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Chapter 1: Valuing A// Languages in Europe

1. Europe’s additional languages

‘Plurilingual education promotes... a respect for phailingualism of others and the value of langesgnd
varieties irrespective of their perceived statusaaiety’

Council of Europe Language Policy Division website

The recognition that linguistic diversity is a vahle asset is the starting point for the VALEUR I{itag

All Languages in Europe) project, which focuse€omope’sadditionallanguageswWe have adopted this
term to refer to all languages in use in a socagpgrt from the official, national or dominant laiage(s)
(hereatfter referred to @minantianguages). In other words, they include what amsetimes referred to
asregional or minority languagesthelanguages of long-established communities (e.gnSeeFinland

or Basque in Spain)mnigrant languages -the languages of more recently established comieanit
immigrants and refugees (e.g. Panjabi in the UKikiSt in the Netherlands, etc.jion-territorial
languages— the languages of travellers and historically kdispd groups (e.g. Romani and Yiddish,
across Europe); argign languages the languages of deaf people and hearing peoplecatmonunicate
with them (e.g. the various sign languages in odeurope).

Policy and practice relating to provision for tlearnning and teaching of additional languages haveed

to develop separately and unevenly. While there bieen renewed interest and increased support for
provision for many of Europe’s regional/ minorigniguages in recent years, particularly following th
introduction of theEuropean Charter for Regional or Minority Languagé&ouncil of Europe, 1992),
awareness of issues relating to provision for ttherogroups is not as great, and developments have
tended to be haphazard and disconnected.

For this reason we sought to adopt, in the VALEURjqzt, an inclusive term covering all Europe’s
additional languages, which would have shared iglicross Europe. The term ‘additional languages’
was agreed during the course of the project andisaiss this further in Chapters 2 and 3. We believ
that there is much to be gained in adoptingitiobusivedefinition we propose, because, across Europe,
individuals, families and communities using addiiblanguages, as well as the dominant languagé(s)
the state in which they live, have important chtastics in common. They are, by definition,
plurilingual — using two or more languages in their daily livesand for this reason, have to make
decisions about the best way to educate theirremildn order for them to acquire formal competerice
both or all their languages. Depending on the laggs in question, and the area in which they live,
plurilinguals may have the opportunity to educdteirt children wholly in an additional language; to
educate them bilingually, in schools in which tlemihant and the additional languages are both ased
media of education; to give them the opportunitgtiady the additional language as a curricularesibj
(sometimes it may be presented as though it wémegn’ language); or to learn the language ireif
school or weekend classes, offered by the educatitimorities or organised locally by the community
concerned. Some children — perhaps the majoritha@ge growing up plurilingually in Europe — do not
have opportunities to study their additional larggsaformally at all; while even those who do may no
encounter provision which meets their needs andasms, or which provides them with outcomes
valued by the wider society in which they live. §ishould be a matter of concern for all involvedha
development of language education across Europeauke additional languages, like the various
dominant languages of Europe, represent a richuresdoth for the communities which use them and fo
Europe as a whole.



2. 20" century policy for additional languages:
monolingual and separatist

A historical analysis of European policy (from bdtie Council of Europe and the European Union)
concerned with educational provision for additiotehiguages can be categorised as a shift from a
20" century monolingual and separatist starting pana 22" century plurilingual and comprehensive
perspective.

Policies developed in the latter part of thé"2entury can be characterised msnolingual— or
monolinguist- in that they tend to assume that everyone hasfiost language’ or ‘mother tongue’ and
that everyone will therefore acquire second (artssequent) languages in similar ways (through some
kind of formal provision), and will have similar @s. This was as true for children whose ‘firstidaage
was (one of) the dominant language(s) of the statehich they lived as it was for those whose ffirs
language was an additional language, although esigploa the outcomes of provision differed. Those
from additional language backgrounds were expeiieathieve high levels of fluency in their ‘second’
languages — and the perception that many failetbtso was seen as a significant problem — whileethe
was little or no interest in their retention or dmpment of competences in their ‘first’ languagies.
contrast, those whose ‘first’ language was (onettod) dominant language(s) were expected to develop
high levels of formal competence (particularly higlvels of literacy) in this language; acquiringtni
levels of competence in the ‘second’ language thosgen as desirable was not essential. Effectively,
monolingual policies tended to produce monolinglaal near monolingual) outcomes — only relatively
small numbers of those from the dominant commumityuld become highly competent in other
languages, while those from communities in whiclitehal languages were used often became more
competent in the dominant language, retaining cedydual competence in their additional language(s)

Policies of this period relating specifically todiibnal languages can also be characterisextparatist
Additional language education was seen as reléingany small, often isolated, languages or graips
languages whose learners had little or nothingommon with each other. We have already identifred t
principal categories established at this time —ioma)/ minority, migrant, non-territorial and sign
languages — and note that not only was there ardaib link the needs and aspirations of learnktkase
languages to the wider context (a Europe whichdtagys been multilingual, but where both the extent
of linguistic diversity and of concomitant pluriioalism were rapidly increasing), but that in fauailicy
concerning provision for these languages was aftmm as the preserve of a disparate group of $pecia
interest bodies.

So, for example, responsibility for Europe-wideigpland provision foregional/ minority languagess
shared by a number of organisations. The Eurofzatiament established tleuropean Bureau for
Lesser Used Languages 1982 to support linguistic diversity in Europerdugh the provision of
information and advice; and the European MERCATO&RwWdrk in 1987, to conduct research into the
status and use of regional/ minority languages. Chenmittee of Ministers of the Council of Europe
adopted the European Charter for Regional or Mindranguages in 1992: this sets out a range of
measures to facilitate and encourage the use cifipesgional or minority languages in public life
including education.

In contrast, policy formigrant languageswas variously determined by groups concerned \ilith
mobility of labour forces across Europe, those eoned with the social integration of immigrants and
refugees, or those involved in the development oftioultural/ anti-racist policy. One of the easfe
(1977) European Economic Community directives s the teaching of migrant languages is
concerned with the education of the children of ramg workers (Directive 77/486/EEC: Article 3).
However, few countries adopted this approach, amatuations conducted 20 years later (Bekemans and
Ortiz de Urbina, 1997; Broeder and Extra, 1998ntbwery little effective provision. The former siud
identified greater support for ‘intercultural edtica’ for all students, intended both to supporé th
integration of children of immigrant origin into sionation schools, and ultimately into Europearnietgc

and also to tackle racism and xenophobia amonggéireral population. The latter concluded that



considerably more attention had been paid to tlveldement of provision to teach the language of the
host country than to migrant languages.

Non-territorial languages particularly Romani (in its many variant formsgnded to be treated as
separate from regional/ minority or migrant langess because their speakers are not associated wit
particular country or region. Bakker (2001) prowde summary of policy statements from the 1980s
onwards, in support of Romani culture and languagguing for the teaching of Romani and Romani-
medium education. Despite this, he also reportg Weited educational provision for the languagehe
(pre-enlargement) EU member states, noting in @4ei that there appeared to be no secondary
provision at all. Little or no policy attention wasid to the languages of the Jewish diaspora mgeuin

the latter half of the 20 century, quite possibly contributing to the vempid decline. In 1996, the
Council of Europe issued a series of recommendatioprotect Yiddish language and culture in Europe
but these do not include provision for teachinglémguage.

Policy in relation to provision for the learning sifjn languageshas been marginalised throughout the
latter part of the 20 century. There has been a long struggle to haye lsinguages recognised as
languages, and therefore to be included in langpatjey initiatives, rather than in disability poiés.
Despite a European Parliament resolution in 198ihgaon member states to recognise sign languages,
subsequent resolution on linguistic and culturatarities (1994) did not mention them. Although sign
languages could be considered to be included (ityevof the fact that they are not specificallyleged,
unlike ‘migrant’ languages) under the Council of r&pe’'s Charter for Regional and Minority
Languages,none of the countries which have ratified the d@rattave included them in the list of
protected languages.

3. 27" century policy: plurilingual and comprehensive

Around the turn of the century, a shift in poligcfis can be discerned. Two documents, one published
2003 by the European Union and the other by then€ibof Europe, in the same year, are particularly
significant in terms of the development of a mooenprehensive and inclusive approach. The European
Union’s Promoting Language Learning and Linguistic Diversién Action Plan 2004-200&kes as its
starting point the need for enhanced communicatkiits in an enlarged European Union of 450 million
people from very diverse linguistic and culturakkgrounds. Encouraging citizens to learn only the
national languages of other member states @anfhcto only a small number of such languages) will no
longer be sufficient to enable Europeans to liverknand trade with each other. Consequently thgeaan
of languages to be learned needs not only to iecthd ‘smaller’ national languages of member states
but also other kinds of languages, including regliominority and migrant languages, and the langaag
of major trading partners around the world (p. 9).

The Council of Europe’s draft guide to the develeptrof language policy documents in Europe (Beacco
& Byram, 2003) similarly redefines, more compreheely, the range of languages Europeans should
learn. No longer should emphasis be placed ex@lyson the national language of the state in which
was living, plus one (preferably two) other natibfanguages of other European countries, butadste
on a much wider range of languages, ‘encompassirg‘mother” tongue, the national language(s),
regional and minority languages, European and nowjiean languages, etc.’ (p. 39)

This document also elaborates the concepliwilingualismwhich had earlier appeared in tBemmon
European Framework of Reference for Languages: riiegr teaching, assessmertucially defining

this as one competence, encompassing a rangegafdges in a variety of contexts, rather than seeing
these as a range of separate (and potentiallyrbiedégsed) language skills:

[...] as an individual person’s experience of languayits cultural contexts expands, from the lagguaf
the home to that of society at large and then ¢oléinguages of other peoples (whether learnt atosar
college, or by direct experience), he or she dotkeep these languages and cultures in stricfigrated



mental compartments, but rather builds up a comeative competence to which all knowledge and
experience of language contributes and in whichdages interrelate and interact. (p. 4)

What prompted the shift towards this new comprelvengision of plurilingualism? One explanation is
the growing challenge which English — the ‘globahduage’ — represents for all other languages in
Europe. There have been arguments that Englisidsbeaome a Europe-wide ‘lingua franca’ given that
it is, de factg the dominant language in both high prestige domasuch as science, and in popular
culture. Commentators are divided as to the adgasteor disadvantages of this development. For
example, Phillipson, who, over a decade ago, dtemton to the phenomenon of linguistic imperiadis
(Phillipson, 1992), has recently written about td@mgers which an English-only Europe represents for
the maintenance of European cultural and socialeg(Phillipson, 2004). Others take a more positive
view. Brutt-Griffler (2002), in seeking to provide ‘unified theory of world English’, argues thateth
reason for the wide and rapid spread of Englistosscithe world lies not in imperialism or neo-
colonialism, but rather in the emerging need fowerld language’ to facilitate wider communication
across communities and nations. House (2003) hasedrthat it is necessary to make a distinction
between ‘languages for communication’, a role fdrickh English is well-suited, providing that the
implications of a lingua franca in this context awell defined and understood, and ‘languages for
identification’, for which a wide range of languagacross Europe will continue to be required. Other
commentators (Block and Cameron, 2002) call for iaew definition of communication which
encompasses ‘trust’ as well as ‘truth’, in otheragothe ability to engage with the cultural valaesl
expectations of interlocutors as well as transngttfactual information. Hagége (2006) develops this
theme with particular reference to French, dravattgntion to the cultural specifics associated whiitn
French language which would be lost if English weréake over. By extension, he argues that we have
duty to protect all the world’s languages for saniteasons, echoing arguments set out by Skutnabb-
Kangas (2000), who sees linguistic and culturatidity as analagous to bio-diversity, and contéhds
they are equally necessary to the health of theepla

It is now well-established that globalisation cesatensions between what appear to be opposing
tendencies. If globalisation can be seen as cgeatimeed for a world-wide lingua franca — alonghvifte

risk that this contributes to the endangerment disdppearance of other languages — it has also
contributed to an exponential rise in linguistivatsity in parts of the world which were previously
perceived as largely monolingual. So, as a resuti@increased mobility associated with globaisat
Western European countries have, typically, shiftedh being countries of emigration to countries of
immigration over the last 50 years, with a sigmifit increase in immigration over the last decade
(Eurostat, 2005). This has led to what Vertoved@has termed ‘superdiversity’ characteriseddy
increased number of new, small and scattered, pheddrigin, transnationally connected, socio-
economically differentiated and legally stratifié@imigrants’. He draws attention to the differences
between the immigrant experience of th& 2@ntury and that of the 21Whereas earlier generations
were resigned to limited contact with their cousdriof origin, given the cost and scarcity of
communications, current migrant populations aréhlyignobile, benefiting from low cost airlines and
cheap new communications technologies such asitbet and mobile telephones. Plurilingualismas n
longer simply a cultural legacy from the countryapigin, maintained principally for affective reasp

but a necessity — and an asset — as workers mawvedountry to country, maintaining links with mple
‘home’ countries and with diasporas around the avorl

There is a similar tension between global marketprigmoting world-wide consumption of commercial
brands, cultural products, etc., and a re-evaloatibthe local, both for the local population arwt f
tourism (a major industry in much of Europe) whieotiday-makers are increasingly looking for what is
different or ‘exotic’ in comparison to their ownfdstyles. Such trends are potentially positive for
additional languages, in that they may come todeatified with what is distinctive about a localtcue

or community.
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4. Additional languages — a valuable resource forutope

These developments add weight to the argumentaididitional languages are a valuable resource for
Europe Lo Bianco(2001) identifies six dimensions to such a resauittellectual, cultural, economic,
social, citizenship and rights. A community, a oatior a larger collective which invests in all its
languages is therefore likely to see:

= enhanced intellectual and academic achievenanall children, particularly those brought up
plurilingually: a vast body of research from arouhé world points to the fact that plurilingual
children whose additional languages are ignoreddewalued in an educational context may
underachieve as a consequence, but those whosmaaldianguages are supported both by positive
attitudes and by educational provision which ermtiem to develop formal language and literacy
skills often excel academically, outperforming pe@ho are monolingual in the dominant language;

= enriched cultural activities in all arts fieldglrawing on the traditions and creative poterdfahany
languages and cultures, and also on the rich pbsiof hybridity which a multicultural city or
nation presents;

= greatly increased possibilities for trade and irtwesnt not just in the relatively narrow sense of
greater linguistic abilityper sebut also because of the network of social and rmlllinks between
people who speak the same language, increasingydbilidentify potential markets, understand
cultural practices in relation to trade, and eméithe career opportunities of enhanced mobility;

= heightened capacity to compete in the knowledgeogny gathering information not only from
dominant language sources but from the growingnaelwf information available via the internet
and other sources in other languages, and alsendiisating information multilingually;

= improved social servicegatering for people in linguistically and cultllyamore appropriate ways,
identifying needs and opportunities which monolialgstaff may be unaware of, fostering a sense of
inclusion and well-being;

= greater opportunities for participation in publidfé, and for shaping democratic practicéy
helping to break down the barriers which can beated by traditional monolingual political
language practices, and by reflecting and drawmthe ideas and interests of everyone;

= better strategies to combat prejudice, promoteréziee and mutual understandinthrough the
valuing of other languages and the cultures thpsesent and by providing opportunities to address
these issues multilingually.

However, the resource which additional languag@sesent is not always recognised. Consequently,
provision to support the learning of these langsageay not always be adequate to ensure that thieg th
and that the resource can be exploited in thess.viiayact, the extent to which the potential oditidnal
languages is overlooked is such that little is enily known about the nature of current provisionit®
outcomes.

5. The VALEUR Project:
challenges and opportunities for additional languags

The VALEUR project aims to redress the informatgap, by mapping the kinds of formal and informal
provision available for children; describing, imhd terms, the outcomes of such provision; idenigfy
existing ‘good practice’ in the field and also aeshere further support is needed; and establishing
priorities for future action and recommendationsdidferent audiences.
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Providers of additional language education todag fanumber of challenges and opportunities. We hav
identified a significant shift towards a more coetpensive and plurilingual policy stance, wherelly al
types of additional languages are beginning to &ensas legitimate elements within Europe-wide
language education policies. As a result of thift simd the changing attitudes it represents, tlaeee
greater opportunities than ever before to arguesfilranced educational status for additional langstag
for example, to place them alongside ‘foreign’ laages in the mainstream curriculum, to expand
existing additional language medium education fndpial education, drawing on the success of CLIL
methods or to use technology to create commurofitsarners where these are widely dispersed.

However, we have also identified significant chadjes. All languages, not just those considered
additional, are threatened by the growing dominasfcEnglish. It may not be easy to achieve popular
acceptance of the need for and value of ‘pluriladgum’, as conceptualised by the Council of Europe.
Furthermore, current provision for additional laage learning still largely reflects responses thiera
‘separatist’ policy which may have privileged (télaly speaking) some additional languages compared
to others, but marginalised most from the mainstrearriculum. Thus much provision continues to be
after made school hours, by teachers whose qualdits and expertise rarely receive formal recogmit
with resources which are often inadequate or irgppate. The question of whether provision is
developing, or can be developed, to the extentesdtimg the ambitious European goal of recognisimy a
enhancing the plurilingualism of all citizens, iseowhich the VALEUR project seeks to address.
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Chapter 2: VALEUR project: aims and methods

1. Aims of the VALEUR project

The overarching aim of the project has been teraigareness of the resource represented by addition
languages in use across Europe; and of the pdtémtiapitalise on this resource in intellectuailtural,
economic, social, citizenship and rights conteksre specifically, the project set out to map fotma
provision for additional language learning acrossrdpe, to identify good practice and to make
recommendations for providers and decision-makekdng into account existing policy in support of
plurilingualism and related instruments such asBEbmpean Language Portfolio.

2. History of the project

VALEUR was one of 22 projects supported by the Baem Centre for Modern Languages (ECML) as
part of its second medium term programme of initést to support Council of Europe language edunatio
policy, specifically on the theme bnguages for Social Cohesiofhe second medium term programme
began in 2004, and ended in autumn 2007.

3. Data collection and analysis

The data collection methods adopted by the projeme determined by the model developed by the
European Centre for Modern Languages (ECML) to td&evard projects in support of the
implementation of Council of Europe language edonapolicy. Typically, this involves establishing a
expert group (in other words, the project team)clwhineets on a regular basis to refine the projedt a
develop data collection approaches; and a partitigeoup, made up of national representatives of
Council of Europe member states which are sigregdio the enlarged partial agreement supporting the
work of ECML. The role of the participant grouptd collect information and to work with the expert
group in analysing and synthesising these data.

In the case of the VALEUR project, the expert graegs made up of specialists in the field of addéio
languages from the Finland, the Netherlands, Pol8pédin and the UK. The group met on two occasions
to refine the scope of the project and, specifycadl develop two instruments. The first was to wefi
criteria for selection of national representatitedake forward the project, and the second togtesi
proforma which participants were asked to compbetiere attendance at the project workshop, progidin
information about provision for additional langudgerning in their countries.

It was agreed that the national representativesidhoe leading practitioners of additional language
education (including teachers, teacher educatgesnimers and course/ resource developers); kegypoali
makers/ educational managers; or leading acadespexialised in this and related fields (e.qg.
bilingualism, language policy and planning, muléitacies). Such people would be the best placed to
provide information about provision in their coues: ECML then invited each member state to norainat
a representative who met these criteria. Of thel@fible member states, 21 nominated represengative
for the project: Andorra, Armenia, Austria, Cypr@zech Republic, Estonia, Finland, France, Germany,
Greece, Hungary, Iceland, Ireland, Latvia, the Me#nds, Poland, Slovakia, Slovenia, Spain,
Switzerland and the UK.
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Each nominee was sent the proforma which the teadhdeveloped, to complete before the project
workshop, at which experts and participants wenaéet for the first time. The proforma asked fdisa

of all ‘additional’ languages in use in the nomiiseeountry, and for information about the kinds of
provision available for children of school age tady these languages. In addition, participantsewer
asked to say what kinds of outcomes provision ¢e(etg. report, examinations, portfolio entry),sty
what on what legislative or policy basis provisiwas made, and to give examples of good practica fro
their countries. (For an abbreviated version ofitaforma, see Appendix A.)

Having completed their proformas, project partiofsamet with the expert group at ECML in March
2006. The aim of this meeting was to explain tmasadf the project to the participants and to ingese
ways of expanding and refining the data collecBetause participants had different roles in thain o
countries, and as different countries have veryediht approaches to gathering and disseminating
information about their education systems genewmaly, more specifically, about provision for adatifl
languages, some participants were able to provitg @xtensive data sets, while others found it very
difficult to provide the information we sought.

Furthermore, the concept afiditional languagesvas not one with which many of the participantseve
familiar. As set out in Chapter 1, the project teadopted the term and its definition after exteasiv
discussion within the team and with project papticits. Originally, the terrmommunity languagesas
employed, as this is in widespread use in anglophoountries (although precise definitions vary).
However, it became clear from these discussionshimterms does not work well in other languagss,
the meaning of the word ‘community’ has differennnotations (in some cases quite negative). At the
same time, there was agreement that an inclusit@ tghich encompassed ‘regional/ minority’,
‘migrant’, ‘non-territorial’ and sign languages wdube valuable. Eventually, the term ‘additional
languages’ was adopted, in particular because kemalear that the languages in question are used i
addition to (not instead of) the dominant languagfeRurope. These discussions led to reflectionthen
history and meaning of the range of terms usedsaciurope to refer to provision for additional
languages — an outcome not anticipated in the naigdesign of the project, but of considerable
relevance. Some conclusions drawn from these dismsare reported in Chapter 3.

Following the workshop, participants were invitedrévise and resubmit their proformas, in the light
these discussions. The proforma data were theysathby the project team and preliminary maps ef th
additional languages in use across Europe andoefgpon were produced. In September 2006, 15 of the
project participants were invited to take part iNetwork meeting at which these maps were presented
(The number of participants in this second meetiag limited by ECML constraints.) For this meeting,
participants were asked to prepare in advance am@r of good practice relating to additional |aage
provision, and to present these to the group. BEons at this meeting were designed to produce a
synthesis of the data produced by the project,ihgatb final versions of the language map and the
provision map, and to a shared understanding ofréimge of activities which constitute good or
interesting practice in the field.

The findings represented in this report are thusethaon information gathered and refined by project
participants in the course of 2006, and on an ppnétation of their significance developed in

collaboration between the experts and the partitgpaFindings relating to the language map are
presented in Chapter 4, to the provision map inp@heb and to good practice in Chapter 6.

At the end of the project, the experts reviewed fthéings in relation to Council of Europe language
education policy, and our conclusions are presemnt&hapter 7 of this report.
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Chapter 3: A developmental perspective on additional language
education

1. A rose by any other name would smell as sweet

Few people would disagree with the basic premisgerying this line from Shakespeare, at least in
Western culture. In a way, the idea expressed imdentral to the comparison presented in thipteia
Whether we like it or not,What's in a namé¥ery often isnot a rhetorical question. Though what is
referred to may be the same thing, the terminolampd to refer to it can tell us a lot about theakpgs
attitude.

The aim of this chapter is to trace the evolutibnhe terminology used since the 1970s for refertim
‘additional languages’ in the educational domaine Bssumption is that changes in the terminologd us
will reflect changes in the status of additionaidaages — changes in goals, target groups andtethata
policies — as a result of the dynamics of a fasbalising Europe.

For the VALEUR network meeting of October 2006, immamted experts in the various countries prepared,
for their country/region, a developmental profiletioe key terminology used for referring to additab
language education. In the instructions that aceoneg the task, we defined these as ‘all languages
currently in use in a society other than the ddfidanguages. This includes regional and minority
languages, migrant languages, sign languages amdendorial languages’ First, the experts for leac
country were asked to give, for each decade sif@@,lthe most commonly used key terms (with literal
translations in English or French) for referringth@ teaching of additional languages in their tgun
Secondly, they were asked to provide a short egpiam of the background for the use (or avoidamde)

a specific term, why it was renamed, etc. Finatllyprder to enhance the reliability of the inforiat
provided, the experts were asked to provide a gtier or definition given in an official documetitat
defines the key term for a particular period.

In this chapter, the terminology profiles for 6 oties are presented. The profiles are purposely
presented as corresponding as closely as possiltie priginal texts provided by the experts (idesrto
maintain the “couleur locale” for each region/cayt

2. Armenia

In the 1970s in the former USSR, the term ‘natidaaguages’ 4zgain lezy referred to all languages
other than Russian that were spoken within the USBR term ‘national language’ was, by implication,
not supposed to have an ethnic meaning. In thesl98@ need arose to distinguish between national
languages (such as Armenian), and the languagé&ersiixy ethnic minorities, which were referred to as
‘national minority languagesaggain pokramasnitian leguAfter Armenia became independent, the term
‘national’ was used to refer to Armenian as théestanguage, the official language of Armenia. e
other languages spoken in Armenia, the terms ‘natiminority language’ and ‘mother tongue’ (‘nativ
language’) came into use.

Since the beginning of the new millennium, a hdstlifferent terms have come to be used to refer to
these languages, including ‘minority language’, ft® language’, ‘mother tongue’, ‘native language’,
‘second language’, ‘language of communicationiagpora language’, ‘migrant language’, and even
‘dialect’. This extraordinary diversity of terms tise result of different sociolinguistic situationseach
reflecting a contrast with the national (statejoidf) language, the language of education, ondhe
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hand, and with additional languages on the otharth& same time, the diversity of international
terminology also affects Armenian practice. Theseai growing tendency nowadays to avoid this
confusion by adopting the terminology used in thEmEuropean legal documents on language issues
such as these — The European Charter for Regiondflinority Languages and the Framework
Convention for the Protection of National MinoritieThese restrict the terminology to ‘minority or
regional language’, ‘non-territorial language’, dndgrant language’. However, the use of these $einm

not very widely practised as yet. The traditionay vague notion of ‘native language’ in the sen$
‘language of ethnic origin’ still remains the mestespread in non-legal (non-official) discourse.

3. Austria

In the Austrian censuses of thé"l@ntury the key term ‘vernaculdtymgangssprachaeyas used for all
languages (except sign languages). It is definetheslanguage [...] which is usually spoken in the
private domain (family, relatives, friends, etcli€ Sprache [...], die gewdhnlich im privaten Bereich
(Familie, Verwandte, Freunde usw.) gesprochen Wif. Bauer 2003: 23).

In all official documents, the term ‘minority langge’ (Minderheitensprachehas also been used for a
long time, in the Austrian State Treat$tdatsvertrag(1955), for instance, or in the Laws on Minority
Schools for Burgenland (1994, amended in 1998), ford Carinthia (1959, amended in 2002)
(Minderheiten-Schulgesetz  fir das Burgenland/KamtenThe term ‘minority language’
(Minderheitensprachealmost exclusively refers to one of the six offilgiaecognized traditional ethnic
groups (Burgenland-Croatian, Slovenian, HungaiGagch, Slovak and Romani).

Since the introduction of the Austrian Law on Eth@iroups Yolksgruppengesetfederal law of 7 July
1976, amended in 2002), the term ‘ethnic-group dawgg’ {olksgruppensprachenas come into use,
which is similar to or almost synonymous with ‘miitg language’ Minderheitensprache)The term
‘autochthonous ethnic groupsiytochthone Volksgruppgis now also used in the Austrian Constitution
(Article 8, amended in 2000).

‘Mother tongue’ Muttersprache)has also been one of the most common expressmnsnifjrant
languages in schools since the early 1970s: sohmokscoffered ‘additional mother tongue instruction
(Muttersprachlicher Zusatzunterrichtyyhich until the 1990swvas based on bilateral treaties between
Austria and Turkey, and Austria and Yugoslaviac8ifi992 ‘children with non-German mother tongues’
(Kinder nichtdeutscher Muttersprachdjave been able to attend new 'mother tongue ictbni
(muttersprachlicher Unterricht)ot only in Turkish and the languages of formeg¥slavia, but also in

a variety of the major migrant languages spokerfustria. In some (academic) contexts, the term
‘language of origin’ Herkunftssprachels used instead of ‘mother tongudlfttersprache) It highlights
the migratory process experienced by families wig@ng from their country of origin to another cognt
(cf. Cinar 1998). The antonym of this term is ‘®&rtanguage’ Zielsprache) which is usually German.
Both expressions are still in use today. The tefinss language’ or ‘L1’ (Erstsprachg are now gradually
replacing ‘Mother tongue’Muttersprache)in schools, as a result of which German is calkstond
language’ or L2 Zweitsprache); the school subject is still called 'mother-tongirstruction’
(muttersprachlicher Unterricht).

Finally, it should be noted that in 2005, Austriign Languagelsterreichische Gebardensprachveds
recognized as an independent language in the Angfronstitution. It had already been accreditedrieef
in several regional laws.
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4. Estonia

In the 1970s and 80s, Estonia was a part of thredbtJSSR. Basically, there were two types of school
First, there were Russian-language schools worimthe basis of Russian curricula (common in many
republics of the former Soviet Union). In theseath, the language of instruction was Russian. riato
language lessons were included in the curriculum,nwt in all Russian-language schools. Secondly,
there were the Estonian-language schools, in wiieHanguage of instruction was Estonian and where
Russian was a compulsory subject for all studeota the first grade onwards.

The Language Act made Estonian the ‘state langu@igikeel) and every other language became a
‘foreign’ language. The term ‘minority languagesdppeared, and the languages previously referrasl to
such became ‘foreign languages’. According to tlaidwal Minorities Cultural Autonomy Act, people
belonging to the national minorities have the rigbtcreate and support educational and cultural
institutions where the language of communicatiotihénational minority language.

In 2002, the expression ‘mother tongue instructi@makeele dpetusame into use. According to the
Elementary Schools and Upper Secondary Schools é&ary language can be the ‘language of
instruction’ Eppekedl in elementary and lower-secondary schools. Thguage of instruction is the
language in which at least 60% of the lessons éncilfrriculum are taught. As of 2007, the Estonian
language is the language of instruction at uppeorsary level in state schools and municipal school
However, schools are obliged to offer elementahost pupils whose mother tongue is not the language
of instruction the opportunity to learn their mattiengue and to learn about their national culiuitk

the objective of preserving their ethnic identityie reason for allowing this possibility is the \gnog
number of pupils whose mother tongue is differeoinfthe language of instruction.

5. Finland

Finland got its first (Chilean) refugees in 1973tef this, instruction in additional languages t&drin
Finland. Before 1973, this type of instruction wast part of the curriculum. This service for refage
was provided until 1987. The term used at the tivas ‘home languagekétikieli). At the beginning of
the 1980s, in a memorandum about the teaching fafees (Ministry of Social Affairs and Health,
1983), the terminology was explained:

"Kotikielella tarkoitetaan kieltd, jota lapsen kaasspaivittdin puhutaan hanen kotonaan ja
lahiymparistossaan. Kasite kotikieli on otettu kagh siksi, etta aidinkieli-kasitteen kayttd ei &avmm.
seka-avioliitoissa ja pitkddn maassa asuvien pakpkxheiden kielitilannetta

"A home language is a language that people inliid’'s home and close environment speak to him/fiee.
concept of home language has been adopted, sieceotitept of mother tongue does not describe the
language situation, for example, in mixed familesn refugee families that have lived in the couffior a

long period.”

"Kotikielen opetuksen tavoitteena on oppilaidenlusttamuksen vahvistaminen niin, ettd he ovat tdpei
rodustaan, kulttuuristaan ja kansallisuudestdan

“The aim of home language instruction is to streagtthe pupils’ self-confidence so that they capioad
of their race [sic!], culture and nationality.”

In 1986, a study group in the Ministry of Educatiproduced a memorandum about this type of
instruction. They suggested that instruction shdwddgiven to all children whose “mother tongue” was
not Finnish or Swedish. The definition also inclddeghildren speaking Saami and Romani as well as
returning migrants, i.e. those Finnish (or Swedipbaking) children who had lived abroad and acduare

language the maintenance of which would otherwgsthkeatened. In addition, the study group sugdeste
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that this should be called ‘mother tongue instarctior children speaking a foreign language [as the
mother tongue] \ieraskielisten lasten aidinkielen opétushe subject became part of the national core
curricula for comprehensive schools (= grades a&r@) for upper secondary schools in 1994 and in 1996
respectively.

Throughout the 1990s, the terminology was re-evatlian various contexts. In particular, the
ethnocentric connotations of the expression ‘puph® speak a foreign language as their mother ®ngu
(vierasta kielta aidinkielendan puhuvat oppilaatiet with a lot of criticism. In speech and somesm
also in print, expressions such as ‘pupil’s ownglaamge’ pppilaan oma kieliand ‘pupil’s own mother
tongue’ (oppilaan oma aidinkieliwere used instead, particularly towards the drnlen1990s.

At the beginning of the 2%1century, the national core curricula were reformaad the subject was
renamed: ‘instruction in immigrants’ mother tongu@saahanmuuttajien aidinkielen opetushe reason
for this lies in the structure of the curriculunmder the heading ‘mother tongue and literatusieigkieli

ja kirjallisuus), there are separate syllabuses for Finnish, Slve@aami, Romani and sign language as
mother tongues. In the draft version of the cufdoy ‘mother tongue of immigrants’ was a separate
section under the same heading, but in the finatimg (National Board of Education and Ministry of
Education) it was moved from the curriculum proper appendices. Thus it became a mere
recommendation rather than being part of the aultrio.

6. The Netherlands

The official language in the Netherlands is Dutbhe second official language is Frisian. In thevproe

of Friesland, elementary education is officialllirgual and learning Frisian is compulsory; in setary
education, Frisian is compulsory in the first 3dge Gorter, Riemersma & Ytsma (2001) deals wiéh th
political and educational status of Frisian, commatill referred to as a ‘regional minority langea
(regionale minderheidstagl

In 1967, a number of Spanish parents (migrant wejkeok the initiative to organise Spanish lesfons
their children who were growing up in the NethedanThese initiatives were taken over by the Dutch
Ministry of Education in the early seventies. le tt074 law, the perceived deficiencies of childréi
low-socio-economic status (SES-children) in allnebatary schools were tackled by the Ministry of
Education. Elementary schools with many low-SE$dcbin received additional funding to organize what
was called ‘Education in own language and cult(@ederwijs in eigen taal en cultuur - OE),Qater on

(in 1991) renamed ‘Own language educati@igén taal onderwijs — BTNote that education relating to
the child's own culture was dropped.

‘Own language education’eigen taal onderwijs was introduced as a subject and/or medium of
instruction for the following target groups: chidr who have at least one parent of Moluccan or
Mediterranean origin (originating from one of thight Mediterranean countries with bilateral labour
agreements with the Netherlands), and childrent t#fest one parent with recognised refugee status.
measure was intended as a temporary facility, witfiocus on first/second generation children of
immigrant or refugee origin. It took a deficit peestive by excluding higher attaining groups like t
Chinese, and Antillean and Surinamese children, avhanore or less fluent speakers of Dutch.

In the 1990s, educational policy in the Netherlan@ds characterised by a growing tendency towards
decentralisation. A new law in 1998 used the esgioes of ‘Education in Allochtonous Living
Languages '©nderwijs in Allochtone Levende TaJé&DALT) to refer to additional language education i
elementary schools. The new law sought to combieedeficit perspective with a cultural perspective,
allowing for auxiliary goals of ‘allochtonous larage education’ for younger children (grades 1-4)
within the curriculum and for older children (gradB-8) as part of extra-curricular provision. The
responsibility for public information about goaad facilities, needs-assessment, budgeting aed- int
school cooperation fell to municipalities. ‘Allodmous groups’ (both parents and organisations) were
seen as actors rather than just target groupfiéaniplementation of a municipal educational policy
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At the end of the millennium came growing recogmitthat Dutch society was permanently multilingual
and enhanced valuing of individual plurilingualisBeveral language surveys (by Broeder & Extra 1998,
Extra et al. 2002) brought to the surface the ijtadf ‘the other languages of the Netherlands’.ro
than 144 languages were identified and it was fdabatl 30% of elementary/ secondary school children
used another language at home, instead of or inti@ddo Dutch. However, in 2004, the Dutch
government abolished ‘Education in Allochtonousihg/Languages’@nderwijs in Allochtone Levende
Talen, OALY in elementary education and secondary educafibe. government decided rather that
priority should be given to those ‘modern foreigmnduages’ rioderne vreemde talprihat act as
‘neighbouring languagesb(urtalen for the Netherlands, i.e. in order of priorityn@tish, German and
French. Early bilingual education (English-Dutch particular) was promoted. In addition, secondary
education was permitted to incorporate ‘new scHanbuages’ rfieuwe schooltalen to be taught as
modern foreign languages, open to all pupils: Aralialian, Russian, Spanish and Turkish. With the
authorisation of the Dutch Ministry of Educationther allochtonous migrant languages, such as
Portuguese, New Greek, Chinese, Papiamentu coslol pbtentially be taught as modern foreign
languages, as part of the core curriculum.

Since 2004, there has been a bottom-up developleddrity groups of parents and migrant organisations
starting their own language classes outside thedbeducation system. Turkish, Polish and Spanish
language groups in particular, are in the forefiafrthis development.

7. Spain

Spain as a country with a new influx of immigrasitsce the 1990s is still in the process of develg
terminology for immigrants and immigration (see &ter & Mijares 2003). The terminology used with
regard to migrant languages comes from the onlgramme devoted to the maintenance of these
languages in schools: the ELCO programme. ELCO¢hvhierally means ‘instruction in the language
and culture (of the country) of origineisefianza de lengua y cultura de origereflects similar
programmes developed in Northern Europe in thef@0Spanish emigrant children with the support of
the Spanish government. This aimed to provide imamig children with the necessary language
instruction for re-integration into their parentsbuntries of origin. This objective has now been
transformed and adapted to a new way of lookintheteducation of immigrants and the instruction of
new languages. The languages involved are Portaguesrtuguese ELCO was adopted in 1987 — and,
since 1995, Arabic. The most widely used term imi§poriginating from this programme, is ‘language
(of the country) of origih(lengua de origen).

At a national level, three different educationakdahave been passed since 1990. None of these laws
specifically mention additional languages, nor tl@ue of teaching these languages as a way of
promoting and maintaining language diversity. Rathmupils speaking these languages are mainly
regarded as being deficient in the school lang®@e(d planned language instruction is orientedtdsy

the learning of the language or languages of thedc The educational chapter in the latest nationa
integration plan (now in process of considerati@irs to the necessity of maintaining the langsdgé

the country) of origin through agreements withglegernments of the immigrants’ countries of origin.

In the Spanish educational context (among teacheds parents), the term ‘mother tongukgngua
materna) is widely used to refer the languages spokerobsidn pupils who do not speak Spanish. Other
terms such as ‘migrant language&nguas inmigrantespr ‘ethnic minority languages’ldnguas
habladas por las minorias étnicas’are not used at all in the educational sectdres& terms are now
starting to be used by academic scholars. In théiarend in everyday discussions, the other terras ar
used only to illustrate the lack of Spanish languakjlls among immigrant children. It should beetbt
that we do not find any of these pejorative usesenwthe languages used by the pupils are prestigious
languages such as English, French or German.

19



8. Conclusions

In this contribution, the aim was to unravel depehental perspective shifts in the value assigned to
additional language education. The focus was oretlodution of key terminology with the assumption
that the ‘name’ would somehow reflect developmetrtaids.

Whereas regional/minority languages appear relgtivell defined, especially following the publicati

of the respective European Charter, there is lessensus regarding a term to describe the widgerah
languages existing in a society. As we have ssametimes these may, by extension, be referred to a
‘minority’ or ‘ethnic minority’ languages. Howevegeen from an international perspective, the term
‘minority’ is clearly a misnomer when applied tonfmiages such as Arabic, Turkish or Mandarin.
Similarly the term ‘minority’ has a legal definitian some countries which does not apply to allgso

in question. The descriptor ‘ethnic’ carries withassumptions about race and ethnicity which do not
necessarily correlate with linguistic competence.

‘Mother tongue’ is a term which clearly has a gréeal of currency and appears in many cases to have
positive connotations. A child’s mother tongue nii@yseen to carry with it a certain respect ancacert
rights even if, in reality, educational processesfir the dominant language. There are also lestye
connotations associated with the idea of a ‘motbegue’ which is not the dominant language. From a
monolinguist perspective, it may carry with it amplication of split loyalty, or a sense of deficogrvis a

vis the norm. How does the term ‘mother tongueiithin a plurilingual framework which emphasises
holistic linguistic competence rather than mastaia number of discrete languages? When we speak
about a ‘mother tongue’, we cannot assume thdatigiage in question is necessarily a child’s damtin
language, or their L1, or that it is necessarilgdispoken by (both) their parents, or that it & nbrmal
language of communication for them outside the schdone of these may be true. Similarly, there are
many plurilingual children whose ‘mother tongue’ tiee dominant language, but whose additional
language(s) need(s) recognising in some way. Imereasingly diverse and complex society, the term
‘mother tongue’ does not provide us with the inslesess and comprehensiveness we are seeking.

The term ‘migrant’ languages is one which appearsnany national and European discourses about
multilingualism. Given European policies to favauobility of citizens across our continent, it isatly

a category which deserves consideration at a ptdegl. Many European countries have experienced
recent notable influxes of migrants, both from witBurope and from further afield, and these byiritdp
them linguistic diversity on a scale previously nolwn. However, the term ‘migrant’ or ‘immigrant’
language is frequently generalised to include otifimumstances too, and perhaps used as a means of
eschewing responsibility for developing childreplarilingual abilities. The word ‘migrant’ carriesith

it the sense that people will return to their coyrdf origin, or move on somewhere else, and that
therefore the host country bears no responsibiityensuring children can maintain their languadis.
fact, in a situation in which children’s parente genuinely migrants, the need for them to mairttaéir
language of origin will be of crucial importance tteem, alongside acquiring the language of the host
country.) But in many cases so-called ‘migrantidaages are the languages of settled communitifs, w
second and third generation citizens using themdftferent purposes in their daily lives. For such
people, the term ‘migrant’ or ‘immigrant’ is inswlfy and appears to question their rights as citizen
Similarly, it casts the language in a role linkedyoto immigrant communities, rather than includiag
sense of its wider usefulness and value.

In the UK a favoured term is ‘community languagesce the ‘community’ is where the languages are
used and learnt. The term avoids making assumptbnsit mother tongues, ethnicity or immigration
status and includes languages which may be learmtafly (for example, for religious purposes) adlwe
as those acquired by children through everydayant®mn. The term has been criticised on the greund
that it creates an unequal divide between ‘modereridn languages’ which are taught at school, and
‘community’ languages which are not seen as thporesibility of the education system. Some also
guestion the implication that speakers of the skamguages necessarily form identifiable, homogeseou
communities. However, the term finds favour withdigers of these languages. At a meeting of 40 or so
‘community languages’ teachers in the UK, held dgrithe course of the VALEUR project, the
overwhelming majority preferred this term to othessggested. However, the term ‘community
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languages’, as we have noted, is not one whiclsfeesreadily into other languages and other caositex
Although we have chosen the term ‘additional laggsaas the most inclusive expression availablesto
and the one likely to have the most widespreadpanee, we recognise that such terms must be subjec
to negotiation and acceptance by those who will theen, including a broad constituency of interest
groups from policy-makers to individual speakers.

The changes in terminology which we have highlighire this chapter reflect changing political and
social circumstances over the past few decadeghanesponse of different nations to growing lista
diversity. The pace of change looks set to quickeh further in the coming years and, as mobility
becomes a growing reality for increasing numberEwbpean citizens and their children, so plurilialg
education becomes not just an ideal to facilitatéseon of a future European society, but a neagssa
response to current reality.
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Chapter 4: Europe’s additional languages

1. Counting languages: what, how and why?

Establishing the number of languages in use withigiven geographical area —a city, a country, a
continent, or the entire world — is a seemingly@amuestion, but in fact presents significant lemegjes

to knowledge, logistics and politics. A clear défon of the term ‘language’ is required, as is a
systematic and rigorous approach to data collectibembers of the populations from whom these data
are collected need to be informed of the purposesvhich it will be used, and convinced that these
purposes are beneficial, not prejudicial. Very févany, language counting exercises can be saideet
these criteria.

2. What is a language?

The difficulty of establishing a precise definitimf the term ‘language’ is well established. While
linguists have developed formulae to attempt tavanshis question on technical grounds, it is galher
acknowledged that the boundaries between one |lgegarad another tend to be established on the basis
of politics rather than linguistics. There are epdea both of multiple names for what linguists ntigh
consider to be a single language, and of one ‘ullabrerm’ for what linguists might consider to be
several different languages. For example, the ndtiat ‘Dutch’ and ‘Flemish’ are different language

well established, on the basis that one is spokerthe Netherlands and the other in Belgium.
Linguistically, however, the differences betweere ttwo are small, and they might, in other
circumstances, have been considered variants ofdnee language. At times in the history of the
Balkans, the languages currently known as ‘Serpid@toatian’ and ‘Bosnian’ have been named
separately or singly (‘Serbo-Croat’), depending pat changes to linguistic definitions of the term
‘language’ but on the shifting of national borde€anversely, the language widely known as ‘Chinese’
consists of many different ‘dialects’ which are matitually intelligible; a similar situation pertairwith
‘Arabic’.

The concept of ‘one nation, one language’ emergétlirope in the Mcentury. The development of this
idea — and its spread across much of the resteoivtirld as a consequence of European colonisation —
problematises for many people the question of wihactyuage(s) they speak. For example, before the
1606 ‘Union of the Crowns’ which saw Scotland antgand joined politically under a single monarch,
Scots defined their language as ‘Scottis’ and #mguiage of their southern neighbours as ‘Sudroa. (i
the language of the south), closely related, bifierdint to their own. As political power moved
southwards to London, ambitious Scots needed talbe to speak ‘English’, learned the language
(‘elocution’ teachers were a common feature in ook from this period onwards, well into the™20
century) and described themselves as ‘English’ lkggysa(McPake & Arthur, 2006). Today, when
formally asked which language(s) they speak, Soetswhelmingly reply that they speak ‘English’, the
prestige language in the UK, even though some atBrindicate that 60% or more of the population
habitually speaks ‘Scots’ (Macafee, 2000).

Similar phenomena are found around the world, andr diasporic communities living in Europe. For
example, many people of Pakistani origin livingtire UK report that they speak ‘Urdu’, the national
language of Pakistan and the prestige languaggiocommunity, and they send their children toWwrd
classes to learn the language and become literdtledu in order to have access to Pakistani liteeat

and media. But at home, the majority speak Pung@biMirpuri, languages related to Urdu but
significantly different from it. In some cases, gs@me phenomenon can be observed among people who
speak languages completely unrelated to the pesstign for their community: those of Moroccan arigi
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living in Spain often report that they speak ‘Ardland send their children to Arabic language @ass
But for many, the language used at home is onehefftamazight languages (often referred to as
‘Berber’), languages of Saharan Africa which ar¢ rabated to Arabic at all. The low status of these
languages in Morocco, and campaigns to promoteid@bthe ‘national’ language of that country mean
that speakers of Tamazight languages may be raluctadentify themselves as such.

3. Methods for establishing the range of languages use

Difficulties of defining what a language is, of nagn languages and of establishing which language(s)
people speak all add to the problem of collectel@ble data about the range of languages in uaayn
given context. Where countries collect this dataas of a Census exercise, there has been coabider
debate about the precise wording of the questisigded to elicit the information. Questions usedhia
Canadian Census are often cited in this contedy tisk what language(s) the respondent habitually
spoke at home as a child, and whether s/he cdrheld a conversation in that language today. These
questions have the virtue of focusing respondentthe language(s) of family use and on continufty o
use over a lifetime. This approach is widely regdrds the question most likely to produce the kihd
information Census officials, and other public s$e#8 are looking for as they seek to chart both the
plurilingualism and the multilingualism of that euuy, although it is still possible that responderport
prestige languages for their community rather tthenvariety they actually use, or that they doneport
certain languages at all, perhaps because thegptdger the relevance of this information for offlsj or
because they fear the consequences of providirgistarmation.

In Europe, questions about languages in use agly @msked in national censuses. When this infoonati

is needed, it therefore has to be acquired froraratburces, such as more limited sample-baseccak lo
surveys, conducted by a range of interested orgtois. For example, schools and municipalities
conduct language surveys of pupil populations,ridepto access government funding to support pupils
learning the language used as the medium of irtgtruin school as a second (or other) language, to
identify potential demand for additional languagevsion, and to ensure that educational provision
more generally is culturally appropriate and refgva

The quality of the data collected in such survesses considerably. Aside from the inherent diffias

of collecting information about the languages peageak, discussed above, school or municipaff§ st
are not always well informed about languages issdesommon assumption is that people who are
‘bilingual’ speak only one other language in aduitito the national language (an assumption clearly
supported by the common but misleading preferefiteecterm ‘bilingual’ over ‘plurilingual’); it isalso
often assumed that this other language must b#itstelanguage’ or ‘mother tongue’ of such a perso
Thus surveys typically ask people to identify theist language’ or ‘mother tongue’ (singular)jlfag to
recognise that plurilinguals may speak more thanather language, and that they may not regardany
these as their ‘first language’ — this is particlyldhe case among second or third generation imantg,
who may speak the national or dominant languafgerme as well as in the wider community, but acquire
additional languages for particular purposes — sagftommunicating with relatives in the country of
origin, cultural activities or religious observandéus, such surveys typically under-representettient

of plurilingualism or multilingualism in a given oomunity. Naming of languages in these surveys can
also be very approximate, when officials are unfiamivith the linguistic characteristics of distgvarts

of the world but are required to fill in forms omrHalf of the populations they serve: thus numerous
surveys of this kind list non-existent languageshsas ‘Indian’ or ‘Nigerian’ because officials are
unaware that these are multilingual societies.

In order to establish a national picture, it mayneeessary to synthesise findings from a rangea#i |
surveys. However, syntheses present a number bfgpng, as two recent attempts in the UK reveal. In
the late 1990s, linguists and geographers fronuthigersity of London sought to map the languages of
the city, arguing (and subsequently demonstratthgj this information would be of value to public
service bodies of various kinds and to businessekirsg to locate in areas where the languages they
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needed would be available (Baker & Eversley, 2008gy drew largely on information provided by the
32 local education authorities (municipalities)vaeg the London area. However, this information was
collected in different ways and at different timeghile some authorities collected such information
annually, via an authority-wide survey, others ediéd it biannually or less frequently, using data
collected by schools each of which had evolved thwin methods of data collection (including, in om
cases, ‘educated guesses’). Thus the representdtitie languages of London’s schoolchildren, ict fa
drew on an ad hoc collection of data, of very Jagaquality, going back five years in some case®gnE
so, the picture which emerged, of over 300 langs,agath concentrations of particular language
communities in different areas of the capital repreed a considerable increase on previous estimate
(which had suggested around 150 languages) andgeealef detail welcomed by the public and
commercial bodies whose interest the authors hgthaly hypothesised.

A similar exercise, covering Scotland, England &vales, in 2005, found widely varying practices of
data collection (including many areas which cobdcho data at all), leading to the conclusion that
information which it was possible to collect wascessarily a considerable underestimate of both the
number of languages in use and of the number afkgpe of each (CILT, 2005). However, just over a
year later, the Scottish Executive published tlsalts of its first national census of the languaggsken

by Scottish schoolchildren, collected at aroundshme time. The difference in the findings of thve t
exercises indicates the extent of under-representatherent in synthetic approaches: where theTCIL
survey had found 104 languages spoken by at 163800 pupils, the Scottish Executive survey found
137 languages, spoken by at least 21,000 pupitstt{Sit Executive, 2007).

4. Purposes of collecting data on languages in use

The purposes for which data on language use atectmd have an important bearing on the extent to
which the findings can be regarded as reliablecongrehensive. A lack of clarity about what kind of
information is really sought can produce surprisiegults: for example, according to the US Census,
more people speak Spanish than define themselvethmisally ‘Hispanic’, a perplexing finding for ¢h
statisticians, until they realised that some ‘Angldnericans reported themselves as Spanish speakers
because they use Spanish to speak to their donsestfi¢Crawford, 2002). Although this is an int&iag
finding, it was not what the Census Bureau was itapKor. More typically, as we have seen in the
discussion above, people often fail to reportlal tanguages they use because these are not shiggre
variety for their communities, or because they ao think that the survey is concerned with their
languages: McPake (2002) found that schoolchildrdbdinburgh were twice as likely to report speakin
Scots if specifically asked this question, tharytivere if asked to list the languages they knevtheuit
prompts.

Nicholas (1994) studied the politics underlying daage survey exercises conducted in many UK
educational institutions in the 1980s and early0E9@ period characterised by a rapid rise in imatign

to the UK and a growing awareness of the diffeneeds and aspirations of a multilingual student
population. He pointed out that those who condusteéch surveys often did so with the intention of
countering the view that linguistic diversity repeats a problem (to be solved insisting on theofisiee
dominant language by everyone, at all times), ajnirstead to raise awareness of the potential henef
and to increase the self-esteem of plurilinguallstiis, often cast as linguistically deficient. Hoere he
found that the results of such surveys depend errdbpondents’ perceptions of the uses to which the
data will be put. If conducted in an institutiorwantext where respondents feared that the infoomati
would be used prejudicially, they were less likiyprovide detailed information about their lingids
backgrounds, or indeed to respond at all. Thiseigsuof particular significance in a wider European
context: fear of negative consequences is one meaky few European countries include questions on
ethnicity, language or other cultural phenomena. (eeligion) in their censuses. Because pre-war
authorities had kept detailed records of this kiNezis were quickly able to identify people of Jghyi
Romani and other ‘non-Aryan’ backgrounds in thentdas they controlled, and thus to initiate the
Holocaust. Nicholas therefore argues — and deratestrthrough a survey which he conducted in the
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college where he worked — that those conductingeys; and the authorities on whose behalf they are
instigated, must engage proactively with the pdporiato be surveyed, demonstrating a commitment to
raising awareness of the benefits of linguisticedsity for society and to supporting the developnwn
plurilingualism for the individual.

5. The VALEUR language map

Caveats

The preceding discussion sets out the reasonxfi@mee caution in any attempts to count the langesag
in use in a given area. The most accurate pictusaldvbe provided by a comprehensive census,
conducted over the entire area at the same ting gamegular intervals timed to fit likely patterng
change), using well-formed questions to providemaswer which is detailed and precise in its definit

of its definition of ‘language’ and of its interpation of ‘plurilingualism’. It would be accompanidy
actions to raise awareness of the value of plgpilalism and a commitment to help plurilinguals depe
their competence in all the languages they use.

In the absence of suitable Europe-wide data, it mesessary for the VALEUR team to establish as
accurate a picture as possible of the languagesenin the 21 countries participating in the projés
described in Chapter 2, each participant was agkptbvide the most comprehensive data availabie fr
their own country, and this information was pootedprovide a project-wide language map. All the
caveats set out in the previous discussion nebd applied to this information:

» jtis a synthetic picture, based on informationexiked by a range of different bodies, for diffdren
purposes, at different periods of time;

» data presented by countries are themselves, in wasgs, the product of synthetic exercises, and
therefore subject to the same limitations;

= the quality of the internal validity and reliabjlibf the different data collection methods involved
varies considerably;

= much of the data collection is deliberately limitedscope: for example, some countries collect
information only about established ‘minorities’jlifag to include recent arrivals, groups which are
not thought to have achieved the required ‘critivess’, or, possibly, to represent groups whose
existence is politically controversial,

= even in the case of countries which set out taecbtomprehensive data, it is still typically trese
that more detailed information is available abaegional/ minority’ languages than ‘migrant’ or
‘non-territorial’ languages; and that very few ctigs collect information about sign languages,
particularly sign languages other than those resghes ‘indigenous’

Number of languages in use

Nevertheless, we hold that the language map pradune the VALEUR project is the most
comprehensive picture yet produced of the languagesse across Europe. Eurobarometer (2006)
suggested that some 60 languages in addition toffivéal languages of European states are in bsg,
our data, based only on the 21 participating staeficates that at least 440 spoken and at |éasigh
languages are in use, in addition to the domiremguages. For the reasons set out above, thigasntg

a considerable underestimate. We can perhaps legis¢h on the basis of the difference between the
synthetic and comprehensive surveys conducted dtigBal, that better data collection might identfy

! Spain was the only country participating in thejgebto list sign languages from other parts ofwheld as being
in use within Spain, although, given the extentability across Europe and migration from elsewh#ris must be
the case in other countries too.
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increase in the region of 33%. Thus, for our 2%igigant countries, a more accurate figure mightrbe
the region of 600 languages.

Range of languages

The additional languages identified by the VALEURjpct participants range (alphabetically) from
Abron, a language originating in Ghana and now afsaken by people living in Ireland and Spain; to
Zulu, a South African language now also spoken imaRd, Ireland, Poland, Spain and the UK.
Geographically, they range from languages of theéath of the northern hemisphere, such as Inutktit
originating in Greenland but also spoken in SpaiHanguages of the southernmost inhabited partiseof
southern hemisphere, such as Maori, originatiniyemw Zealand and now also spoken in Spain and the
UK. An east to west analysis produces many diffetanguages spoken in the Pacific islands (but
separated by the international date line) such &$ctiu, from New Caledonia, also spoken in France;
and Tongan, from Tonga but also spoken in the UK.

Of the languages listed, nine are major ‘world’daages, spoken by over 100 million people worldwide
as their first or main language: Arabic, Bengalgksh, Hindi, Japanese, Mandarin Chinese, Porggue
Russian, Spanish; while 26 are spoken by fewer 11889 people around the world: these include some
of Europe’s most endangered languages, such adgs@qK), Livonian (Latvia) and Wilamowicean
(Poland); and endangered languages from other partse world, including Ingrian (originating in
Russia but also spoken in Latvia), Tangoa (origngain Vanuatu but also spoken in the UK) and
Wayana (originating in Suriname and also spokdframce).

Most widely-spoken languages

The languages most widely spoken across the 2icipating states (according to population estimates
which must be treated with the same caution agl#te on the languages themselves) are Polish and
German (17 states); French, Arabic and Russian @@anish and Turkish (15); Romani (14); English
and Mandarin (13). Most of these languages carebeat! as ‘European’ languages (linguistically,esev
can be defined as Indo-European while, dependingdedinitions of where Europe’s easternmost borders
are set, between six and eight can be termed gaugedly European). English is not the most
widespread additional language (though it is wstkblished through surveys such as those condbgted
Eurobarometer, that it is the most widespréam@ign language learned by EU citizens). In contrast,
around 270 languages are spoken in only one coim&gch case.

Most multilingual countries

The three states reporting the highest nhumber ditiadal languages in use were the UK (288), Spain
(198) and Ireland (158) While the UK has a long history of immigrationdathese findings are not
therefore unexpected, the large number of languagesse in Spain and Ireland represent a very
significant change in the course of about a decBdemost of the Z0century, they were countries of
emigration rather than immigration, but their oneco®omic resurgence, coupled with global shifts in
patterns of migration, have brought about this mdréhange in a very short period of time.

Despite the fact that high levels of multilingualisire typically associated with western Europeatest
while eastern European states are, in many casegnty countries of emigration, it is nevertheleke
cases that all of these countries, also amongrtiadlest participating in the project, are also rtinfjual:

1. Although Germany participated in this project, @ailed picture of the languages of Germany as alevbould
not be generated because of the federal orgamisatithe country. Any German participant in ECMlojarcts can
represent only theand of which s/he is a member, not the country as alevHf it had been possible to present a
picture for Germany as a whole, it is likely thdtigh number of languages would have been repbeezitoo.
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for example, Latvia, with a population of 2.3 moli people, reported 26 languages in use; Slovénia (
million) reported 24 languages; and Estonia (1.Han) reported 18 languages in use.

6. Implications

Our ‘snapshot’ of the languages in use across thed2ntries participating in the VALEUR project
makes clear — despite the likely flaws in dataemibn discussed above — that the extent of litiguis
diversity in Europe is considerably greater thars vpaeviously believed. These findings have very
significant implications for languages policy andrming, at local, national and Europe-wide levéis.
concluding this chapter, we outline some of thelicagions for provision for additional learning the
compulsory schooling sector, before presentindnafollowing chapters, our findings relating to reunt
provision.

The linguistic consequences of mobility

The linguistic consequences of mobility need motresive consideration than has hitherto been the
case. The principal of labour force mobility is t@ahto much of the economic planning of the Eueope
Union, but this is often envisaged in terms of wnanbered workers, fluent in their own ‘national’
language plus two other ‘national’ languages of B¢ moving freely from one state to another. The
reality is more complex. Even workers without cheld are likely to have family ties to their counofy
origin which mean that they will want to retain tacts and be well-placed to return to work there in
future. This means that they need to maintain hegels of competence in their first’ language in
addition to developing these in other languagesa@sired.

When mobile workers also have spouses and childmd,when their work requires them to move,
successively, to a number of different countribgsé concerns are multiplied. Although the material
conditions of the children of a German finance veonkkho has successively been based in Paris, London
and Madrid may be very different from those of atlguese fish-packer who has worked in La Corunia,
Grimsby and Sassnitz, their linguistic experienaesying from one education system, each with a
different medium of instruction, may be very simil@heir own career aspirations may involve a retur
to the family’s country of origin — but how succkssare they likely to be there, having been ededat
elsewhere and having perhaps had limited scopeetelap the language of that country? And what
opportunities will they have had to maintain thegaages they acquired in the course of their edurgat
when they move on to another country? Are thesguages even recognised as likely to be part of thei
repertoire? How much more complex is the situatmrworkers whose origins are outside the EU and
speak languages from other parts of the worldoiotHose who, in addition to ‘national’ languaggseak
regional/ minority languages? What of those mobitekers whose children are deaf, learning a serfies
sign languages in addition to the national langsadehe countries in which they have lived?

Currently, most policy and provision is based om dssumption that ‘migrant workers’ move only once
and are at least semi-permanently settled in tha ahere they are currently living. The emphasis is
therefore on providing them with linguistic skille the dominant language of that area, failing to
recognise that other linguistic needs and aspitatitave a legitimacy beyond an attachment to ‘cailtu
heritage’ often seen as irrelevant to the concefeslucation providers.

1. For this reason, the influential ‘Swann Reporttisgtout the parameters for provision for additidaaguages in
England, in the 1980s, saw this issue as solebnaezn for families and the relevant linguistic coumities, not for
educational bodies in wider English society (Daparit for Education and Science, England, 1985).
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Making provision for additional languages as well & ‘foreign’ languages

Such experiences conflict with the espoused vidwmth the European Union and the Council of Europe
that plurilingualism is an asset which all Europeahould cultivate. The arguments for this are well
rehearsed, but tend to be based on the assumptbmbst Europeans start out monolingual and need t
learn other languages ab initio. Discussion of Hmst to achieve Europe-wide plurilingualism thus
focuses on issues such as the best age to stadrtoa ‘foreign’ language, when to introduce aosec
‘foreign’ language, how to define progression ioréign’ language learning, and how to ensure that
learners achieve desired goals within the releeahicational structures and determined time-frames.
There has only been very limited policy attentiorthe maintenance and development of the languages
which children have acquired outside the schodlesysor to devising of diagnostic approaches which
would allow systems to establish proficiency levelhen a new student arrives and to identify
appropriate goals. Our review of current provisinrithe following chapters is intended to initiateck
discussion.
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Chapter 5: Making provision for additional languages

1. The rationale for making provision

The principal aim of the VALEUR project is to ediab the extent to which plurilingual children asso
Europe have opportunities for formal study of theiditional languages— that is, to become literate
these languages, and to develop the sophisticatesinanication skills they need to study at advanced
levels and to pursue successful careers. Thede d&ilhot come ‘naturally’ to monolingual childrdmt
require many years of language and literacy edutatat school. The same is true for plurilingual
children, in relation not only to the dominant laage of the society in which they live, but alsdheir
additional languages.

Providing opportunities for formal study of addita languages is not simply about respecting obil@r
rights to an education which reflects and supptrtsr cultural heritage, or ensuring that Europe’s
increasingly multiethnic societies are socially lusive — although these rationales are certainly
important. Equally significant is the need to calse on unrealised linguistic assets, both for the
individual and for wider society. It is obvious tr@meone who speaks two or more languages benefits
by being able to communicate with a wider ranggpedple than someone who speaks only one, but
research has shown that plurilinguals also havaitiog advantages which can translate into educatio
gains, in terms of creative thinking and certaimbat and non-verbal skills (Baker, 1996; Bialystok,
2001). Moreover, they find it easier to learn aiddial languages (Cenoz & Valencia, 1994; Sanz, 000
and those who become literate in their other laggaaan develop certain advanced literacy skillsemo
quickly than those literate in only one languager(Ker, 2004; Bialystok et al, 2005)

Wider society benefits too: the more languages Beisocitizens speak, the greater the opportunities
trade, participation in the global knowledge ecomprultural exchange, tourism, responsive public
services, diplomacy, and aid and development. i ¢bntext, the arguments for supporting additional
languages are no different from those put forwardalwide range of national European organisations,
including the Council of Europe and the Europeanobnin support of plurilingualism for all. It is
widely recognised that all European citizens berefiindividuals from an ability to speak more thare
language, and that Europe benefits too, for allltfasons set out above. If Europe’s additionaluages
are included in mainstream languages educatiocips|ithe opportunities for increased diversifio@tin

the languages which Europeans can use, includirgf #ie major world languages, and many others of
cultural or strategic significance, are greatlyamted.

2. Constructing the map

In Chapter 1, we noted the recent shift in Europdamguages education policy, towards an
acknowledgement of the potential benefits of fotynalipporting additional language competences. To
what extent does this reflect actual or proposednghs to provision for additional languages by
educational authorities across Europe?

In the early stages of the development of the VAREpkroject it became clear that the Europe-wide
picture was very patchy: detailed information waailable for some countries, and for some languages
while little or nothing was known in other casesr Ehis reason, the project set out to construotap’

of provision in the 21 countries which participatedthe project, focusing both on officially supiemt
and on independently organised provision for ckitdof ‘school age’ (i.e., depending on the agetdthwv
compulsory schools begins and ends in each couhisycovers the period from around age 4 to around
age 19).
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Each of the participants was asked to completecfopna listingregional/ minority, migrant, non-
territorial andsignlanguages in use in their country, and the kindprofision available in each case,
classified as

*  mainstream core provisiomade by state-funded or municipality-funded sthoduring the school
day;

*  mainstream extra-curricular provisipmmade by the state or municipalities, but outsideschool
hours;

= complementary provisignindependent of the state or municipality, usuatigganised by
communities out of school hours.

They were also asked to distinguish between seetaiepending on different countries’ educational
systems, these broadly comprigwiary, middleand secondaryphases. An abbreviated version of the
proforma is included as Appendix A.

In Chapter 3, we noted that asking the questiony‘many languages are spoken across Europe?’ seems
relatively straightforward, but that answeringsiti complex and, ultimately, inexact science. Histahg

the extent of provision for the study of additioferiguages is similarly challenging. Many countides

not collect this information in a systematic wawrtcularly when provision is largely or wholly
independent of officially funded education. In ddui, provision for different languages — or diffat
sets of languages — may be the responsibility afadety of different bodies, and even different
government ministries. The capacity of our infortsaio gather all the relevant information was ladit

by a range of factors including gaining accesshihformation, and time to gather it if this wast n
publicly available, discrepancies in data provithgdlifferent bodies, and political consideratioakating

to the languages which should be included. For @i&im some countries only the languages which had
official minority language status were considereglevant, while others aimed to provide a
comprehensive picture of provision for all languageuse. Thus, as with our language map, presémted
Chapter 3, the provision map must be regarded@stal ‘snapshot’ of provision in the 21 partiaipa
countries, developed over the course of 2006. Aematensive data collection exercise, with pararaete
agreed by all, would provide a more detailed araigate picture. Nevertheless, our snapshot repiesen
more complete picture than has existed hithertd, fanthis reason we set out the broad contouthef
provision map here, in the hope that this will stiate an interest in a more comprehensive survey.

3. Contours of the provision map

Numbers of languages for which provision is made

Our data concerning the number of languages inassess Europe identified at least 440 spoken
languages, and at least 18 sign languages. Bugfgrovision is made for only around a quarter (24%
of these languages: our participants were ableatnen97 spoken languages and 12 sign languages for
which provision of various kinds were made.

Types of provision

The nature of the provision differed according h® teducational traditions and systems of each
participant country, the language in question, #redage of the pupils. Four broad types of prowisio
were identified, with some variations within eaghé:
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Table 5a: Types of provision for additional languadearning

A: B: C: D:
Languages of school education Languages as Languages Languages
mainstream curriculum subjects as extra- as part of

Monolingual Bilingual Additional Additional curricular intercultural
additional additional language as language as subjects education
language as language + ‘mother tongue’ | ‘foreign
medium of dominant language’
instruction language as

media of

instruction

Type A: Languages of school education

In the first type of provision, additional languagee included as languages of school educaticothigr
words, they are used as media of instruction fonesor all curricular subjects. In some cases, dshoo
operate exclusively or almost exclusively throulga medium of the additional language. This is f§pic
of provision for some regional/ minority languagesertain countries: for example, Hungary has 8Skov
and Serbian medium schools, Slovakia has Hungddlarainian and Ruthenian medium schools, and the
UK has Gaelic and Welsh medium schools. This fofrprovision is also used with sign languages in
several countries, including Finland, Estonia aat/ia.

More commonly, additional languages are used as ainevo (and occasionally three) media of
instruction within a school, usually meaning thatme subjects are taught through the medium of the
dominant language and some through the mediumecédlditional language. This tends also to be more
typically the case where regional/ minority langesgare the additional language in question: for
example, Armenia has schools which teach in Arnmemplas Russian, Yezedi, Kurdish or Assyrian;
while Latvia has schools which combine Latvian wBtblarusian, Romani, Yiddish, Estonian, Russian,
Lithuanian, Polish or Ukrainian. There are a fevaraples of schools where other types of languages ar
taught in this way, however: Hungary has one bilaigHungarian-Chinese school and one Hungarian-
Romani school; and several other countries notatj Where there is demand, bilingual schools wity a
additional language plus the national language evavel established. This is the case in Estonia, evher
bilingual schools operating in Estonian plus Russi@erman, French, English, Finnish, German or
Hebrew are already in existence (though, from 2007, ppar secondary education must through the
medium of Estonian). Austria has one trilingualaahwhere German, Italian and Slovene are all ased
media of instruction, in addition to a number ofifgual schools using German plus Burgenland-
Croatian, Slovene, Hungarian, Czech, Slovak, Engirdtalian.

Type B: Languages as mainstream curriculum subjects

In the second type of provision, additional langesgre taught as mainstream curriculum subjedtgrei

as ‘mother tongues’ or as ‘foreign languages'. He former case, provision is usually restricted to
children who already have some familiarity with theguage in question: typically, they are orallyte
fluent, but need to acquire literacy skills. Suabysion is usually made where there are significan
numbers of children with similar language backgdsjnbut can be found for all types of additional
language. For example, in the Czech Republic, Wiaaj Viethamese and Romani are taught as ‘mother
tongues’; and in Estonia, there is provision foraikian, Russian and Hebrew.

In a number of countries, additional languages aftectively, taught as ‘foreign’ languages. The
approach to teaching and assessment is modellpdosision for foreign languages (i.e. languagesnifro
elsewhere, which everyone is assumed to be leaafingitio). Although provision may target children
with existing competence in the language, those dn@ not had the opportunity to learn the language
outside school may, in at least some cases, sh&jahguage alongside additional language speakers.
This model of provision has been adopted in thevii€re over 20 languages can be studied as ‘foreign’
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languages in secondary schools: these include #&yegusuch as French, German and Spanish which may
be foreign languages for the majority of those wgtody them, but additional for some; but also
languages such as Urdu, Turkish, Punjabi, Poliskaosi, which are likely to be additional languafers

most of the pupils concerned. Similarly, in the idgtands, nine languages, including Arabic, Turkish
Chinese and Papiamentu can be studied at secosdaopl; and in France, some 50 languages can be
studied to Baccalauréat level.

Type C: Languages as extra-curricular subjects

The third type of provision consists of ‘mother gae’ classes for children from the relevant linguais
backgrounds, offered outside school hours — eittfter school or at weekends. This provision is
sometimes funded locally, by the school or the wipality, or nationally, by the ministry of eduaarti

or it may be funded independently of the formal@dion system, by parents or community groups. In
some cases the government of the country of orginvolved in organising or subsidising provision.
some countries, such as Finland, the municipaitghiliged to make such provision where four or more
children with the same additional language arendttey school in the area: a teacher and a locétion
the classes are found, and the children are tratespafter school to the place where the clasakisig
place, if not in their own school. In the UK, théseextensive provision of this kind, but set upamrad
hocbasis, sometimes supported by the municipalityntrte often organised independently by parents or
communities, where there is demand, and where ¢emeimd premises can be found to fulfil it.

Type C provision caters for a wider range of larggsathan Types A or B, including many of the
‘migrant’ languages participants identified as lgefaught in their countries: in total, 91 languagese
named in this category, compared to 35 languagesti@h Type A provision is made and 55 for Type
B. However, Type C provision is the type where ipgrants were least able to provide a comprehensive
picture, because often there are no official statisconcerning extra-curricular provision, partaoly
where this is organised independently of the siatbe municipality. So it is likely that therepsovision

for a more extensive range of languages those wiadticipants were able to identify.

Type D: Languages as part of intercultural eduoatio

Type D provision concerns intercultural educatioheve some provision for learning additional
languages is made fatl pupils, in the context of programmes (which maylbscribed as ‘intercultural’,
‘multicultural’ or ‘anti-racist’, or be seen as paf the democratic citizenship agenda) aimingdstdr
greater mutual understanding among pupils frormucailly and linguistically diverse backgrounds. Hist
type of provision, the focus is on enabling chifdweho do not come from backgrounds associated with
the additional language to acquire some knowledgbeolanguage, although this is rarely more then t
most basic words and phrases. Children familiahwhe language may be used as a language teaching
resource, with the aim of highlighting and valutheir plurilingualism and, more generally, the o
diversity of the classroom. Such activities mayoat®ntribute to language awareness programmes,
drawing attention both to multilingualism in thenwmunity and to different characteristics of a ranfe
other languages. However, this kind of provisiorelsa supports in any significant way the linguistic
development of those who already use this languagythe focus is on informing others. At best, dym
contribute to a more favourable school ethos inctvladditional language learners themselves - and,
crucially, their parents - value their languagesertughly than might otherwise have been the case,
therefore become more committed to improving thempetence.

VALEUR participants were not specifically asked absuch provision, but a number — including Estonia
and Hungary - noted its existence. It is likelyfast that Type D provision is quite widespreadause,

as noted in Chapter 1, including a focus on linguidiversity in intercultural education programmess
one of the ways in which European Union countrlegved to have fulfilled their obligations undeeth
1977 directive to support the teaching of migramguages. Potentially, a very wide range of langsiag
will be included in such provision, as the spedifinguages chosen as examples are likely to refiect
linguistic make-up of the class concerned. Butwasave already noted, the impact of such provision
terms of developing linguistic competence amongs¢halready using the language in question is
probably limited.
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Variation in provision

Our mapping exercise thus enabled us to developraergent typology of provision for additional
languages. It is important, however, to reiterdtat tour map is patchy, partly because of a lack of
comprehensive information, but also because pavigiself is patchy. No country offers all types of
provision, in all the additional languages in uSeriation is linked to national legislation concierg
recognition and support for minority groups, andaoasated educational provision. In many countries,
such provision is limited to communities with a ¢estanding presence and tends to ignore or exclude
groups which have arrived more recently and growips no territorial base. Other countries make no
public commitment to supporting the learning of iiddal languages although there may be extensive
informal arrangements to supply this provision.

4. A more detailed picture: three case studies

To illustrate the ways in which different kinds t#gislation and policy, coupled with different
educational systems and traditions, lead to diffietgpes of provision for additional language |léagn
three national case studies are presented herigr, Bmdand, and Finland.

Spain

In addition to Castilian (‘Spanish’), Catalan, Basgnd Galician are now officially recognised lamges

of Spain. Educational legislation concerning thiesguages is highly developed but applies onlyhin t
regions where these languages have official stdtushose regions, provision varies, ranging from
monolingual education in the regional languagehw@astilian as a subject, to bilingual educatiorthie
regional language plus Castilian. However, outdidese regions there is no instruction for these
languages in public schools. Apart from these laggs, Type A provision (education in the medium of
the additional language) is available only in Estglicurrently only at pre-school and primary level,
bilingual schools. However, although the Englisbalng population of Spain is growing rapidly, this
provision is principally aimed at children from $ih families, to enable them to acquire high Is\a
competence in English as a language of global camuation.

Type B provision (additional languages as mainstrearrriculum subjects) is offered regionally, for
some other languages long-established in Spaih, &idranés and Bable (spoken in the Aran Valley on
the border with Andorra, and in Asturias, respetiy mainly at pre-school and primary level.

Spain has only recently become a country of imntigma Although there are now around 200 languages
in use in Spain, there is no official recognitiar them, except in the case of Arabic and Portugues
where legislation concerning instruction for théseguages has been developed through co-operation
agreements with Morocco and Portugal. As a re$yfie B provision is available for these languages i
small number of primary schools, and Type C provis{additional languages as extra-curricular
subjects), co-ordinated by the Moroccan and Podsguembassies who provide resources, including
teachers and teaching materials in use in schaoled countries of origin. After-school provisioor f
other languages may be organised independentheddtate, by the communities themselves, but ikere
no systematic collection of information about spcbvision.

Poland

Since the introduction of theaw on the system of education1991, pupils have the right to receive
instruction infon their ‘mother tongue’ in order @intain their national, ethnic, religious andylistic
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identities. Currently Type A provision (educationthe medium of the additional language) is avélab
at all levels in bilingual schools operating iniBoblplus Belarusian, German, Lithuanian or Ukrainia

Type B provision (additional languages as mainstrearriculum subjects) is available for, a widegan

of different languages either as ‘mother tonguesao‘foreign languages’. Within the first categoitye
following languages are available, at all levelsraftruction: Belarusian, German, Hebrew, Kashubian
Lemkian, Ruthenian, Lithuanian, Polish Sign Langyaglovak, Ukrainian and Yiddish. In the second
category, English, German, Russian, French, SpaRstiuguese, Swedish, Czech, and Slovak are taught
as second or foreign languages at all levels aftingon.

Type C provision (extra-curricular) is also avaitalior a number of languages, including Romani,
Armenian, Belarusian, German, Kashubian, Lemkianth&nian, Lithuanian, Polish Sign Language,
Slovak and Ukrainian.

Finland

The Finnish education system has recognized si@8& that instruction should be given to all childre
whose ‘mother tongue’ was not Finnish or Swedidhis Thcludes children of long-established linguisti
communities, such as Saami, Romani and Russiamléoitchildren born elsewhere who have come to
live in Finland. Research findings demonstrating #ducational advantages of plurilingualism are
understood to underlie a national commitment tonta@iing competence in additional languages as well
as ensuring that all children living in Finland ammpetent in Finnish and Swedish.

Provision varies depending on the language commiumitjuestion. For example, provision for Saami is
perhaps the most extensive, as this language @xiatsd with a particular geographical area, with
concentrations of pupils sufficient to justify batfonolingual and bilingual Saami-medium schooks. (i.
both varieties of Type A provision), at primary asecondary level. There are also monolingual and
bilingual schools using Finnish Sign Language as edium of instruction, and bilingual schools
operating in Russian.

With regard to migrant languages, thevelopment Plan 2003-20@8ms to ensure that pupils of migrant
origin become functionally bilingual, retaining adéveloping their additional language competence,
while also acquiring Finnish and Swedish. The @eaiature of provision varies, depending on the
number of pupils and certain other factors. Whete br more pupils from the same additional languag
background are attending school in the same mualitipthe municipality has an obligation to proeid
after-school classes in the additional language.ei/hthere are larger numbers of pupils, and
commitment from the additional language commurotiaer types of provision can evolve. For example,
one Helsinki school includes an Estonian streamerehpupils of Estonian descent are educated
bilingually in Estonian and Finnish, with resourpesvided by the Estonian government.

Lessons from the case studies

Each of these brief case studies illustrates thgswawhich provision varies, on the basis of thetdry

and geography of additional languages in each cpuahd, consequently, as a result of the kinds of
educational legislation put in place to supportspiovision. The case of Spain illustrates how by

has developed provision which supports plurilingtralfor children growing up in areas where langsage
other than Castilian have traditionally been spok@acause immigration on a large scale is a new
phenomenon, consideration of how to extend suctigiom to more recently arrived languages is not ye
on the agenda. Poland has a similar history witaneé to recognition of multilingualism, and has
developed various types of provision for differénguistic groups, depending on geographical presen
and official minority status. Finland, in addititm making provision for additional languages wittoag
presence in the country, recognises the educatibeakfits to be gained from supporting the
plurilingualism of pupils whose origins are elsewehé the world and has established a principlesisba
for ensuring a minimum level of provision, with peofor more extensive provision where this can be
supported locally.
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5. Making provision for additional languages

Generally speaking, it would seem to be the casesacour participant countries that provision for
‘regional/ minority’ languages is more extensivarthfor other kinds of languages. This undoubtedly
reflects their longer established status in théwarcountries and the fact that these languades bave

a strong regional presence, making provision nahtisimple to organise. Recognition of the histaki
and cultural importance of these languages will,many countries, have been strengthened by a
commitment to implementing theuropean Charter for Regional and Minority Langusage contrast,
‘migrant’ languages, of more recent date, oftenanaidely spread but perhaps less concentratedyin an
given part of a country, are not always recognaeteing present. Even where they are well-esteddlis
other factors, such as lack of critical mass, #ut that a number of different languages may alhhese

in the same area, even in the same school, orttteption that they are ‘transitory’ (even in arediere
speakers of the language may be the second orgdhirdration to be born there) may hinder provision.
Provision for non-territorial, and, in some casggn languages, may also be affected by such déstac

It seems clear, then, that the policy shift we hiaentified, towards recognition of the importarmfe
supportingall additional languages, in order to enable as maiigiren as possible to take advantage of
the benefits of their incipient plurilingualism,shget to make significant impact in terms of praiis It
may be that it is too early to expect large-scaeetbpments in this field, particularly given soofehe
logistical hurdles which have to be overcome to engkovision for ‘migrant’ and other types of
additional language, in some circumstances. Pgsdli@re is a need for another Charter, alongities|

of theEuropean Charter for Regional and Minority Langusgehich raises awareness of the benefits of
plurilingualism for the individual and for wider ciety, and encourages countries to make a formal
commitment to support for all additional languagesognising that this is likely to vary on the ibasf
numbers and the kinds of resources required arithblea

It is also important to look at existing examplesgood practice in this context, learning from the
experience of different countries around Europere/tsslutions to some of the difficulties outlinegré
have been identified. This is the focus of Chafter
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Chapter 6: Good practice in supporting additional anguage learning

1. Defining ‘good practice’

In the preceding chapter, we presented the verg vadge of provision for formal learning of addiiab
languages. It was noted that there is more extengievision is organised for regional or minority
languages than for other types of additional laggaaBut how effective is this provision? With thelp

of the project participants, we sought to identifg characteristics of ‘good practice’ in this @it and

to compile a selection of case studies. Howevefinidg ‘good practice’ presents a number of
difficulties. The meaning of ‘good’ depends on wdhefines it: is practice good from the participant’
perspective or from the observer's viewpoint? Femttore, providing too strict a definition beforedan
could result in some interesting cases remainingpticed. For these reasons, project participantg we
first asked to give examples of what in their opmcomprised ‘successful or interesting practieath
the aim of gradually arriving at a shared concépgaod’ practice.

A working definition of ‘good practice’ as both efftive and replicable emerged. Participants weza th
asked to provide examples from their own context&ckv met these criteria. In addition, they were to
give information about the aims, activities, furglimchievements, evaluation and transferabilityhef
example they had chosen. This enabled participanidentify a wealth of examples of good practice
across Europe.

Our discussions revealed that achieving good mealiepends on a number of factors. Structures to
support provision must be in place, and resourdeslading trained teachers and appropriate maseria
need to be available. A systematic approach tadanog learners’ progression and attainment is mequi

In some circumstances, a commitment to the resétbin of languages which have been suppressed and
are at risk of dying out, and an understandingaf o undertake initiatives of this kind, are caldio
success. These issues are explored in more dethi ifollowing sections.

2. Supportive structures

It is now well-established that bilingual educatiarere the curriculum is delivered in two langumage
CLIL (content and language integrated learning)ergtone or more subjects are delivered in a larguag
other than the usual medium of instruction, aréciefit ways of developing children's plurilinguatis
(Eurydice, 2006). CLIL has typically been develogedpupils who speak the dominant language of the
area where they live, as a way of enhancing thetysof foreign languages: recent reports show tha
CLIL, focusing principally on the teaching of Ersili is now available in most European countried, an
is expanding rapidly (Eurydice, 2006). Howeverthie course of the VALEUR project, it emerged that
both bilingual education and CLIL provision is offd also in additional languages in certain
circumstances.

Bilingual education is available in a number of cwies. In Slovakia, for example, there are schools
operating through the medium of Hungarian, UkrainRuthenian and German. In Poland, there are fully
bilingual curricula for both German and Lithuaniangd in Finland, there are schools where instradso

given in both Russian and Finnish. Typically, thisvision focuses on the languages of neighbouring
counties, often in schools located in border regidror example in Slovenia, a nine-year bilingual
education programme is offered in Hungarian andve&di@mn in the region of Premurkje, near the
Hungarian border (see Novak-Lukangw2006). Such provision may receive official suppsometimes
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from ministries of education in both (or all) therblering countries, but is also dependent on a kigty
level of commitment from the teachers involvedtia initiative.

Julius Kugy Klasse, Austria

In an Austrian school near the Italian and Slovweriarders, an innovative trilingual teaching projeas
been developed. Since 2000, pupils of the Bundesggmm fiir Slowenen (Zvezna gimnazija |za
Slovence) have been able to choose the so calididsKugy classes’ where they are taught in sévera
languages. Pupils in these classes come from Aus$iovenia and Italy. The language of instruction
varies from subject to subject: Slovene is the aiteng medium of instruction, while certain subgetre
taught in German (Geography, Mathematics) andaha{Physical Education, Biology). Each of these
three languages is also taught as a subject, agliskms taught as a foreign language. The ‘Jukugy
classes’ are systematically evaluated and teacheesve support and scientific supervision, as \asl
further training in the fields of quality developnmieand intercultural learning. They invest a lottiofie
and effort in the programme, above and beyond ti@imal teaching commitments.

Estonian-Finnish bilingual class, Finland

In Helsinki, Finland, there has been an EstoniamiBh bilingual class within a regular primary schp
since 1996 (Ribelus, forthcoming). The aim of thegoramme is to develop active bilingualism and
strong identity among the pupils. Both Estonian &ichish are used as media of instruction, with
different subjects taught in different languagelse Jounger the pupils are the more they are taunght
Estonian, and when the pupils grow older the amaidirinnish increases. The Estonian Ministry|of
Education has donated teaching material to theascho other extra resources have been availalbie.| T
initiative to establish bilingual classes came ioddly from teachers of Estonian, and the preratpifsr
developing the programme has been the continudieaess and commitment of the main teachers of
the classes. They have been willing to make extangements and plan their teaching, for example, t

suit combined classes (grades 1 and 4, grades 8,arddes 3 and 5 together) when needed. Suckessfu
cooperation between teachers of Estonian and Firarid other school subjects has been of importance
as well.

In other cases, the government of the country ofgextion supports the teaching of their language
alongside the official language of the host courfsge also Eurydice, 2004), and programmes can be
based on inter-governmental agreements.

Arabic for pupils of Moroccan origin, Spain

This is the case with an ELCO (Ensefianza de lauaggCultura de Origen — Teaching of the Langupge
of Culture and Origin) programme in which ArabicHhseen taught for Moroccan children in Spain since
1995. Provision in Arabic is based on the Morocsahool curriculum, and teachers are supplied ffom
Morocco. In the academic year 2005-6, 3647 childmed 51 teachers participated in the programme,
principally in Madrid and Barcelona, and also intfEmadura and Andalucia. An evaluation of the
programme’s impact will be published in 2007.

Spanish-English bilingual school, UK

The Spanish government, for its part, supportsipimmv of Spanish in London, Lisbon and Rome. For
example in London, a bilingual school was establislalready in the late 1970s, when numbers of
Spaniards, mainly from Galicia, settled in Englattdcater for the educational needs of their cbiid
Over time, as the Spanish economy has developddnvite EU, there has grown a demand to learn
Spanish by non-Spanish and professionally mobitélilas, whose children now make up around 25 |per
cent of the school’s student body. The rest ofpingils are of Spanish and Latin American origineTh
school has over 400 pupils, aged between 5 and@He3; receive a full curriculum taught in Englistdan
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Spanish, but the proportion of English to Spaniaties according to the needs of the pupils. Eabjesu

is taught bilingually, with a lesson in Englishnfeircing the subject matter taught in Spanish, nd
versa. Children at the school achieve a good stdndi general education and excellence in both
languages.

Where there is no official form of financial suppat is still possible for schools with committsthff to
support additional language learning, by involvparents and drawing on community-based resources.
Awareness-raising initiatives in particular can dférfrom this approach.

Language of the Month, UK

An initiative taken by a primary school on the dirts of London, Language of the Month, has shown
how it is possible to cater for over 40 languagéhiwa single school. Every month, all pupils kear
some simple phrases of a 'Language of the Montdseshfrom one of the 44 languages spoken by the
pupils. In this way, the school shows respecttfopupils' linguistic background, and, as a conseqe,
the parents become more actively involved in schotilities. So far, materials have been produced f
34 languages, based on the children themselvesrdtrating some key words and phrases in their
language. The free, downloadable web-based material
(http://www.newburypark.redbridge.sch.uk/langofmdimttiex. htm) -

are used throughout the school of 700 children,taeg have been in use in other schools in theednit
Kingdom and abroad as well.

3. Developing teacher training and teaching materila

Teacher training is a core area for future improsenand a crucial feature of good practice. Resaghi
qualifications for teachers as well as teacher &tilut have been developed for teachers of, for pl@am
Occitan in France, Hungarian in the Slovak Repulslashubian in Poland and Finnish Sign Language in
Finland. Support for teachers is also importamigesiteachers of additional languages may in soisgsca
feel very isolated. Local, national or Europe-wasociations and networks through which teachers of
additional languages can work in cooperation tleeesprovide valuable support. Examples include the
UK Federation of Chinese schools whiciims to promote Chinese language education ande€hin
culture in over 100 member schools, catering faerd3,000 pupils (see http://www.ukfcs.info/); and
there are moves to establish a Europe-wide netfeorieachers of Arabic.

Materialsare also an important factor in ensuring effecpwavision. The Ministry of Education in the
Czech Republic recognised the value of additiomsigliages when it supported publishing and
distributing textbooks and dictionaries for Vietresma, Ukrainian and Russian. In France, materials to
support the teaching of Occitan have been develdfeese include teacher manuals, pupil materials, a
web-based resources. A DVD is in preparation, &Bdetis a journal which can be accessed from the si
Work is also under way to support the teaching e§ykian in Armenia, including the production of
textbooks, for the first two grades of school. Thigs a multinational initiative, involving experits
Armenian in Sweden and Iraq as well as ArmenianyAas speakers, who found that the experience
enhanced mativation for learning a language wheut been left unsupported for a long time.

In addition to traditional materials, teachers délifional languages often make use of the resournes
the web.

41



Modersmal, Sweden

Sweden provides an excellent example of how susburees can be made available, through the viftual
resource  centre, Modersmal, developed through a diblor cooperation scheme
(http://modersmal.skolutveckling.se/projekt/).

This website brings together materials for teactifgadditional languages, currently, each houseal|in
separate ‘room’ on the site, where teachers oftl@syuages can go not only to download materials b
also to take part in discussion fora and to sepkau from online advisers.

4. Recognising progression and attainment

A serious commitment to supporting additional |laaggi learning requires systems to record progression
and attainment, although we found that in all cdesf the number of languages for which accreditati
exists is only a small fraction of those spokerm8aountries offer examinations within the mairestne
system for certain additional languages. In thetéthKingdom, for example, examination syllabi cater
for some 20 additional languages, using the santehas for ‘foreign’ languages. Additional language
can thus be timetabled and taught in secondaryotlatongside languages such as French and German.
In 2003, around 23000 students sat general levaeiirations and around 5000 sat advanced level
examinations in languages such as Bengali, GujaPatnjabi, Turkish and Urdu (CILT, 2004). In
Ireland, several additional languages, includindisRp Lithuanian and Latvian, have recently been
examined for the first time. All of these can noawsl be part of the school-leaving certificate. He t
Netherlands, the achievements of students in additilanguages such as Turkish, Arabic, Spanish,
Russian and ltalian can be evaluated by natioreainex In Germany, an exam can be taken in Turkish as
one of the compulsory foreign languages. In HungBgash Roma pupils can take an exam in Beash
Romani, equivalent to the national examinationotiner countries, national examinations can bersat i
languages other than the dominant language. Faon@eain Finland, it is possible to take the natlon
matriculation exam (i.e. the year 12 school lea@rgmination) in both Northern Saami and Inari Saam

Some countries have developed systems to enablls pugain recognition of skills acquired in difeet
circumstances — in mainstream classrooms, in extraeular classes, or through informal learning.

Language Ladder, UK

In the United Kingdom, a scheme known as the Lagguzadder has been developed as one df the
outcomes of the National Language Strategy for &md)l It aims to introduce a voluntary recognition
scheme to complement existing national qualificatftameworks and relate them to the Common
European Framework of Reference for Languages (JEHR Languages Ladder includes the use of
‘can do’ statements and offers discrete skills sswent so that learners may, for example, focus on
developing speaking skills. The approach includgsodunities for self-assessment, teacher assessmen
and external assessment. The scheme is intendadsdowith both children and adults. Currently, {the
Language Ladder offers accreditation in 23 langsageluding Arabic, Greek, Polish, Portuguese,
Somali, Swedish, Tamil and Yoruba, and more may Iinade available in future. (Sge
http://www.assetlanguages.org.uk)

The European Language Portfolio in multilingual clssrooms, Netherlands

The European Language Portfolio (ELP) has beendatdd for multilingual classrooms in the
Netherlands (Seeww.taalportfolio.com) The ELP is a document that belongs to the p&hipils can
report in their portfolios what they have learntsahool but also which language activities theyehpv

undertaken outside the classroom and what they leamt from these, assessing their competeénce
against CEFR descriptors. Such activities may oheldor example, their contacts with family or friks
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in foreign countries and the speaking of a languatgeome which differs from the language spoke
school. All languages reported in the ELP are \dlegually. In this way, the portfolio allows plunigual
pupils to obtain recognition for language compegsnuot acquired formally.

In a study of the piloting and implementation ostELP (Aarts & Broeder 2006), it was found th
plurilingual pupils had positive attitudes towaitisThey were able to profile themselves in a pesit
way, because their language knowledge was conslidereasset rather than a source of problemg
addition, working with the ELP allows teachers toprove their understanding of their multilingy
classrooms, and in particular to appreciate tHegss of plurilingual pupils’ language experiences

5. Revitalising languages

Even when a language has been suppressed for atiloegand may be almost on the verge
disappearing from the linguistic map, it is stifigsible to attempt to reverse the decline andaksétthe

n at

5. In
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language, as several case studies show. Oppoesuridi children to study the language formally are

known to be a key factor in combating language, lassl the VALEUR project provided a number
examples of initiatives of this kind, in relatiomlanguages with a history of suppression and thdseh
have not been standardised or lack a written form.

Kashubian revival, Poland

In Poland, there has been a dramatic revival of Khshubian language, involving teacher traini
materials development and widespread provision afigllage classes and bilingual educal
(Wicherkiewicz, 2006). In the communist era, Kasholwas considered as a distinct ‘dialect’ of Ayl
until 1989, use of the word ‘language’ in conneattiwith Kashubian was prohibited. Since then,
linguistic status of Kashubian has changed signifity, and it is now officially recognised as aioeml
language. A corresponding shift in public perspestihas also occurred over the past decade o
Kashubian is no longer considered ‘rural’ and ‘beakd’ but rather a source of local identity anddpri
Kashubian was introduced into schools in 1991, amdently, is being taught to almost 6000 childibgn
over 120 qualified teachers. There are plans todawn early immersion programme for kindergart
based on the model of Sorbian in Germany.
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Inari Saami revival, Finland

Immersion for pre-school children has also beenl isé-inland, to safeguard the survival of InaraSea
and to revive the language. Inari Saami, with §8 &ainly elderly or middle-aged speakers, is thig

Saami language spoken in Finland that is usedebptivithin the borders of Finland, mostly in the

municipality of Inari. The language has been salipiendangered for some time. In 1997, the f
language nests were started, based on the modéhaaf language nests in New Zealand. In langu
nests, children and teachers speak only Inari Sdanmg the day, from the child’s first day andalh
situations. Most of the children starting in thedaage nests have little or no language proficiénc
Inari Saami to start with. They begin to understirelanguage quickly and also use it actively §hes,
2004). Currently, there are two Inari Saami teaglgroups in the primary school, as a result ofvbek
done in language nests. The number of young speakénari Saami has grown, and as a side effe
the language nest activities, adults have stadedse the language much more than before. To b
with, language nests were funded in part by a grami the Finnish Cultural Foundation, and currgn
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they are financed locally.
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Burgenland Romani revival, Austria

Different histories and status of languages reqdifterent approaches. In Austria, speakers of
Burgenland Romani realised that the language wsepgearing. Loss of the language was also seer|

the
as a

symptom of identity loss. At the beginning of th@90s, a project called Codification and didactical
implementation of Burgenland-Roma was initiatedybung Burgenland Roma. The aims of the project
are to counter identity and language loss, to rameng Romas’ self-esteem by valuing their language

and culture, and to contribute to their socio-ecoitointegration via education, in order to avq
marginalisation. The first step was to codify taeduage in order to make textbooks and other tegq
materials. Then the language started to be taugitheols as an extra-curricular activity. Monoliag

and bilingual journals were published, and dailgaocasts on local radio were started at the endeof

id
hi

1990s. Since 2003, Burgenland Romani has beenarbguised in regional public radio, and since 2004,
lessons in the language have been given in primadysecondary schools in the Oberwart region. [The
project aimed to maintain a living linguistic eroriment, encouraging people to sing in Romani, and t

build connections between children and grandpar@sr a decade, the internal and the officiaustaf

Burgenland Romani has changed dramatically: froralarost unknown isolated oral intra-group varigty
virtually disowned by its speakers it has turneid ithe group’s primary identity marker and the mpst
prominent variety of an officially recognised Auatr minority language. Nowadays Romani is taught in

several schools, there are four journals in Rontheilanguage is heard daily on the radio, ancethee

computer games as well as textbooks available ma®a A well-equipped ‘RomBus’ tours the region

with books, CDs, and DVDs, helping older speakermaintain the linguistic culture and enthusing and

empowering younger learners.

Somali Literacy Projects, UK

Although Somali has a long history as an oral laggy the written form of the Somali language was

introduced in Somalia in 1972. Plans for massditgrcampaigns were disrupted first by droughthin

t

early 1970s and then by political disruption, leadto civil war, from 1977 onwards. Somali refugees

and asylum seekers have joined some very longiestal Somali communities (typically descend

from Somali seamen in the"1@nd 28 centuries) across Europe. Literacy levels amoegetgroups are

low, for the reasons set out above, and Somatatiteprojects have been established in differerts jud

ed

the UK to enable children and adults alike to depedompetence in reading and writing the language.

(See Arthur, 2003, for an account of one of thesgammes). Recognising that promoting literacy
Somali has made an important contribution to themiitly and status of Somali communities in the U

in
K,

there has been a campaign to introduce Somalsabjact which can be taught and examined in schools

leading, in 2006, to its inclusion in the languageduded in the Languages Ladder (see above).

6. Conclusions

The value of the VALEUR project's work in identifig examples of good practice lies firstly
demonstrating that additional language learninglEsupported effectively in different ways, refieg

in

local needs and aspirations, national educatiotesys and the histories and status of the languages
themselves. For many communities, working in isofafrom each other, identifying ways in which
provision for their particular additional languages best be made can seem a gargantuan taskjraach

starting from first principles and, often involvitige re-invention of many wheels. In providing exées
of different approaches to this task across Eurnbjieour hope that others will find inspirationdasome
practical ideas for taking their own work forward.

Secondly, despite the very different contexts inclvtprovision for additional language learning iada

across Europe, we have sought to identify somesaeaommon ground, which all those working in this

field need to take into account, For example, them® need for well-trained teachers and well-desig
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materials in all contexts, and for approaches wlohble learners’ progression and attainment to be
recorded — and celebrated. It is also evident iiteaiy of these successful case studies are thdésresul
collaborative efforts of involving a range of pedi It is essential that any initiative starts frtime
language community itself: without their interestdasupport, little can be achieved. A key group of
actors are also the teachers: their commitmenssertial to projects such as the trilingual schinol
Austria and the Language of the Month in Englandafcial support from official bodies, for exampte
start a project, is sometimes needed, but sevétheaase studies show that good will and commitme
are key driving forces. However, it is essentiardalise that a project that depends heavily upen t
goodwill of teachers and parents can be very feagilider recognition of the value of all the langes

in use in Europe, combined with support at polieyel is needed to ensure that this fledgling afea o
language education achieves its true potentiabulnfinal chapter, we consider ways in which polaty
European level can support the future developmptavision for additional languages.
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Chapter 7: Valuing all languages in Europe:
policy in support of enhanced provision for additimal languages

1. Introduction

We began this report by setting out the rationatesfipporting additional language learning, ane\véemw

of European policy supporting such provision. la tiourse of the report we have: provided a snapghot
the languages in use across Europe; charted, thrchanging terminology, changing attitudes towards
additional languages; mapped the extent of exisprmyision for additional language learning; and
provided examples of good practice. In this firfeyater, we return to the question of policy, fongsin
particular on current Council of Europe languagecedion policies and their associated instruments,
order to consider ways in which provision for attial language learning might be taken forward.

2. Council of Europe language education policy:
guidance for future developments

In 2005, the heads of state and government of thmber states of the Council of Europe outlined an
action plan laying down the principal tasks for fBeuncil in the coming years (Council of Europe,
2005). With regard to education, the plan callsnwember states to build a more human and inclusive
Europe by ensuring social cohesion, promoting deatiac citizenship in Europe, protecting and
promoting cultural diversity and fostering intertcwil dialogue.

It is obvious that language education plays an i role in pursuing all these goals. Programofes
intergovernmental co-operation in the field of lange education have been carried out by the Coahcil
Europe for over fifty years now. The focus on efifieee communication skills, characteristic of prdgc
leading to the development of “Threshold Level” gfieations for a number of languages in the 1970s
and driven by increasing opportunities for inteactand mobility in Europe in the 1980s, is still
important, but increasing emphasis is now placeddutressing the new challenges to social cohesidn a
integration brought about in the 1990s, a periat thitnessed the rapid enlargement of the Couricil o
Europe, and subsequently of the European Uniongl@ge skills are seen as essential to enable
individuals to benefit from opportunities in emphognt and mobility, but they are also necessary for
active participation in the social and politicdkliof the multilingual societies which make up tgda
Europe.

The important role the Council of Europe attacleelahguage education has, over the last decadép led
the drafting of a number of resolutions and recomuiagions. The most important are:

= Recommendation No. R (98) 6 of the Committee oistdis on Modern Languagesnphasising
intercultural communication and plurilingualism &ey policy goals and proposing concrete
measures for each educational sector and forliaitich in-service teacher education;

=  Recommendation 1383 (1998) of the Parliamentargbly of the Council of Europe on Linguistic
Diversification stating that ‘Europe’s linguistic diversity is aepious cultural asset that must be
preserved and protected’ and that ‘there shouldetbe be more variety in modern language
teaching in the Council of Europe member statds; ghould result in the acquisition not only of
English but also of other European and world laggsaby all European citizens, in parallel with the
mastery of their own national and, where approegrigggional language’;

= Recommendation 1539 (2001) of the Parliamentanermbsy of the Council of Europe on the
European Year of Languageslling upon the Member States to ‘maintain andettep further the
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Council of Europe’s language policy initiatives fmomoting plurilingualism, cultural diversity and
understanding among peoples and nations’ and toteage all Europeans to acquire a certain
ability to communicate in several languages, famegle by promoting diversified novel approaches
adapted to individual needs ...’;

= Recommendation Rec (2005)3 of the Committee oftdision teaching neighbouring languages in
border regionsurging the governments of Member States ‘to apipéy principles of plurilingual
education, in particular by establishing condititihat enable teaching institutions in border region
at all levels to safeguard or, if need be, intraine teaching and use of the languages of their
neighbouring countries, together with the teactohghese countries’ cultures, which are closely
bound up with language teaching'.

These Recommendations form the basic set of pteeifor a coherent approach to language education
that seeks to enhance and develop the linguigigrt@res of social agents, as education for avemenf
language diversity and intercultural communication.

The priority which the Council of Europe accordsethucation for citizenship and intercultural dialeg

in the 22 century is reflected in the educational goal aft#img citizens living in multilingual European
societies to interact in a number of languagessaclinguistic and cultural boundaries. The language
policies proposed and promoted attach particulaomance to the development of plurilingualism e th
lifelong expansion of the individual’s linguistiepertoire. Each individual plurilingual profile isade up

of different languages and language varieties Herdnt levels of proficiency in terms of various
competences and skills. It is dynamic and changés composition throughout the life of an indiva.

The constant development and the flexible and #éfeaise of a rich individual plurilingual competen

is possible because different languages are notddan isolation but can influence and supportheac
other both in the learning process and communieatise. The task for policy makers is however to
ensure the harmonious development of learnersilipigual competence through a coherent, transversal
and integrated approach to language educationtéikas into account all the languages in learners’
plurilingual repertoire and their respective funos. This includes promoting learners’ consciousroés
the value and the functionality of their existirgnguage repertoires and potential to develop aagtad
those repertoires to changing circumstances.

This brief review of languages education policysupport of the Council of Europe’s principal goals
social cohesion, democratic citizenship, protectamgl promoting cultural diversity, and interculiura
dialogue — makes clear that additional language® lsakey role to play, along with the dominant
languages of the 47 Council of Europe member stdesm the perspective of an individual the
arguments set out here are directly related tocandbe derived from more general human rights, asch
the right to full personal development, the rightgood quality education, the right to participate
society but also the duty of becoming a respongibizen. At state level, language education poigcto

be considered part of social policy, and from thesspective supporting additional languages shbald
viewed as working towards responsible use of hummpital, contributing to wise management of
migration, ensuring social cohesion, and promatiregideals of an intercultural citizenship.

However, the VALEUR project has demonstrated tlmavigion for additional language learning is still
under-developed and under-resourced in comparsdioreign’ language learning. How can we move
from supportive policy to effective implementatiod® suggest here that the tools which the Couricil o
Europe has designed to support ‘foreign’ languagening can be just as effectively deployed to sttpp
additional language learning. In the next sectienfacus on the potential of five key language etlana
instruments to enhance existing provision for addl languages.
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3. Language education instruments
in support of additional language learning

Three documents developed by the Council of Eummeeof particular significance: the Appendix to
Recommendation No. R (98) 6 of the Committee of istérs on Modern Languages; the Common
European Framework of Reference for Languages (GBRE the European Language Portfolio (ELP).
Together with the Guide for the Development of Lage Education Policies in Europe and the newly
developed Autobiography of Intercultural Encountigrsy may be used as a set of instruments for the
implementation of the proposed measures with regaadiditional languages.

Appendix to Recommendation No. R (98) 6 of the Comitee of Ministers on
Modern Languages

We noted above that this recommendation identifiéelcultural communication and plurilingualism as
the key goals for language learning. The Appendalithis recommendation specifies comprehensivety, fo
each educational sector, the way plurilingualisny @ established as an overarching aim in a coheren
concept of language education in all the membeestaf the Council of Europe. All of the proposed
measures are as valid for additional language ilegras for ‘foreign’ language learning, and the lis
provides a good starting point for discussion ofranfusive vision of language learning in a lindigally
diverse society. These measures are set outliim fille Appendix to this report.

Guide for the development of language education peles in Europe: from
linguistic diversity to plurilingual education

The aim of the Guide is to offer an analytical instent which can serve as a reference documetttéor
formulation or reorganisation of language teactpalicies to promote plurilingualism and diversificm

in a planned manner so that decisions are cohgriémited. The Guide does not promote any particular
language education policy but attempts to iderttify challenges and possible responses in the dight
common principles. As we have seen in Chapter &, Giide conceives of plurilingualism as one
competence, encompassing — potentially — sevanglkeges, ‘a communicative competence to which all
knowledge and experience of language contributdsirarwhich languages interrelate and interact’. In
this fluid and cumulative model of linguistic contgrece, all languages encountered by the learnex hav
an important role to play, both in enhancing tteer’'s overall competence and enabling her orthim
participate fully in social and cultural encounténsa wide range of contexts. Each language and its
associated social and cultural spheres is uniquienéne can be defined, priori, as more significant
than another.

The Common European Framework of Reference for Langages: Learning,
teaching, assessment (CEFR)

The CEFR includes a descriptive scheme of languageand learning and scales of proficiency for the
different parameters of this scheme. The compréherdescriptive scheme is a tool for reflecting on
what is involved not only in language use, but atslanguage learning and teaching. The CEFR pesvid

a common basis and a common language for the el@dorof syllabuses, curriculum guidelines,
textbooks, teacher-training programmes, and foatirel examinations to one another. It allows the
different partners involved in planning and delingr language provision and in assessing language
progress and proficiency, to co-ordinate and sittiaeir efforts.

The description is based on an action-oriented agmbr to language learning and use. It provides six
ascending levels of proficiency with specific outms — a compendium of descriptors of language
proficiency (proficiency implying not only the knéedge of a language, but also the degree of skill i

49



using it). These descriptors were developed séiealty and take the form of a descriptor bank tbah
be added to, updated and edited to meet preseritiamd needs.

It is in effect a common reference tool across laggs (the CEFR is non-language specific) and is
widely used in developing coherence in provisiomoss different languages. It is also used in policy
making as a means of ensuring coherence and tranggyathrough the different sectors or stages in
language education. Many countries have used thkcption of the Framework to stimulate curriculum
and examination reforms in different educationat@es.

Its potential in the context of additional langudggrning is considerable. Without the CEFR, défins

of the parameters of language learning would residle national education systems or with bodies
concerned with the teaching and learning of spetdhguages, principally the dominant languages of
different European states. Few of those involvesupporting additional language learning can take o
task of this kind in relation to languages whicbklauch status, as the work requires extensiveirignd
over long periods of time. In the absence of dgyaiomodels of language use, and of the teaching and
learning needed to achieve specified levels ofigimfcy, those used in relation to additional |eages
are often rudimentary and inconsistent, and thesefmlikely to be valued by wider society. The
Framework is both a guide to producing sophistitaaad rigorous models of learning and teaching
related to use, and also an increasingly well-istded guarantee of standardised proficiency to
outsiders. Work will still be required to bring ntiucurrent provision into line with the CEFR, butth
benefits of undertaking this task, for learnersibelves and the wider community are considerable.

The European Language Portfolio (ELP)

The European Language Portfolio is a document iitlwkthose who are learning or have learned any
language — whether at school or outside schooln—+eeord and reflect on their language learning and
cultural experiences. It is the property of therhea. In the Portfolio, all competence is valuahardless

of whether it is gained inside or outside formaueation. It is linked to the Common European
Framework of Reference for Languages.

The Portfolio contains a Language Passport whicloitner regularly updates. A grid is provided where

his/her language competences can be describeddaggéo common criteria accepted throughout Europe

and which can serve as a complement to customatificaes. The document also contains a detailed

Language Biography describing the owner's expeeieirt each language and which is designed to guide
the learner in planning and assessing progressllfirthere is a Dossier where examples of personal
work can be kept to illustrate one's language ctempes.

The Portfolio aims to document its holder's plaglial language proficiency and experiences in other
languages in a comprehensive, informative, tramspaand reliable way. The instruments contained in
the Portfolio help learners to take stock of theele of competence they have reached in their ileguof

one or several foreign languages in order to erthiele to inform others in a detailed and intermatlty
comparable manner. There are many occasions terpiras up-to-date Language Portfolio: for example
a transfer to another school, change to a highecattbnal sector, the beginning of a language eouas
meeting with a careers advisor, or an applicat@rafnew post. In these cases the Portfolio isesded

to persons involved in making decisions of importato the owner. A learner may also be interesied i
having such documentation for him-/herself.

We have seen in Chapter 6 that the Dutch versidhePortfolio was developed specifically to enable
plurilingual children to draw attention to theirditibnal language skills and experiences, andttiiathas
been particularly successful in encouraging pupitgl their teachers to value these. Given that any
version of the Portfolio should — theoreticallyiedst — provide scope for all language competeneas,
just those in ‘foreign’ languages, to be documentkd tool itself is already well suited to inclosiof
additional languages, but there may be a need dmtagce to those supporting its use, drawing their
attention to language learning experiences outsidénstream education and encouraging them to
promote these areas as well as the more formakigio' language learning for which the Portfolioyna
have been introduced.
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The Autobiography of Intercultural Encounters

The Autobiography is a document developed withirgemeral framework of language education,
education about religious diversity and educatimndiemocratic citizenship. It is a tool to fostespect
for diversity, dialogue and social inclusion. With emphasis on critical analysis of users’ int#rmal
experiences, it complements other Council of Eutopés such as the European Language Portfolio; and
like the Portfolio it is the property of the learneho can choose what information she or he wisbes
share and what she or he prefers to keep privdte. Autobiography invites users to reflect critigall
upon their own memorable intercultural experienessl helps them to analyse them in retrospectrand i
the light of the most defining aspects of each antgr. An intercultural encounter can be an expege
between people from different countries, but it edsp be an experience with individuals from other
cultural backgrounds in the same country — for edamfrom other regional, linguistic, ethnic, or
religious backgrounds. Therefore, thautobiographyaims to promote respect for diversity both
nationally and across borders.

The Autobiography is designed to be used acrosscuingéculum in school or any other educational
context contributing to lifelong learning. Intertuulal experiences can be analysed within disciplia®
diverse as language learning, history, geograpigion, citizenship education, etc. TAatobiography
can also be used as a self-evaluation and develdgow.

There are two versions of th&utobiography a version for younger learners, up to around hfe
including those who are not yet able to read aniteyvand a version suitable for other users in sisho
and beyond. Théutobiographyis accompanied by Racilitator's Guidewith details of the rationale,
including the underlying model of intercultural cpetence, and specific guidelines concerning how to
use and make the most of this tool. Piloting of finst version of the document is taking place in
2007/2008. 1t is anticipated that the Autobiographly be translated into local languages and adhpie
appropriate.

Those who grow up with additional languages typycalso grow up with ‘additional cultures’ which
may differ very considerably from the dominant atdtof the society in which they live. They expede
intercultural contact on a daily basis and the Aidgraphy provides a valuable opportunity for them
reflect on these experiences, learn from them amodstrate the high level of understanding and
competence which additional language speakersoftédh have acquired, as a result of the fact they t
‘live’ interculturality in ways which those from éhdominant linguistic and cultural groups in a sbogi
rarely experience. It is, however, increasingly amant that these experiences are understood dneldva
by individuals and by wider society, in a Europeeweéhlinguistic and cultural diversity are, as weda
emphasised throughout this report, ineluctablyhanrise.

4. In conclusion

Europe’s additional languages are a valuable resptior the individuals who speak them and for wide
society. But to take full advantage of this reseunve need to provide opportunities within the fakrm
education system, for people to study these laregjam that they can develop a wide range of ol a
written language competences — just as we do fmirtant and foreign languages.

The VALEUR Project has identified different typefspoovision across Europe, developed to support the
learning of some additional languages. These rdmga monolingual and bilingual schools where
additional languages are used as media of insbnyctio after school classes organised by the
communities in which the additional languages greken, often with volunteer teachers el hoc
resources. Committed teachers, linguists, polickersmand other activists have already made sigmific
contributions, ensuring that certain additionalglamges can be taught within the formal education
system, that teachers are trained to high standardshat materials meet the needs and aspirations
learners. Attention to progression and attainmankay factors in enabling learners to developyftiikeir
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language skills, and important work has alreadyhieitiated in this context, in devising versiorfsttoe
European Languages Portfolio which stress the sindunature of this project.

However, it is important to be aware that existprgvision caters for only a small proportion of the
additional languages in use. Of the 440 spokerulages and 18 sign languages the VALEUR project has
identified as being in use in our 21 participamatess, we found provision of some kind only for ardwa
quarter (24%). This means that there is no prowisiall for three quarters of the additional lamges in

use in Europe. Even in the case of those langufageshich provision does exist, it may be available
only for a small proportion of the potential leameAnd the quality of provision may vary very
considerably from one place to another, so thah evbere provision is available it may not meet
learners’ needs. We cannot therefore concludeBhadpe is currently in a strong position to reatise
benefits of its linguistic resources.

The policy which needs to underpin better providmradditional languages is already in place. \&leeh
noted in this report a policy shift from monolingyi separatist policies in the late™@entury to
plurilingual and inclusive policies at the starttioé 2£. At the same time, there has been a move from a
vision of language learning focusing principally oommunicative competence to support economic
mobility to one in which the role of language leaagnand of the plurilingual competence which ensues
also encompasses social and political participadimeh intercultural communication. Key instrumerts t
support the implementation of this policy, suchttees Common European Framework and the European
Language Portfolio, are already available and stheuch as the Autobiography of Intercultural
Encounters will soon join them. Provision for admial languages will be greatly enhanced by the
application of these instruments, just as has ltkencase with the major ‘foreign’ languages taught
across Europe, and the key recommendation frorW &&= UR project is therefore to raise awareness of
their potential in this context and to support these.
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Appendix

Appendix to Recommendation No. R (98) 6

Measures to be implemented concerning the learningand teaching
of modern languages

A. General measures and principles

1. Pursue education policies which:

1.1. enable all Europeans to communicate with syea&f other mother tongues, thereby developing
openmindedness, facilitating free movement of peaghd exchange of information and improving
international cooperation;

1.2. develop learners' respect for other waysfefdind equip them for an intercultural world, intfgalar
through direct links and exchanges and throughopetsexperience;

1.3. ensure that appropriate resources - both hwemanmaterial - are made available for increased
teaching of modern languages throughout the educatystem so as to meet the growing demands of
international communication and understanding.

2. Promote widespread plurilingualism:

2.1. by encouraging all Europeans to achieve aede@f communicative ability in a number of
languages;

2.2. by diversifying the languages on offer andirsgtobjectives appropriate to each language;

2.3. by encouraging teaching programmes at allldetv@at use a flexible approach - including modular
courses and those which aim to develop partial eemzes - and giving them appropriate recognition i
national qualification systems, in particular pal#xaminations;

2.4. by encouraging the use of foreign languagekénteaching of non-linguistic subjects (for exémp
history, geography, mathematics) and create falbi@nditions for such teaching;

2.5. by supporting the application of communicatiand information technologies to disseminate
teaching and learning materials for all Europeational or regional languages;

2.6. by supporting the development of links andhexges with institutions and persons at all leeéls
education in other countries so as to offer tdtelpossibility of authentic experience of the lazage and
culture of others;

2.7. by facilitating lifelong language learningdhigh the provision of appropriate resources.

B. Early language learning (up to age 11)
3. Ensure that, from the very start of schoolingas early as possible, every pupil is made awére o
Europe's linguistic and cultural diversity.

4. For all children, encourage and promote theydadrning of modern languages in ways approptiate
national and local situations and wherever circamss permit.

5. Ensure that pupils have systematic continuitjaniguage learning from one educational cycle to
another.

6. Develop appropriate forms of evaluation and gad@n of early language learning.
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7. Devise appropriate policies and methods, basednalysis and comparison of results achieved by
modern language programmes for young learners.

C. Secondary education

8. Continue to raise the standard of communicatibith pupils are expected to achieve so that tlaey c
use the language studied to communicate effectiwtly other speakers of that language in everyday
transactions, build social and personal relationd Bearn to understand and respect other people's
cultures and practices.

9. Ensure that pupils have the opportunity to stmdye than one European or other language.
10. Incorporate a wider range of languages andilegitevels into the curriculum.

11. Make sure that all upper secondary school pwgp able to continue learning modern languages, t
improve the quality of their use of the languagégaynt in lower secondary education and to erthiefir
intercultural understanding.

12. Assist the learning of further European or ptl@guages in upper secondary school through the
development, where appropriate, of partial compmtenwhich should then be assessed and officially
recognised.

13. Encourage authorities and institutions to erm¢ernational networks to promote co-operation
between administrators, teacher trainers, teadmsupils, particularly with a view to setting jgnt
projects or exchanging experience, ideas and tegchaterials.

14. Encourage teaching institutions at all levelfoster the development of student autonomy, ithtite
capacity to learn more efficiently and independeatl a basis for the life-long maintenance, devakg
and diversification of language skills in accordamgth changing practical and cultural needs.

15. At a suitable stage in general education, Ssagiupils to the role of languages in working lénd
prepare them, where appropriate, for vocationalamis in their chosen field.

D. Vocationally-oriented language learning

16. In the period of transition from full-time eduion to working life, and at all stages of vocatb
preparation and training, offer all young peopleglaage courses wherever possible and appropriate so
to widen their access to

information, equip them to participate in interoatl projects, prepare them for taking up an octoipa
and increase their vocational mobility.

17. Ensure a balance between vocational, cultmchpersonal development by offering language caurse
that combine general and vocational components.

18. Promote training courses that use a flexiblpr@gch (modules, for example) to meet special
vocational needs so that credit is given progrebgias competences are built up.

E. Adult education

19. Encourage the development of appropriate f&slio enable adults to maintain and further dgvel
their language skills and to encourage those viitle lor no previous language learning experierce t
acquire the ability to use a foreign language fanmunicative purposes.

20. Promote adult learners' development of botleigérand vocational language skills on a lifeloagib
in order to assist their personal development,lifat@ intercultural understanding, mobility and
international co-operation at all levels.
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21. Support the provision of national and intelorai structures so as to ensure the widest aviiyabf
facilities for distance education (including theeusf communication and information technologien), i
order to promote the development of diversifiedaabed communication skills, where possible linking
autonomous learning to institutionalised learning.

F. Bilingual education in bilingual or multilingual areas

22. Take the necessary steps, particularly - afthawot only - in bilingual or multilingual areaséasure
that:

22.1. the provisions of the European Charter fogi&®al or Minority Languages and the Framework
Convention for the Protection of National Minorgi@re taken into account as indicating desirable
parameters for policy on regional or minority laagas or cultures;

22.2. there is parity of esteem between all thguages and cultures involved so that children ohea
community may have the opportunity to develop oracy literacy in the language of their own
community as well as to learn to understand andeajgie the language and culture of the other;

22.3. where bilingual and bicultural education iisvided, it develops a genuinely intercultural oo#t
and provides a foundation for the learning of farttanguages.

23. Continue to promote bilingualism in immigraméas or neighbourhoods and support immigrants in
learning the language of the area in which theigees

24. Facilitate and promote learning the languadgeighbouring countries in border regions.

G. Specification of objectives and assessment

25. For all European national and regional langsadevelop realistic and valid learning objectives
such as are to be found in "threshold level" typecHications developed by the Council of Euroge as
to ensure quality in language learning and teacttimgugh coherence and transparency of objectives.

26. Encourage institutions to use the Council afoga's Common European Framework of Reference to
plan or review language teaching in a coherent wadsparent manner in the interests of better
international co-ordination and more diversifieddaage learning.

27. Encourage the development and use by learneafi educational sectors of a personal document
(European language portfolio) in which they carorddheir qualifications and other significant linistic

and cultural experiences in an internationally $marent manner, thus motivating learners and
acknowledging their efforts to extend and diverdtigir language learning at all levels in a lifejon
perspective.

28. Encourage institutions engaged in assessmehtcartification - especially those which award
recognised qualifications - to make their objectjveriteria and procedures clear both to candidatels
teachers, thus facilitating the comparability olifications and European mobility.

29. Promote the development of varied forms of eswsent and recognition of plurilingual competences
which take into account the considerable diversftyeeds, paying particular attention to the d&bniof
objectives for partial competences and the assegwrhéheir attainment.

30. Promote and facilitate the awarding of cewiies and diplomas at the end of a course of study
followed in more than one language.

H. Teacher training

31. Take steps to ensure that adequate numberstalbly trained language teachers are availabil at
levels so that, where appropriate, a wide randangiuages may be taught.
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32. Provide all future teachers of modern languagiéls a high standard of training which strikes a
proper balance between study of academic subjedtpmfessional preparation.

33. Take steps to ensure close co-operation betwdecation authorities, universities, educational
research centres and schools in the training aféuteachers.

34. Promote, in the design of teacher training sesirthe elaboration of precise and coherent obgsct
in the form of a set of core competences which ughel linguistic, intercultural, educational and
psychological components.

35. Through bilateral or multilateral agreementghlie intending teachers to spend a part of thegresk
course in a country where the language they willtéeching is spoken as a language of daily
communication.

36. Recommend to institutions responsible for @ahiind in-service training that their courses take
account of:

36.1. the particular importance of the interculkluamponent in creating awareness of and respect fo
cultural differences;

36.2. the "learning to learn" dimension, which stsslifelong development of plurilingualism;

36.3. the use of modern technology, so that teadmuire the ability and confidence necessaryakem
flexible use

of it in their day-to-day classroom practice aneitiprofessional lives;

36.4. the principles and practice of languagengstind assessment, including learner self-assessmen
37. Offer teachers of modern languages in-servainihg so that they:

37.1. retain a high level of language ability aeaching skill;

37.2. keep abreast of methodological advances @uithe use of new technologies);

37.3. extend and deepen their experience and kdgelef the cultures of the country whose language
they are teaching, in particular through time speniat country;

37.4. create and develop international interaatietworks for pooling of experience and expertise;

37.5. contribute fully to the implementation of theropean dimension in education.
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