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I. Introduction

The European Union is being created as a multilingual society. Linguistic diversity is one of the pillars upon which the Union has been erected. This entails both the right of Union citizens – just confirmed in the most recent draft of the Constitution – to correspond with the European institutions in any one of the official languages of the Union as well as the need for Union citizens to be proficient in a number of Union languages. In view of this need, the promotion of language learning and of linguistic diversity - ultimately extending to regional and immigrant languages as well as to third-country languages – is of fundamental importance to the future of the Union. 

The importance of learning and knowing foreign languages has been acknowledged at the highest level. At the Lisbon and Barcelona Summits (March 2000 and 2002 respectively) the Heads of State and Government underlined the relevance of “the new basic skills” to the overarching aims of economic progress and social cohesion – one of the new basic skills identified being proficiency in foreign languages. In line with this, “improving foreign language learning” became one of the 13 objectives of the Objectives Process embedded in the Lisbon Strategy. 

On 14 February 2002 the Education Council of the European Union adopted a resolution on the promotion of linguistic diversity and language learning in the framework of the implementation of the objectives of the European Year of Languages 2001. In this resolution, the Council invited the European Commission “to draw up proposals by early 2003 for actions for the promotion of linguistic diversity and language learning” consistent with the Objectives Process. The proposals were presented on 24 July 2003 in the form of the Communication from the Commission Promoting Language Learning and Linguistic Diversity: An Action Plan 2004-2006.

As part of the preparation of the Action Plan, the Commission published the Staff Working Paper Promoting Language Learning and Linguistic Diversity – Consultation on 13 November 2002. The document was designed to encourage both stakeholder organisations and individuals to express their views on a number of key issues identified in the document. To this end, the document presented a list of seven “most salient questions”, to which stakeholder organisations and individual citizens were invited to respond. The consultation was in line with the Commission’s general approach to involving interested parties in decision-taking and ensuring greater accountability.

The consultation was carried out in the following manner.

The Commission wrote formally to the other European Institutions and to relevant national ministries, including those of the EEA and candidate countries, and e-mailed the following organisations inviting them to respond to the seven questions:

· European associations in the fields of languages, linguistic diversity, education, training and culture

· social partners, teacher/trainer associations, cultural associations and other groups representing civil society

In addition, members of the public were invited to take part in the consultation, through a dedicated web-page. The public consultation process lasted from the beginning of December 2002 until the end of February 2003.

The consultation focused on seven strategic questions about the Union’s role in promoting language learning and linguistic diversity. The total number of responses received was 780. Of these, a large number were incomplete; 289 responses were deemed to be substantive and were passed to the CEL / ELC for analysis. This report presents an analysis of the 289 responses selected.

II. Methodology

The analysis was guided by three principal aims:

· to analyse, classify and synthesise the responses to each of the seven questions asked in the consultation document

· to synthesise the main conclusions of the analysis of the responses to each of the seven questions of the consultation document (analysis by type of respondent)

· to make general comments on the nature and relevance of the responses received and on the consultation process itself

These aims were pursued by a three-step quantitative and qualitative analysis of the responses.

Step 1: analysis of the responses

· responses submitted in a language other than English were translated into English

· all responses were transferred into a data-base for further quantitative and qualitative analysis

· the responses were classified according to three categories

a. type of response

· general assessments

· comments on language policy in general

· process recommendations

· project proposals

· other

b. level to which the response was targeted

· institutional level

· regional level

· national level

· European level

c. key issues

· comments, recommendations and proposals made to each of the seven questions

Step 2: assessments and synthesis of the responses

· the main conclusions of the responses to each of the seven questions were assessed through an analysis by type of respondent 

· the relevance of the responses received was assessed both with regard to the consultation process in general and to each of the seven questions in particular

Step 3: final conclusions 

On the basis of the findings of the analysis carried out, comments on the nature and relevance of the responses and of the consultation were prepared.

III. Analysis 

1. Quantitative analysis

· Data base

The total number of responses received was 780; the number of substantive responses received was 289; these 289 responses were passed on to the CEL/ELC for evaluation. Of these 289 responses, 243 responses were submitted online and 46 responses were submitted by regular mail; 173 individuals (60 %) and 116 organisations (40 %) took part in the consultation process.

These figures show that only a relatively small number of individuals participated in the consultation process. Because of the extremely low response rate, the universe of the consultation cannot be regarded as a representative sample.

The response rate of the organisations is very low in comparison with the number of national or European bodies that can be assumed to be interested in the issues of language learning and linguistic diversity.

· Responses per country

Most of the responses submitted by individuals came from Italy (21), Spain (19), France (14) and Germany (13); 28 individual respondents chose not to provide information about their country of origin.

Most of the responses submitted by organisations came from Germany (21), Italy (14), and Spain (13). No indications were received from 4 organisations.

· Professions of individuals

Individual respondents were invited through an open question to state their profession. Only 96 respondents (55%) did so. Below is a list of the profession stated (in alphabetical order) 

	Profession

	civil servant   
	3

	engineer
	2

	journalist
	4

	language teacher
	16

	lecturer
	11

	manager
	2

	professor
	9

	pupil
	5

	researcher
	9

	student
	15

	teacher
	9

	translator
	8

	other
	3

	TOTAL 
	96


· Type of organisation

The consultation form contained a list of types of organisation, and organisations responding were requested to indicate to which type they belonged. A total of 110 organisations (95%) complied with this request, whereas 6 (5%) failed to do so. 

The CEL/ELC decided to divide the NGOs that responded into three sub-types:

· NGO not specialising in languages

· NGO specialising in languages

· NGO devoted to the promotion of lesser-used languages and regional and minority languages   
	Type of Organisation

	Employer organisation
	1

	Trade union organisation
	1

	Training organisation
	1

	Small and medium sized organisation
	2

	Higher education institution
	20

	School
	7

	Adult education institution
	4

	Chamber of commerce, industry, agriculture
	1

	Professional organisation / federation / grouping
	5

	National public authority / ministry
	21

	Regional public authority
	4

	Local public authority
	1

	Research centre or institute
	9

	Non-governmental organisation (NGO)
	22

	     - NGO not specialising in languages 13
	

	     - NGO specialising in languages  3
	

	     - NGO devoted to the promotion of lesser used languages       and regional and minority languages   6
	

	Other non-profit-making organisation
	3

	Youth organisation
	1

	Other organisation
	7

	TOTAL
	110


· Number of responses per question (individuals)

The consultation document specifically requested responses to seven strategic questions. The question that drew the largest number of responses was related to the ability to communicate in at least two languages in addition to the mother tongue and invited comments on how the European Commission should help Member States to ensure that this objective is reached. The question on how the Union could best integrate support for regional, minority, migrant and sign languages into its trans-national cooperation programmes in the fields of education, training, and culture drew 83 responses. 

As regards the responses given by organisations, a majority of them did not follow the order in which the questions were asked in the consultation document.

The following table shows the allocation of the responses submitted by individuals per question: 
	Question 
	responses

	1. Mother tongue plus two other languages
	164

	2. Increase the range of the languages
	98

	3. Improve quality of language teacher training
	140

	4. System of validating or certifying language skills
	85

	5. Integrate regional, minority and migrant languages
	83

	6. Create language-friendly environment
	96

	7. Steps by the Member States to promote language learning
	131

	8. Comments
	71


2. Qualitative analysis
The classification of the responses was carried out by considering each response against the background of the following categories:

a. type of response

· general assessments

· comments on language policy in general

· process recommendations

· project proposals

· other

b. level to which the  response was targeted

· institutional level

· regional level

· national level

· European level

c. key issues

· comments, recommendations and proposals made to each of the seven questions

2.1 Type of response in relation to the level targeted Individuals

	
	Type of response
	Level of response

	Question 1
	Most of the responses of the individuals were comments on language policy in general (42 %) and general assessments (30 %) of the issues discussed. Only few process recommendations (10%) and project proposals (5%) were made. 
	institutional level

	Question 2
	Most of the responses were process recommendations (45%) and project proposals (25%) and only few general assessments (10%) and comments on language policy in general (5%) were made.
	European level

	Question 3
	Most of the responses were process recommendations (55%) and project proposals (20%) and only 7% were general assessments.
	national level

	Question 4
	Most of the responses were process recommendations (25%) and general assessments (23%) and only few concrete process recommendations (10%) and project proposals were made (8%).
	European level

	Question 5
	Most of the responses to this question were comments on language policy in general (45%) and only few process recommendations (10%) and project proposals (5%) were made.
	national level

	Question 6
	Most of the responses were comments on language policy in general (65%) and only few process recommendations (8%) and project proposals (3%) were made.
	national level; European level

	Question 7
	Most of the responses were comments on language policy in general (45%) and only few responses were process recommendation (10%) and project proposals (5%).
	European level


These allocations show that most of the responses by individuals had a strong emphasis on national language policies. Most of the responses were comments on language policies in general and only few of the responses were recommendations and concrete project proposals. This classification of the responses helped us to generate the key issues addressed in the responses to the consultation.

Organisations

The allocation of the most used type of response and level of response according to the type of organisation is as follows:

	Type of organisation
	Type of response
	Level of response

	Employer organisation
	General assessment
	European level

	Trade union organisation
	General assessment
	European level

	Training organisation
	General assessment
	national level 

	Small and medium sized organisation
	Comments on language policy in general
	national level

	Higher education institution
	Process recommendations and project proposals
	national level; European level

	School
	Comments on language policy in general
	national level

	Adult education institution
	Comments on language policy in general
	European level

	Chamber of commerce, industry, agriculture
	Comments on language policy in general
	national level

	Professional organisation  federation / grouping
	Comments on language policy in general
	national level; European level

	National public authority / ministry
	Presentation of Member States language policy
	national level; European level

	Regional public authority
	Presentation of language policy 
	regional level

	Local public authority
	Comments on language policy in general; presentation of own language policy
	local level; European level

	Research centre or institute
	Comments on language policy in general
	European level

	Non-language specialist NGO
	Comments on language policy in general
	European level

	Language-specialist NGO
	Process recommendations; project proposals
	European level

	NGO – promotion of lesser used languages, regional and minority languages
	Presentation of own agenda
	National level; European level

	Youth organisation
	General assessment
	European level

	Other organisation
	General assessment
	European level


The types of responses differ according to the types of organisations. The responses of the Ministries were mainly general assessments of national language policies and the European dimension of language learning and linguistic diversity. Most of the responses given by higher education institutions were concrete process recommendations and project proposals. Local and national public authorities presented their specific language policy and did not respond directly to the consultation document. The responses given by the NGOs which work on the field of lesser-used and regional and minority languages were presentations of their political agendas.

2.2 Key issues 

General key issues (scaled)

	 Individuals
	
	I. 
	Organisations

	
	Key issue
	No.
	
	
	Key issue
	No.

	1
	language learning from an early age is important
	88
	
	1
	language learning from an early age is important
	86

	2
	Improvement of language teacher training through the application of European quality standards
	65
	
	2
	Linguistic diversity as one of the main principles of European integration
	78

	3
	(further) development of language education policies at Member State level in order to promote language learning 
	50
	
	3
	Development of a European language teacher profile and of common European teacher training programmes
	45

	4
	Awareness of linguistic and cultural diversity in Europe could be raised by more pilot programmes on language teaching and learning
	38
	
	4
	Commission should support Member States in developing strategies for the training of language teachers 
	32

	5
	Enhanced status for lesser used and regional and minority languages in language teaching 
	35
	
	5
	Need for a European multi-annual language action plan
	30


Key issues for Question 1 (scaled)

Mother tongue plus two other languages

	II. 
	Individuals
	
	
	III. 
	Organisations

	
	Key issue
	No.
	% of total
	
	
	Key issue
	No.

	1
	language learning from an early age is important
	88
	39% 
	
	1
	language learning from an early age is important
	76

	2
	raise awareness of linguistic and cultural diversity by supporting European programmes in the field of language learning
	41
	18%
	
	2
	multilingual literacy is a key skill for employment
	11

	3
	new curricula for language learning in schools
	31
	14%
	
	3
	linguistic diversity is important for the process of European integration
	10

	4
	promotion of exchange programmes
	19
	8%
	
	4
	European Commission should provide information on the linguistic demands resulting from enlargement
	3

	5
	new mobility programmes for students
	11
	5%
	
	5
	development of new curricula for language learning at schools
	2

	6
	more emphasis on language research projects
	9
	4%
	
	

	7
	linguistic diversity crucial for European Integration
	8
	4%
	
	

	8
	need of one lingua franca in Europe
	7
	3%
	
	


Key issues for Question 2 (scaled)

Increase the range of languages

	IV. 
	Individuals
	
	
	V. 
	Organisations

	
	Key issue
	No.
	% of total
	
	
	Key issue
	No.

	1
	life-long language learning is important


	51
	25 %
	
	1
	life-long language learning is important
	35

	2
	new role of immigrant languages should be recognised
	42
	21%
	
	2
	teaching of at least two foreign languages from a very early age
	34

	3
	more information on minority and lesser used languages should be provided
	37
	18%
	
	3
	call for specific EU programmes which support the development of schools‘ foreign language profiles 
	10

	4
	development of new language policies at national level
	35
	17%
	
	
	
	

	5
	increase language teaching in higher education
	27
	13%
	
	
	
	


Key issues for Question 3 (scaled)

Improve quality of language teacher training

	VI. 
	Individuals
	
	
	VII. 
	Organisations

	
	Key issue
	No.
	% of total
	
	
	Key issue
	No.

	1
	need for EU assessment system of language teacher education
	55
	25%
	
	1
	enhance the quality and quantity of language teacher education
	39

	2
	development of a European language teacher profile
	49
	22%
	
	2
	development of a European language teacher profile and of common European teacher training programmes
	35

	3
	more language assistants needed
	41
	19%
	
	3
	Commission should support Member States in developing strategies for language teacher training
	17

	4
	national quality assurance systems for HE should evaluate language education at tertiary level
	18
	8%
	
	
	
	

	5
	overriding importance of initial and in-service language teacher education
	16
	7%
	
	
	
	

	6
	concern about the low status of language teachers
	14
	6%
	
	
	
	


Key issues for Question 4 (scaled)

System of validating or certifying language skills

	VIII. 
	Individuals
	
	
	IX. 
	Organisations

	
	Key issue
	No.
	% of total
	
	
	Key issue
	No.

	1
	awareness that national certification systems are not useful
	61
	31%
	
	1
	dissemination of information about the European Language Portfolio (ELP)
	32

	2
	call for a European validation structure
	52
	27%
	
	2
	increased co-operation between the Council of Europe and the European Commission 
	11

	3
	more transparent assessment criteria required for certification of language skills
	40
	21%
	
	
	
	

	4
	new web-based language tests needed
	31
	16%
	
	
	
	


Key issues for Question 5 (scaled)

Integrate regional, minority and migrant languages

	X. 
	Individuals
	
	
	XI. 
	Organisations

	
	Key issue
	No.
	% of total
	
	
	Key issue
	No.

	1
	enhanced status for lesser used, regional and minority languages in language teaching


	51
	27%
	
	1
	enhanced status for lesser used, regional and minority languages in language teaching 


	32

	2
	“democratic need” to include minority languages
	43
	23%
	
	2
	study and research of regional and minority languages should be incorporated in all relevant European action programmes
	29

	3
	immigrant languages should be seen as a benefit for language teaching and should be included in language teaching in schools
	29
	15%
	
	3
	change of European and national regulations regarding the status of regional and minority languages
	9

	4
	more interpreters and  translators for minority languages
	28
	15%
	
	4
	creation of a special EU programme action line for regional and minority languages
	8

	5
	need of one international language, e.g. Esperanto
	19
	10%
	
	
	
	


Key issues for Question 6 (scaled)

Create language-friendly environment

	XII. 
	Individuals
	
	
	XIII. 
	Organisations

	
	Key issue
	No.
	% of total
	
	
	Key issue
	No.

	1
	funding of innovative projects on language learning


	47
	23%
	
	1
	promotion of language learning should be incorporated as a generic aim in all EU education programmes
	29

	2
	multilingual TV channels
	29
	14%
	
	2
	establishment of Language Councils in Member States
	21

	3
	cultural diversity is important
	28
	14%
	
	3
	development of a European multi-annual language action plan
	20

	4
	sub-titles for movies
	19
	9%
	
	4
	Creation of an electronic platform – a Languages Portal- for the dissemination of pertinent information and practice
	2

	5
	investment in cultural action programmes
	17
	8%
	
	
	
	

	6
	assessment of the training of interpreters and translators
	15
	7%
	
	
	
	

	7
	language learning as an important task for lifelong learning
	11
	5%
	
	
	
	


Key issues for Question 7 (scaled)

Steps by the Member States to promote language learning

	XIV. 
	Individuals
	
	
	XV. 
	Organisations

	
	Key issue
	No.
	% of total
	
	
	Key issue
	No.

	1
	awareness of Europe’s linguistic and cultural diversity


	55
	26%
	
	1
	European Commission should encourage Member States to record their language needs


	21

	2
	evaluation of existing language certification systems
	41
	19%
	
	2
	European Commission should help the Member States to develop language policies according to their specific needs
	20

	3
	promotion of mobility
	39
	18%
	
	3
	Commission and the Member States should appoint national language promoters to advise public authorities with a view to achieving a high level of acceptance for the promotion of multilingualism
	5

	4
	development of new language policies at Member State level
	37
	17%
	
	
	
	

	5
	new programmes for teacher training
	15
	7%
	
	
	
	

	6
	research on language learning is needed
	12
	6%
	
	
	
	

	7
	development of new language learning materials
	6
	3%
	
	
	
	


2.3 Synthesis of the responses

Life-long language learning

Mother tongue plus two other languages

In response to the question how to ensure that all citizens are able to communicate in at least two other languages, both individuals and organisations claimed that language learning from an early age is important. The development of new curricula for language learning in schools is a central recommendation.

There were no concrete recommendations on how to adapt provisions at European level. Individual respondents expressed the concern that Member States will not be able to implement language policies needed for improved language teaching in schools.

The consultation document also asked how best use could be made of existing instruments in order to ensure the ability to communicate in the mother tongue plus two other languages. Individual respondents asked for new mobility programmes and described in detail how language learning could be included in these programmes. There was a lack of understanding in the responses that these programmes already exist at European level.

Practical steps to increase the range of languages taught

In their responses individuals and organisations were unanimous in stressing the importance of life-long language learning as a measure to increase the range of languages taught. A substantial number of individuals also called for a new role for immigrant languages. The range of languages on offer should not only include the larger European languages, but also regional and minority languages.

Better language teaching

Improve the quality and quantity of teacher training

The consultation document asked in what ways the European Commission could help Member States to improve the quality and quantity of teacher training. In their responses, individuals and organisations called for the development of a European language teacher profile. They also suggested an assessment system for language teacher education to be installed at EU level. Improvements in initial and in-service language teacher education were an overriding concern.

System of validating or certifying language skills

Individual respondents expressed the view that national certification systems for language skills were not useful. They called for a European validation structure for language skills. The dissemination of information about the European Language Portfolio (ELP) was a central recommendation in the responses submitted by organisations. They also called for closer co-operation between the Council of Europe and the European Commission.

Building a language-friendly environment

General 

A majority of respondents are strongly in favour of the principle of linguistic diversity. Individual respondents expressed the view that national language education policies need to place greater emphasis on the European dimension. The European Union should fund more innovative projects on language learning.

According to organisations, language learning should be incorporated as a generic aim in all EU education programmes. The establishment of Language Councils in Member States was also a key issue for them. 

Integrate regional, minority, migrant and sign languages

Individuals and organisations were unanimous in calling for an enhanced status for lesser-used, regional and minority languages in language teaching. Individual respondents stressed the importance of immigrant languages, arguing that these languages are relevant to the aim of multilingual communicative competence and should be included in school curricula. 
The organisations urged that the study and research of regional and minority languages should be incorporated in all relevant European action programmes. Four organisations also called for the creation of a special EU programme action line for regional and minority languages.  

Steps to promote language learning

Individual respondents called for the development of new language policies and for a review of existing language policies at Member State level. The organisations asked the European Commission to encourage Member States to record their language needs; the European Commission should also help the Member States to develop language policies according to their specific needs. Three organisations explicitly called for the appointment of national language promoters to advise public authorities on achieving a high level of acceptance for the promotion of multilingualism.
IV. Conclusions

General assessment of the consultation process

1. In forming a judgment on the quantity and the quality of the responses received, one should bear in mind that the consultation period was relatively short, that the questionnaire was not multiple choice because of the complexity of the issues addressed, and, more generally, that European consultations of this kind are a relatively recent development. Moreover, it should be noticed that the consultation did not receive media attention at Member State level. It would seem that more time and greater publicity are needed.

2. The relatively small number of individual respondents partly explains why responses sent in by special interest organisations and their members were proportionately more preponderant. This is why, for example, support for the promotion of lesser-used, regional and minority languages was particularly strong. 

3. The fact that both individuals and organisations failed to address directly the questions asked is more difficult to explain. It would seem, however, that many individuals and organisations were primarily interested in presenting their own specific concerns and objectives. Moreover, the questions were rather general in nature – perhaps too general to encourage respondents to consider them in some detail and to come up with concrete proposals. This is certainly an issue that needs to be given careful consideration in future exercises of this kind. Moreover and as a rule, different questions should never be grouped together under one general question.

4. A large number of responses revealed a lack of awareness of the respective responsibilities of regional/national authorities on the one hand and of the EU on the other. In addition, a substantial number of responses submitted by individuals point to a lack of proper understanding of the institutional structure of the EU and a lack of knowledge of the EU programmes in the fields of education and training.

5. In spite of these shortcomings, it should be noticed that there was broad agreement by organisational and individual respondents regarding some of the key factors relevant to the promotion of language learning and linguistic diversity, notably language learning from an early age, lifelong learning, and the development of a European dimension in language teacher education. This would seem to indicate that consultations of this kind can serve a useful purpose if the conditions are right and if a larger number of individuals and organisations can be involved in them.

Key issues from the consultation 

6. The key issues that emerged from the responses received include the following:

a. a high level of acceptance of the principles of multilingualism and linguistic diversity in Europe


Of course, it could be expected that individuals and organisations responding would subscribe to these principles and would not advocate a return to monolingualism. However, it is encouraging to note that one of the most important aspects of EU education policy met with general approval.

b. enhanced status for lesser used and regional and minority languages

It should not surprise anyone that a substantial number of respondents called for giving these languages a more prominent role in language education. 

c. development of new language policies and revision of existing language policies at Member State level

A concern that runs through a large number of responses submitted by individuals can be described as dissatisfaction with the lack of clear language policies at Member State level. Individual respondents call for language policies that reflect the European dimension.

d. foreign language learning from an early age

This approach, which has been part of the EU’s language education agenda for a number of years now and which was given added weight by the Presidency Conclusions of the Barcelona Council of March 2002 is regarded as the method most likely to achieve a breakthrough in the knowledge and learning of foreign languages.

e. more exchange and mobility programmes

This should not come as a surprise. Physical mobility has long been regarded as being particularly relevant to language learning. 

f. improvements in language teacher education

It is reassuring to see that respondents share the view inherent in the Objectives Process that improving the education of teachers is essential to improving language learning and teaching. In this context it is noteworthy that there was a large amount of support for a common European profile for teachers of foreign languages and for a European Union assessment system for language teacher education.

g. Europe-wide quality criteria for language teaching

It is interesting to note that a substantial number of respondents call for quality criteria for language teaching to be put in place across Europe. It would seem that respondents share the view that European co-operation can succeed where national/regional efforts have failed. It also shows that the importance of ‘quality’ in education is now generally accepted.

V. Annexes

1. Responses

Number of responses received: 780

Number of substantive responses received: 289

Responses evaluated by the CEL/ELC: 289
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2. Responses per Country (organisations)


[image: image2.wmf]5

4

1

7

21

2

0

13

5

4

3

3

0

2

14

2

1

1

1

5

2

1

1

3

2

1

9

4

0

5

10

15

20

25

AT

BE

CY

CZ

DE

DK

EE

ES

FI

FR

GR

HU

IE

IS

IT

LT

LU

LV

MT

NL

NO

PL

RO

SE

SK

TR

UK

no response

3. Responses per Country (individuals)
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4. Professions of individuals 
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5. Gender distribution (individuals)
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6. Age of respondent (individuals) (year of birth)
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7. Types of organisations who responded to consultation document
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8. Number of responses per question (individuals)
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Responses

1. Mother tongue(s) plus two

other languages

2. Increase the range of

languages

3. Improve quality and quantity

of language teacher training

4. System of validating or

certifying language skills

5. Integrate regional, minority,

and sign languages

6. Create language-friendly

environment

7. Steps by the Member States

to promote language learning


Q1





Q2





Q4





Q5





Q7





Q6





Q3
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