delegation
Mrs Tetyana V. Luzhetska, First Deputy Director of Kyiv Interlingua Language School, Ukraine
Ministry of Education, Fizkultury Str. 1, 252150 Kyiv – 150, Ukraine
Tel: 380 44 227 64 49
Fax: 380 44 220 96 49
e-mail: inter@lingua.kiev.ua/e-mail: inter@interling.kiev.ua
United Kingdom
National delegation
Dr Lid King Director, Centre for Information on Language Teaching and Research (CILT), 20
Bedford Street, Covent Garden, London WC2N 4LB, United Kingdom
Tel: 44 171 379 5101 ext. 233
Fax: 44 171 379 5082
e-mail: lid.king@cilt.org.uk
Observers
Mrs Cecilia Garrido, Head of Spanish, Centre for Modern Languages, The Open University,
Walton Hall, Milton Keynes MK7 6AA, United Kingdom
Tel: 44 1908 858304
Fax: 44 1908 858428
e-mail: b.c.garrido@open.ac.uk
Mrs Patricia McErlean, Secretary to Anne Stevens, Director to the Centre for Modern
Languages, The Open University, Walton Hall, Milton Keynes MK7 6AA, United Kingdom
Tel: 44 1908 652 223 ext 2223
Fax: 44 1908 652 187
e-mail: p.l.mcerlean@open.ac.uk
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Mr Alan Moys, Nuffield Languages Inquiry, P.O. Box 2671, London W1A 3SH, United
Kingdom
Tel: 171 911 5054
Fax: 171 911 5167
e-mail: nuflang@compuserve.com
Member of modern languages project group
Mr Alan Dobson

Observers
Canada
National delegation
Mr Hilaire Lemoine, Directeur Général, Programmes d’appui aux Langues officielles, Place
Jules Leger, 15, rue Eddy, Hull, Quebec K1A OM5, Canada
Tel: 819 953 4929
Fax: 819 953 9353
e-mail: Hilaire_Lemoine@pch.gc.ca
Mrs Hélène Cormier, Directrice p.i., Politiques, analyses et promotion, Programmes d’appui aux
langues officielles, Ministère du Patrimoine Canadien, 15, rue Eddy, Hull, Quebec K1A OM5,
Canada
Tel: 819 994 2224
Fax: 819 994 3697
e-mail: helene_cormier@pch.gc.ca
Mrs Jo Ann Gagnon, Agent, Politiques et Recherche, Bureau Du Conseil Privé, 66, Rue Slater,
Ottawa ,Ontario K1A OA3, Canada
Tel: 613 947 7554
Fax: 613 947 7581
e-mail: Jagagnon@pco-bcp.gc.ca
Mr Roger Haeberle, Consultant, 2970 rue de la Rochelle, Ste-Foy, Quebec G1W 2B2, Canada
Tel: 1 4186 560150
e-mail: rogerhaeberle@compuserve.com
Mrs Denise Lussier, Directrice des Programmes d’Etudes de Premier Cycle, Département
d’Education en Langues secondes, université McGill, 3700 rue McTavish, Montreal, Quebec,
H3A 1Y2, Canada
Tel: 1 514 398 6727
Fax 1 514 398 5595
e-mail: CYDL@musica.mcgill.ca
Mr André Obadia, Directeur des programmes d’Education en français, Faculté d’Education,
université Simon Fraser, Burnaby, British Columbia, V5A 1S6, Canada
Tel 1 604 291 3166
Fax 1 604 291 3203
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e-mail: andré_obadia@sfu.ca
Japan
National delegation (apologies received)
Observers
Mrs Atsuko KoishI, Maître de Conférence, université Keio, 5322 Endo, Fiujisawa 252, Japan
Tel: 81 466 47 5111
e-mail: akak@sfc.keio.ac.jp and maholo@ibm.net
International organisations
European Comission
Mrs Sylvia Vlaeminck, Chef du Secteur Lingua, Direction Générale XXII, Education, Formation
et Jeunesse, Direction C – Unité 5, Rue de la Loi 200, B-1049 Bruxelles, Belgium
Tel: 32 2 295 5385
Fax: 32 2 299 63 21
e-mail: sylvia.vlaeminck@cec.eu.int
OSCE
Ms Zdenka Machnyikova, Adviser to OSCE High Commissioner on National Minorities,
Prinsessegracht 22, 2514 AP The Hague, Netherlands
Tel: 31 0 70 312 5508
Fax: 31 0 70 363 5910
e-mail: zmachnyi@hcnm.org
(apologies received)
Unesco
Mr Joseph Poth, Directeur de la Division des Langues, Unesco, 7, place de Fontenoy, F-75352
Paris 07 SP, France
Tel: 33 1 45 68 08 74
Fax: 33 1 45 68 59 06
e-mail: j.poth@Unesco.org
Council of Europe experts
Dr John Trim, Chairman of the Co-ordinating Group for the CDCC Modern Languages
Project/European Centre for Modern Languages, 53 Barrow Road, Cambridge CB2 2AR, United
Kingdom
Tel/Fax: 44 1 223 562 650
e-mail: trim@globalnet.co.uk
Mr Rolf Schärer, General Rapporteur of the pilot project European Language Portfolio, Gottlieb
Binderstrasse 45, CH-8802 Kilchberg, Switzerland
Tel: 41 1 715 32 90
Fax: 41 1 715 32 72
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Other expert
Mr Jacques Pecheur, Eidtor-in-chief, Le Français dans le Monde, 58, rue Jean Bleuzen, F-92178
Vanves Cedex, General Rapporteur for the colloquy “Living together in the 21st century“
(Centre for Modern European Languages, Graz, December 1998)
Tel: 33 1 46 62 10 50/51/52
Fax: 33 1 40 95 19 75
e-mail: fdmdiag@hachette-livre.fr
Education Committee of the Council for Cultural Co-operation
Ms Jurga Strumskiene, Chairperson
Head of Foreign Relations, Ministry of Education and Sciences, Volano 2/7, 232000 Vilnius,
Lithuania
Tel: 370 2616315
Fax: 370 2612077
e-mail: Jurga@smm4.elnet.lt
(apologies received)
International non-governmental organisations (NGOs)
European Cultural Foundation
Mr Rüdiger Stephen, Secretary General, European Cultural Foundation, Jan van Goyenlade 5,
NL-1075 HN Amsterdam, Netherlands
Tel: 31 20 676 02 22
Fax: 31 20 675 22 31
e-mail: rstaphan@eurocult.org
(apologies received)
Other organisations
Centre international d’études pédagogiques
Mrs Martine Abdallah-Pretceille, Directrice adjointe, Professeur des universités, Centre
International d’Etudes Pédagogiques, 1 avenue Léon-Journault, F-92318 Sevres Cedex, France
Tel: 33 1 45 07 60 12
Fax: 33 1 45 07 60 01
e-mail: preceille@ciep.fr
EAQUALS (European Association for Quality Language Services)
Mr Peter Brown, Chairman, EAQUALS, c/o The British School of Trieste, Via Torrebianca, 18, I34132 Trieste, Italy
Tel: 39 040 369 369
Fax: 39 040 76 000 75
e-mail: pbrown@eaquals.org
Mr Robin Davis, EAQUALS, Head of Academic Management, The Bell Language School, Hills
Cross, Red Cross Lane, Cambridge CB2 2QX, United Kingdom
Tel: 44 1 223 275 512
Fax: 44 1 223 414 080
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e-mail: robind@bell-schools.ac.uk
e-mail: Robin@Author.Demon.Co.UK (home)
Mr Richard Rossner, EAQUALS, Chief Executive, The Bell Educational Trust, Hills Cross, Red
Cross Lane, Cambridge CB2 2QX, United Kingdom
Tel: 44 1223 275530
Fax: 44 1223 414080
e-mail: richardr@bell-schools.ac.uk
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