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Introduction

The article analyses the constraints affecting the EU’s management of multilingualism in its institutions, and its efforts to promote languages in member states
. It assesses whether the increasing use of English in EU institutions and in member states is compatible with the EU’s commitment to maintaining linguistic diversity. It reports on a range of EU initiatives aimed at strengthening multilingualism and relates them to the political and commercial market forces that are strengthening English. There are different language policy issues at stake in supranational institutions and in member states, but language issues at the supranational and national levels are interconnected as a result of increasing European and global integration.
Traditionally matters of culture, education and language have been seen as an exclusively national prerogative. All member states promote national languages. Some states promote foreign language learning vigorously and successfully, others less so. Some promote their language abroad strongly, a policy that particularly strengthened English, French, German, and Spanish as ‘international’ languages. Regional minority languages are promoted very unevenly in different countries.
Among the many factors that impede supranational language policy formation is the historical fact that European states have evolved different cosmologies in distinct national linguistic cultures (Blommaert 1999, Schiffman 2006). Some countries are based mainly on national ideologies that stress ethnolinguistic criteria, the cultural nation, as in Germany (Herder, Blut und Boden) and Denmark (Grundtvig); other countries build on a political, republican principle, as in France (‘la langue de la république est le français’ according to the French Constitution) or Finland (with two parallel official languages), rather than consanguinity (see Østergaard, this volume). In addition, each European country has evolved legal systems along distinct national lines over centuries, drawing variously on Roman and Napoleonic law, common law, and imperialist, fascist or communist experience.

Basic concepts like language, dialect and nation therefore mean different things in each language and state. Concepts in EU language policy declarations, such as mother tongue and linguistic diversity are open to several interpretations. Even such an apparently straightforward concept as working language is used inconsistently in media and political discourse, by both senior EU insiders and journalists
. For historical reasons countries that have seen themselves as ‘great powers’ assume that their languages are more important than others: there is a widespread Orwellian assumption that some languages are more equal than others and ought to be so. Inequality is confirmed by the status of English, French and German as ‘procedural’ languages internally in the Commission, and with a hierarchy between them (Ammon 2009, 32). The logical conclusion to draw is that when the rule of law and European legislation are supposed to have the ‘same meaning’ in 23 languages and 27 states, European union in the sense of uniformity is an illusion, or perhaps an ideal that the EU is attempting to move towards.

The result of loose terminology is that the rights of speakers of languages in the EU system or in interacting with it are often obscured. The right to use specific languages in EU contexts exists on paper for a range of functions, both in speech (via interpretation) and writing (official communications, approaches by the citizen), but are constrained in many ways, for instance it may be strategically important for an EU citizen or an MEP to write or speak in English rather than any other EU language
. Language rights are often neither understood nor acted on.
A key reason for the EU holding back from the analysis of language policy issues until quite recently is that the issues are politically sensitive:  they touch existential national nerves, as frankly conceded by the German Head of Mission at the EU: there is ‘no more emotional topic in the EU than the language issue’
. Or in the words of a senior French Member of the European Parliament, ‘the topic can be considered explosive in Europe’
. At the inter-governmental level therefore language policy has tended to be politically untouchable, apart from the endorsement of bland proclamations in favour of multilingualism and foreign language learning
. The Maastricht Treaty authorised the EU to fund activities in the field of language and education, since which time many programmes have been initiated, directly in school education, higher education and research, and indirectly in countless other ways. However, the rhetoric of multilingualism as a defining European characteristic ignores the fact that for the past two centuries, most European states have aimed at making their citizens monolingual. Principles of linguistic equality and multilingual diversity have thus only fragile roots to build on in virtually all member states (Wright 2000).

The gradual expansion of the number of EU languages, from 4 in 1958 to 23 currently obviously makes the management of multilingualism in EU institutions more complex. In addition increasing integration has augmented progressively and very considerably the number of fields of activity in which the EU operates. The translation and interpretation services are confident that they have been able to expand the repertoire of languages triggered by each enlargement effectively and without a loss of quality. This has entailed recourse to a variety of procedures and technologies that are presented on the relevant websites
. Some of the challenges of making these services efficient, cost-effective, and just are reported below.
The EU is officially committed to managing linguistic diversity equitably
. However, this laudable aim is up against massive forces that counteract its achievement. Identifying these forces, their historical antecedents and present-day impact, is a necessary step towards understanding the complexity of EU language policies. There is a need for creating greater understanding of the structural determinants of language policy in order to move towards a more just and sustainable linguistic order. The alternative is to leave language policy to market forces, which is a recipe for an increased dominance by English and its users. An expansion of the use and learning of English in member states and in the EU system runs the risk of promoting homogenization at the expense of diversity. Whereas court cases that deal with language issues require pragmatic decisions and solutions, the focus of the present article is on clarifying the type of unity that is possible in a diverse union of over two dozen states and even more languages. The issues will be approached by considering the EU system first, thereafter activities in member states that the EU supports, and finally more global and general issues.
Managing multilingualism in the EU system
Analysis of the EU’s management of multilingualism is often blurred because generalisations tend to be made without clarifying whether what is being referred to relates to a specific institution, to speech or writing, to a citizen in contact with the EU, or to an EU employee. It is imperative to distinguish between the language regime of eurocrats who are employed permanently in an EU institution, who can be expected and required to function multilingually, and temporary, short-term participation by EU citizens, whether politicians or experts in EU activities who are attending meetings, reading or drafting texts etc, for whom the right to function in any official language should be respected
. Issues of efficiency, linguistic justice, and cost will not be clarified validly unless functions, contexts, and users of particular languages are specified. Any analysis of multilingualism in Europe needs to distinguish carefully between what happens in the EU system itself, and in sectors in member states that the EU seeks to influence, school, higher education and research in particular.

Language policy has not been an EU priority, over and above ensuring the machinery of institutional translation and interpretation services. The principle that EU law overrides national law requires that at least one language of each member state functions as an official and working language of the EU
. This principle was established in 1958 by Council Regulation 1. The functions of EU translators and interpreters are essential. They represent international consolidation in the use of 23 languages for a wide range of written and spoken purposes. Minority languages that are part of the European heritage have no place in EU affairs, though this principle is being eroded since Spain and the UK have ensured that some use can be made of Basque, Catalan, Galician, Scottish Gaelic and Welsh: there are clear criteria for granting EU co-official status to regional official languages (O´Riain 2009).
Far-reaching language policy decisions have been taken without prior clarification of the principle underlying a decision such as granting preferential status to one language or a set of three. The de facto status of French as primus inter pares in EU institutions in earlier years was an outcome of power politics. English has increasingly taken over this role, particularly in the Commission, not as a result of a decision by the Council of Ministers but due to the market forces, internal and external pressures, behind the language. The privileged status of English is reinforced continuously by key decisions, such as determining that in all negotiations with applicant member states, English should be used exclusively
, a decision that was taken by the Commission unilaterally. It exemplifies language policy in the EU being treated as merely a pragmatic, instrumental matter even though language policy is in fact a major political issue (Kraus 2008). 
A number of language policy scholars have analysed the functioning of the EU’s translation and interpretation systems: van Els (2005) favours granting a distinct status to English; Ammon (2006) calls for demographically major languages to be accorded the same status and prestige as English; Gazzola (2006) combines an analysis of the economics of translation and interpretation with elaboration of different understandings of equality in language use. Issues of cost, that tend to be stressed in journalistic coverage of the EU’s management of diversity, need counter-balancing since ‘The perception of how expensive a service is depends on the subjective value that the observer or the society attributes to it’ (ibid., 400). The EU’s own services and MEPs are regularly involved in assessing the quality and nature of language services. There are manifestly no quick fixes in making translation and interpretation function optimally, and to the satisfaction of all those who depend on them. Much could be gained if administrative and scholarly discourses could be integrated more assiduously, but the EU has hitherto shown little interest in collaboration of this kind.

Language policy issues were ignored by the Convention on the Future of Europe (2002-3), in the draft Constitutional Treaty, its resurrection as the Reform Treaty and in force as the Lisbon Treaty, despite pleas from NGOs from several countries for language rights to be strengthened. There is a mismatch between the broad sweep of Article 22 of The Charter of Fundamental Rights of the European Union - ‘The Union shall respect cultural, religious and linguistic diversity’ - and the realities of how this is interpreted. The most extreme form of declaring that the Charter’s commitment is merely hot air was given voice by a senior French civil servant in a conference paper in the USA. Yves Marek, counsellor to Jacques Toubon
 when Minister of Culture and Francophonie, claims blandly that ‘in the field of linguistic rights, like in other fields of human rights, there is no right but only … politics’. This shows a national civil servant following the precepts of Machiavelli (The Prince, 1514), whereas the EU system attempts to ensure equilibrium between the interests of all member states and their languages, and requires states to make compromises.  Marek also claimed that it is the French understanding of national languages that underlies how the EU handles multilingualism. This is a disturbing claim, since Marek also falsely states that in France there are no linguistic minorities, hence ‘no discrimination between so-called minorities’ (for analysis, see Phillipson 2003, 45-47). It is unusual for a government representative to be so openly cynical, or to reveal that he thinks that he can ignore universal human rights principles, and determine how the EU should operate. It also exemplifies why it is so difficult to form supranational language policies on the basis of a mutual understanding of what is at stake, and what criteria and principles should be in force.

EU institutions can be considered as in effect practising linguistic apartheid, even if Eurolaw is promulgated in all official languages. Minority languages have no place. Documents for consideration in member states are often sent in English, and possibly French, rather than in the relevant national language
. Full interpretation between all EU languages is only provided for in certain contexts. In the management of EU affairs there is generally a hierarchy of languages, with English now unmistakably at the top and most languages excluded. This development led the Délégation nationale à la langue française et aux langues de France, in its Annual Report of 2006 to conclude ‘… le français tend à devenir une langue de traduction et non plus de conception’. In other words a monolingual culture and mindset within EU institutions affects both content and form.
The Commission’s website invariably has all documents in English, fewer in French, and far fewer in other languages. The websites of EU presidencies have been criticised by the European Ombudsman for using an excessively limited choice of languages
. The rotating Presidency’s websites have typically been only in English, French and the relevant country’s language. When some German speakers complained to the Ombudsman about this inequality of access, he determined that presidencies were at fault in using such a small set of languages, and that the practice should be changed. A follow-up vote in the European Parliament on 20 November 2008 specifying that ‘the information on the Council Presidency website should ideally be available in all official Community languages’ was endorsed by an overwhelming majority. However, the Swedish presidency website in the second half of 2009 was exclusively in English, French, and Swedish, i.e. the Ombud’s recommendations have been ignored. The EU system fails to live up to the ideals of ‘respecting’ multilingualism that the EU in principle is committed to.
Another example of inequality: when there is communication, spoken or written, between proficient users of English and others with limited competence in English, the communication is asymmetrical, unequal. Often this injustice goes unchallenged, due to the expectation that people can ‘manage’ in English. As a result of many EU texts being written in unclear or incorrect English, and similar problems with French, the translation service has established a service for improving such texts before they are translated
. Clearly this use of English, and to a much lesser extent French, reflects inequality and inefficiency, and does not facilitate culturally diverse language use. 
Promoting multilingualism in member states
So far as the management of multilingualism in member states is concerned, the EU has produced a series of resolutions and recommendations since the 1990s. There is a covert code – or possibly deliberate obscurity - in such texts. Thus the European Council Resolution Linguistic diversity and multilingualism in the EU, 1995, does not define terms, but ‘multilingualism’ refers here to the acquisition by Europeans of facility in foreign languages. ‘Linguistic diversity’ by contrast refers to regional minority languages with a long history: their importance was stressed in several earlier European Parliament (EP) resolutions, and led to funding for the European Bureau of Lesser Used Languages
.

The EU Commission has progressively expanded its activities to strengthen multilingualism and linguistic diversity
. In Promoting language learning and linguistic diversity: An Action Plan 2004-2006, a range of activities is specified.  Support for many languages is stressed, and there are warnings against an exclusive concentration on English in school language learning. There is also a concern about the impact on national languages of a greater use of English as a medium of instruction in higher education. The ambitious Framework Strategy for Multilingualism (2005) recommends that member states undertake the following:
· the learning in education of mother tongue
 plus two languages,

· the formulation of national plans to give coherence and direction to actions to promote multilingualism, significantly including the teaching of migrant languages,

· improved teacher training for foreign language learning,
· early language learning,

· Content and Language Integrated Learning (CLIL), i.e. the merging of a foreign language with another school subject,
· more study of multilingualism in higher education,
· introduction of a European Indicator of Language Competence, a Europe-wide language testing scheme,

· greater use in language learning of Information Society technologies,
· the harnessing of languages to ‘the multilingual economy’.
The regional minority communities such as the Catalans, Friesians and Welsh, are well represented in the EP. The Parliament’s Committee on Culture and Education unanimously recommended a series of measures to strengthen work on language policies
. However, when the Framework Strategy was debated in plenary session of the EP, a majority refused to approve this. Essentially this meant that linguistic nationalists schooled in monolingualism did not wish to promote diversity nationally.

From 2007 to 2009 there was a Commissioner with a portfolio to promote multilingualism, Leonard Orban from Romania. Most of the Commissioner’s speeches consisted of platitudinous generalities about support for diversity and language learning, and it is probably in the nature of his role that they have to be. Orban’s many speeches all over Europe stressed three interlocking goals:

· ‘promoting the cultural dimension of languages to build inclusive societies and develop intercultural dialogue. I intend to promote the learning of all languages present in the European Union, including the languages of migrants […]
· work with business, to help them identify how to build up their language capacities to enter new markets, and to improve job-satisfaction […]
· a European space for dialogue with the citizens, to make sure that everyone can communicate with the institutions in their language, that the Community legislation is available to everyone in their languages.’

It is, however, doubtful whether ‘everyone’ can be expected to wish or need to read Community legislation, and few citizens are likely to contact an EU institution in any language. Likewise it is doubtful whether the corporate world and educationalists look to the Commission for guidance in these areas. 
A report of a High-Level Group on Multilingualism, published on 26 September 2007
 analyses many aspects of language policy and makes suggestions for activities to strengthen language learning. The Group’s many proposals relate to raising awareness and enhancing motivation for language learning; the potential of the media in evoking, enhancing and sustaining motivation for language learning; languages for business; interpretation and translation, new trends and needs; regional or minority languages; and research into multilingualism. The key issue is whether EU or government funds materialize for implementing such ideas.
The efforts of the Commission to give language policy a higher profile are consolidated in the ‘Communication’ Multilingualism: an asset for Europe and a shared commitment, of 18 September 2008. It refers to a number of consultative studies, and includes a lengthy rationale for a range of activities. It makes very specific recommendations in each of the three priority concerns identified by the Commission (as in Orban’s speech cited earlier), states what it intends to do to strengthen languages in lifelong language learning, teacher education, the use of technology, translation etc. It also ‘invites’ member states to undertake a series of activities to achieve the stated goals. This ‘invitation’ is one that member states can choose to take up - or ignore. It is thus difficult to imagine that the British will ensure that schoolchildren in the UK develop competence in two foreign languages, since most British schoolchildren study one foreign language only and few continue with it beyond age 14. The Report on the implementation of the EU’s Action Plan ‘Promoting language learning and linguistic diversity 2004-2006’ indicates very uneven take-up in member states, and several countries, among them Denmark, failed to produce a national report
.

A feasibility study concerning the creation of a European Agency for Linguistic Diversity and Language Learning was requested by European Parliament, and commissioned by the Directorate General for Education and Culture. The task was given to Yellow Window Associates, a consultancy with wide experience of servicing EU institutions. Their mandate excluded attention to the internal workings of EU institutions and migrant languages. Their report, of 18 May 2005, was made available on the DG’s website. The detailed (118 pp.) study, on the basis of extensive consultation with a wide range of people concerned with many aspects of language policy, articulates an analysis of needs, conditions, and modalities. The report confirms that a wealth of professional expertise exists that decision-makers ought to draw on. It makes a strong case for either a Linguistic Agency, like other high-prestige EU agencies (dealing with the environment in Copenhagen, and racism in Vienna), or alternatively a network of Language Diversity Centres to strengthen policy formation and implementation, particularly for regional minority languages. The feasibility study reveals a widespread perception that there is a serious need for policy advice and information for national and EU decision-makers. This was overwhelmingly the case in new member states, whereas the established ones consider such functions ‘not useful’. The same pattern holds for perceptions of the need for research into language policy issues. There was also near unanimity in responses in rejecting English as a sole lingua franca. The study concludes that ‘A no-action scenario would seriously undermine the credibility of the EU in this field’.

In fact the Linguistic Agency proposal was rejected unilaterally by the Commission. What it has done is to decide to support the Network on Promoting Linguistic Diversity within the framework of the programme ‘Integrated Lifelong Learning (2007-2013). But funding for ‘regional and minority languages’ has been significantly reduced, from 1.2 million euros annually to 149,000 euros annually
. This represents a massive downgrading of funding for these languages. Whatever credibility the EU might have gained by creating a portfolio for multilingualism in its own right in 2007 was seriously undermined by no-action on an Academy and by reduced action on minority languages. 

The EU has supported two cross-national research projects on multilingualism under Framework Programme 6. Languages in a Network of European Excellence
 has subprojects on Multilingualism and Education, Language Policy and Planning, Language, Identity and Culture, Language and Economy. A second project is DYLAN (Language dynamics and management of diversity)
, which is analysing links between language policy in EU institutions, the corporate world, and educational practices. Both projects have informative websites. Both involve researchers in a considerable number of countries. Both address most of the issues raised in this article but have not yet reached a point where conclusions have been finalised or where the implications for EU institutions or national governments are clear.
One example of how a hegemonic status for English is being established, strengthening its position both within the Commission and in member states, can be seen in the way the DG for Research operates. In the ‘Guide for applicants’ for funding from the Seventh Framework Programme
 there is the following advice: ‘Proposals may be prepared in any official language of the European Union. If your proposal is not in English, a translation of the full proposal would be assistance to the experts’, i.e. to those assessing the quality of the proposal for funding. The rhetoric of all EU languages being valid is formally acknowledged, but it is clear that applications have to be written in English. Applicants for whom English is not the primary professional language - many in southern and eastern Europe and elsewhere - are at a significant structural disadvantage when the application has to be in English. The expert evaluators are drawn from all EU countries, for many of whom English is not the primary working language, even if they are professional researchers. Even if they can ‘manage’ in English, their facility in being able to express themselves optimally in English may be limited, particularly when it comes to formulating the written response in English that all applicants are entitled to, when every word counts. This example of how the EU conducts its affairs reveals clearly that efficiency and linguistic equality are seriously constrained. This discrimination on grounds of language is in conflict with the EU’s commitment to ‘respecting’ language diversity. To argue that this way of conducting affairs is necessary for pragmatic or practical reasons is to ignore the reality of those with high-level proficiency in English being favoured.
It is difficult if not impossible to assess the impact of all of this EU activity in the language policy field. Some individuals and institutions in member states have definitely benefited, just as the training of interpreters and translators has also been stimulated by EU funding. However, it seems unlikely that EU policy documents are read by many of those concerned with language in education at all levels in member states, or by many in the corporate world, whereas presumably they are read by a few civil servants and politicians. Few members of the public are likely to subscribe to the flood of electronic information pouring out of Brussels and EU offices in the capital cities of member states. The Commission is aware that new communication strategies are needed, if popular perceptions of the utility of the EU are to be changed, but at present the ‘communication’ on offer is fundamentally uni-directional, bureaucratic and unappetising. The language that characterises EU texts is banal, homogenised, and culturally indistinct, which contributes to the EU’s legitimation crisis (Roberts 2006). EU discourses are unable to trigger loyalty or identification that is comparable to the strength of nationalism (Outhwaite 2006). This is true both of the passionate nationalism that extreme right-wing parties draw on, and of the banal nationalism that is more latent but equally deeply embedded (Billig 1995), and which the EU has attempted to promote through competitions, prizes, flags, and grassroots activities. A fundamental underlying problem is that language policy tends not to have a high priority supranationally or nationally except when major injustices or existential crises forces it higher up on political agendas (for examples, see Phillipson 2003, chapters 1 and 3).
European or global integration?

Identification with ‘Europe’ is limited due to widespread ignorance about the EU and uncertainty about whether the project of European integration is leading to a federal United States of Europe (as advocated by Churchill, Monnet, and the US corporate-political elite), or to a ‘Europe des patries’ (championed by de Gaulle and British nationalists). The links between the pioneer European architects of what has become the EU and the US political elite, before and after World War II, are detailed in Pascaline Winand’s Eisenhower, Kennedy, and the United States of Europe (1993). While Monnet and many of the key Europeans were quite open about their wish to create a federal Europe on the model of the USA, the Americans were shrewd enough to influence policies decisively but to remain discreetly in the background for many years. Now there are annual EU-USA summits that coordinate economic and foreign policy.

The EU can be seen as a European integration project, involving a range of processes and products (Morgan 2005), interlocking with the project of making English the dominant language of the EU, which entails identifiable processes and products. Any more detailed analysis of the current role of English in Europe would need to see it in terms of the English language as project, as process, and as product (Phillipson 2009a). Nobody is questioning whether English ought to be optimally learned or not. There is no dispute about the fact that proficiency in English is massively useful in the modern world, and that English serves multiple purposes, some constructive, some benign, and some evil. But while English opens doors for some, it closes them for others. This is the case in Europe, just as it is on other continents.
The 2008 Communication on Multilingualism refers to an EP Resolution which goes beyond European languages in Europe
. It acknowledges ‘the strategic importance of European World Languages as a communication vehicle and as a means of solidarity, cooperation, and economic investment’. The EP recommended that this concept should be ‘one of the main political guidelines of European policy on multilingualism’. The Commission therefore states in the Communication (page 14) that it will

· ‘develop partnerships and enhance cooperation on multilingualism with non-EU countries, taking account of the opportunities offered by those European languages which have a worldwide coverage

· promote the teaching and learning of all EU languages abroad.

The Member States are invited to:

· further enhance networking and cooperation among relevant institutes to better promote EU languages abroad.’

The ‘institutes’ referred to are presumably the bodies concerned with the promotion worldwide of English (British Council), French (Francophonie agencies), German (Goethe Institut), Spanish (Instituto Cervantes) and, to a lesser extent, other languages. Hitherto such promotional activities have been exclusively a national priority which, in the case of France and the UK, has been of major national and economic importance. But it is false to state that cooperation between these national concerns can be ‘further enhanced’ when there exists virtually no such cooperation
. Is the Commission now going to allocate funds for the dissemination of Bulgarian and Finnish worldwide – when it has done little hitherto to fund familiarisation of the languages and cultures of member states in other member states? The dominant EU languages, with space on school time-tables as foreign languages, and their backers are in competition with each other. Whether the first Foreign Minister of the EU, Baroness Ashton, will act on her right and obligation to strengthen the work of consolidating the power of European languages ‘abroad’, to use these ‘products’ in a project of increasing European influence worldwide, remains to be seen. This part of the Communication looks like yet another example of empty rhetoric that does little to strengthen either the EU’s unity or its diversity.

Concluding reflections
Since English is the de facto default in-house language of the Commission, it has become the dominant supranational language. It benefits by structural and ideological preferment. Its users identify with it, whether English is a mother tongue (the British and Irish) or a second language, one that tends to be used more effectively by northern Europeans than others. Its use is accepted as normal, as being ‘natural’, in similar ways to how the dominance of a hegemonic national language is internalised, with speakers of a prestige dialect, the standard language, privileged nationally. European unity is at one level being created by 23 national languages all having some supranational use and legitimacy, though the written form of Eurotexts is of only national rather than supranational significance. At the supranational level it is English that currently plays a decisive a central role in shaping EU discourses in speech and writing, and in how the management and integration of the EU is being undertaken and projected. It is, of course, not the language itself that accounts for its privileged status, but rather the users of the language and the interests, commercial and political, that propel the language forward.
In the 2010 Commission, multilingualism has been returned to the education, youth, and culture portfolio, in effect downgrading the topic. Even when there was a Commissioner with a specific portfolio for multilingualism, the Eurocrat support staff were not specialists in language policy. 

An additional factor that limits the extent to which language policy is dealt with effectively in the Commission is that overall responsibility for language policy is fragmented, shared between separate Directorates for Education, Research, Translation, and Interpretation.  The EU translation and interpretation services are impressive in many respects, but they are detached from international research, and subject to an economic rationale, seeing themselves essentially as a service function rather than policy-making (Phillipson 2003, chapter 4). Ultimately language policy is an inter-governmental responsibility that only occasionally rears its head in the Council of Ministers.

The weakness of the EU’s language policy infrastructure dovetails with the fact that in the Ministries of most member states there is also limited competence. There are well qualified civil servants in language policy in some countries, such as Finland, Ireland, and the regional governments of the Basque country and Catalonia in Spain, but these are the exception.

There is a modest amount of coordination among national language bodies (for the Danish language, German, Spanish etc.) but this international collaboration is in its infancy (Stickel 2009). Typically the institutions in question are concerned with the purity of the national language domestically (Dansk Sprognævn, Institut für Deutsche Sprache, etc.), and not multilingualism or education. The processes for dialogue between scholars, interest groups, and policy-makers, nationally and internationally, are therefore fragile. The research community is small and scattered, and while there are a few distinguished language policy specialists, most social scientists working on European integration ignore language issues. Analysis and recommendations in book form by scholars for taking EU language policy issues forward (Grin 2003, Phillipson 2003, Kraus 2008)  - the complexity of the issues requires book-length treatment, whereas a short article can only take up a selection of issues - seem to be ignored by politicians and Eurocrats. Efforts to get language policy higher up on political agendas by governments (for instance, a well prepared approach by Slovakia in 2007) come to nothing.

The up-beat nature of many of the recommendations from the Commission contrasts with many symptoms of crisis in language policy in Europe, such as foreign languages other than English being learned less, the strengthening of English in the Bologna process that is integrating higher education and research (essentially all key policy statements seem to equate ‘internationalisation’ with ‘English-medium higher education’, Phillipson 2006, 2009b), and in the internal management of multilingualism in EU institutions. Translators and interpreters for demographically ‘small’ languages like Danish and Swedish, as well as the Baltic and central European languages, are convinced that their languages are being treated as second-class. Languages that were earlier suppressed by Soviet occupation have special needs, but are at the mercy of market forces and not protected by international charters (Druviete 2009, 85). There is a conflict between the EU rhetoric of supporting all languages and the realities of linguistic hierarchies and marginalisation (Phillipson 2009c).
How could some of these problems be resolved? There is manifestly a need for the professional expertise in language policy to be drawn on, as was recognized in the Europe-wide Linguistic Agency consultation referred to earlier. However, criteria for guiding equitable supranational language policy are relatively under-explored. Alternatives to market forces (the comparative advantage of English in the European linguistic market) and to linguistic nationalism (such as the use of Esperanto for restricted bridging purposes internally in the EU, or in education) have not been subjected to analytical scrutiny except in the work of a few scholars (e.g. Grin 2005). In my book (Phillipson 2003), one chapter is devoted to analysing how equitable communication could be ordered more effectively. It draws on the experience of countries that have taken language policy issues seriously (Australia, Canada, post-apartheid South Africa), which entailed identifying the goals and assumptions of language policy. The book also has brief coverage of economics and language, a sub-field of language policy that has produced many relevant insights. It is also important to distinguish between language rights and linguistic human rights, which is an evolving multi-disciplinary field, mainly drawing on sociolinguistics and human rights law (Skutnabb-Kangas and Phillipson 1994). International law tends not to create positive obligations on states in this area (de Varennes 1999), and provides weak protection for minorities (Thornberry 1997). The education that Indigenous peoples have been subjected to worldwide, exclusively in a dominant state language, has been explored within the framework of the UN Permanent Forum on Indigenous Issues, including analysis of whether this education can be considered as linguistic genocide and a crime against humanity (Skutnabb-Kangas and Dunbar 2010). The EU’s commitment to ‘respecting’ all languages in the Union, which implies linguistic equality, can potentially serve to strengthen the language rights both of minority groups and of speakers of EU languages who sense that their languages are not being fully respected.

The final chapter of Phillipson 2003 sketches out best- and worst-case scenarios, and makes 45 specific recommendations for what could be done to improve matters. They are grouped in four sections: national and supranational language policy infrastructure; EU institutions; language teaching and learning; and research. Very few of these ideas have been implemented: the Directorate General for Education has funded some useful research on language learning and teacher training, and operates a number of schemes that aim at strengthening language learning in schools. In 2009 the DG for Research, in Framework Programme 7, solicited projects on ‘Vehicular languages in Europe in an era of globalisation: history, policy, practice’, including lingua francas, and commissioned one cross-national study. Alas, the budget size for research in the social sciences and humanities is modest as compared with other fields, and the competition for funding is fierce.

Language policy will only acquire a higher profile if policies that ensure a healthy balance between English and other languages are elaborated and implemented. The governments of the Nordic countries are committed to maintaining the vitality of national languages while promoting competence in international languages, particularly English. A Declaration on a Nordic Language Policy was approved in 2006 by the Nordic Council of Ministers, and promulgated in Danish, Faeroese, Greenlandic, Finnish, Icelandic, Norwegian, Saami, Swedish, and English
. The document specifies the language rights of all residents in a Nordic country, and sets out goals for language policy. It encourages key institutions to develop long-range strategies for choice of language, the parallel use of languages, and language instruction. Implementation of the many recommendations has yet to be undertaken. However, since this is the first time that government-level language policy in this area has been made explicit, it is positive that language policy is not merely being left to market forces. The underlying thinking is both/and rather than either/or: not a focus on a single medium of instruction (an English-medium or local language-medium school or university) but a combination.
Europe-wide language policy could draw inspiration from such policy initiatives. They have evolved in the Nordic countries as a result of addressing rather than ignoring the real tensions between a dominant national language, the rights of minority languages, and an invasive international language. There are comparable tensions at the supranational level as well as within all member states. A study of the way the tensions between English and French in Canada have been addressed and choreographed can be useful in seeking to come to grips with the tension in Europe between on the one hand linguistic nationalism, national interests and rights, and on the other the patterns of supranational language use and hierarchy.
In this complex and often contradictory set of relations language policy plays a greater and greater role. Not only is this the terrain on which borders are constructed, it is also the terrain on which tensions are neutralized, ambiguities constructed, contradictions masked. It is through language that the ideologies of nation and state are produced and reproduced. The Canadian federal government seeks to legitimize itself as the representative of all Canadians by promoting linguistic pluralism, while at the same time it seeks to construct some unifying symbols. To do so requires addressing the real social inequalities that obtain among ethnolinguistic groups, although too often the state opts instead for the discursive construction of a fictive equality. (Heller 1999, 167)
The alternative is laissez faire, and why should something as important as language policy be left to market forces? The human rights system, and the articulation of the fundamental rights of the EU are intended to assure that this does not happen. But is there agreement, unity, on how the EU’s linguistic diversity can be maintained?
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� Journalistic coverage of EU language issues tends to be ill-informed, even in the quality press, often with an exclusive emphasis on the cost of multilingualism or the tired myth of Babel. For examples, see Phillipson 2003, 19-23.


� Le Monde reported on 17th February 2004 that three French MEPs tabled a motion on a financial topic not in French but in English: ‘We had to shift to English in order to be heard’. Specifically the issue was the words ‘standard’ (in French = normal) and ‘normal’. ‘The problem could only be solved by resorting to English.’


� ‘Es gibt in der EU kein emotionaleres Thema als Sprachen.’ Wilhelm Schönfelder, cited in Süddeutsche Zeitung, 1 April 2005.


� ‘Un sujet qui peut être qualifié d’explosif en Europe’. Pierre Lequiller, Président, réunion ouverte à l’ensemble des membres français du Parlement Européen, le 11 juin 2003, pour debattre le Rapport sur la diversité linguistique au sein de l’Union européenne, préparé par Michel Herbillon, auprès de la Délégation pour l’Union Européenne.


� See European Council conclusions, 1995 and the Resolution on the European Year of Languages 2001, both reproduced in appendices in Phillipson 2003, 193-198.


� � HYPERLINK "http://ec.europa.eu/dgs/translation/index_en.htm" �http://ec.europa.eu/dgs/translation/index_en.htm�; � HYPERLINK "http://ec.europa.eu/dgs/scic/" �http://ec.europa.eu/dgs/scic/�.


� This underlying principle can be seen in the EU’s constitutional commitment to ‘respecting’ linguistic diversity (Article 2, Treaty of Lisbon, in force since 1 December 2009), in Eurolaw having equal validity in all 23 EU languages, and in each member state being entitled to a national language being accorded EU official and working language status.


� See Phillipson 2003, chapter 4.


� The exceptions are officially multilingual states like Belgium and Finland.


� This requirement in agreements between the Commission and Poland and the Czech Republic in the accession process is cited in Phillipson 2003, 123, e.g. ‘Any communication between the Commission and the Czech Republic related to this Agreement shall be in English’.


� Toubon later became Minister of Justice, so that the name given to the legislation in France aimed at stemming the tide of the invasion of English in France in 1994 is popularly known as the Loi Toubon.


� There is a shortage of empirical documentation of this reality. For relevant research in Sweden, see Melander 2001. The issue is currently being examined in relation to EU links with Germany in the EU-funded Dylan project, � HYPERLINK "http://www.dylan-project.org" �www.dylan-project.org�.


� See the European Ombudsman’s press release No. 6/2006.


� The DG for Translation describes this involvement as the production of ‘edited originals’, � HYPERLINK "http://ec.europa.eu/dgs/translation/faq/index_en.htm#6" �http://ec.europa.eu/dgs/translation/faq/index_en.htm#6�.


� This EU-funded body played a central role in facilitating links between regional linguistic minority communities, and in the formulation of the Council of Europe’s European Charter for Regional or Minority Languages. The Bureau closed in 2010, but some of its offshoots are continuing activity, including the Mercator centres in Aberystwyth, Barcelona and Ljouwert/Leeuwarden, � HYPERLINK "http://www.mercator-research.eu/news/newsletter" �http://www.mercator-research.eu/news/newsletter�,  and � HYPERLINK "http://www.eurolang.net" �www.eurolang.net�.


� � HYPERLINK "http://ec.europa.eu/education/policies/lang/languages_en.html" ��http://ec.europa.eu/education/policies/lang/languages_en.html�.


� Whether this refers to minority mother tongues or the dominant national language is left unclear.


� EP Report on a new framework for multilingualism, A6-0372/2006, 23 October 2006.


� From ‘Languages are a bridge for intercultural dialogue’, speech, Brussels, 29 June 2007 to The Group of Intellectuals for Intercultural Dialogue.


� IP/07/1396; � HYPERLINK "http://ec.europa.eu/education/policies/lang/doc/multireport_en.pdf" ��http://ec.europa.eu/education/policies/lang/doc/multireport_en.pdf�.


� � HYPERLINK "http://ec.europa.eu/education/policies/lang/policy/report�_en.html" �http://ec.europa.eu/education/policies/lang/policy/report�_en.html�.


� Mercatornews 33, September 2007, reports: ‘this new network aims at the strengthening of Regional and Minority Languages throughout Europe has been established on the initiative of the Welsh Language Board in Wales. The Mercator Research Centre is one of the partners of the network alongside with organisations and regional authorities from Wales, Catalonia, Finland (Swedish speakers), Estonia and Ireland. Around one half of a million euros has been provisioned for the new network for three years - the project partners/regional languages will finance the necessary equity contribution. Until now, in the Action Programme 2004-2006, the Mercator Centres in Ljouwert, Aberysthwyth and Barcelona had received earmarked financial support from the European Commission together with the European Bureau for Lesser Used Languages (EBLUL). As a result of this mainstreaming operation of the European Commission the total sum of EU funding for Regional and Minority Languages has declined from 1,2 million euros annually to 149.000 euros annually.’


� � HYPERLINK "http://linee.info/linee/home2.html" �http://linee.info/linee/home2.html�.


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.dylan-project.org" �www.dylan-project.org�.


� � HYPERLINK "http://cordis.europa.eu" �http://cordis.europa.eu�.


� In footnote 38 of the Communication the reference is to the EP 2006/2081(INI).


� The USA and the UK have collaborated since the 1950s, but on a small scale. They are also in competition with each other. Occasionally the French were involved, see Phillipson 1992, chapter 6.


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.norden.org" �www.norden.org�.
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