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Abstract: This paper examines the rules and working practices of main institutions of European Union in
relation to EU policy multilingualism. The institutions analysed in this research include the Commission,
the Council of the European Union, the Court of Justice of the European Union, and the European
Parliament. After presenting the legal basis of EU multilingualism, the study identifies the achievements
and difficulties met by EU institutions in the process of its realisation.
Toplc highlighted in this study include:

Problems resulting from the status and number of official EU languages.

»  The distinction made between EU institutions obliged to observe citizens’ language rights and
other bodies that can seemingly make their own rules.

* Inconsistencies between the practice of internal and external communication of the EU
institutions, presenting examples from individual institutions, as well as from judicial practice of
the Court of Justice of the European Union.

Finally, the article presents an evaluation of the solutions to the observed problems presented in the
literature, along with the author’s own conclusions.
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WIELOJ EZYCZNO SC INSTYTUCJONALNA W UNII EUROPEJSKIEJ —
POLITYKA, REGULACJE PRAWNE | PRAKTYKA

Abstrakt: Niniejszy artykut przedstawia regulacje prawne oraz praktyki rajeszych
instytucji Unii Europejskiej (Komisji Europejskiej, Rady Unii Europejskiej, Trybunatu
Sprawiedliwdgci oraz Parlamentu Europejskiego), dotmz wielogzyczndci. Po omdwieniu
podstaw prawnych, strategii i zasad dopyzh wielogzyczndgci w Unii Europejskiej oraz
politycznych deklaracji z mi zwigzanych, opracowanie wskazuje gmpiiecia oraz trudnéci
poszczegolnych instytucji w ich realizacji.
Praca koncentrujegivokét nasgpujacych zagadnie
» problemy zwjzane ze statusem i liczlgzykéw oficjalnych;
e rozr&nienie instytucji UE, jako adresatow konkretnych olkg@dw wynikapcych
z wielojezyczndci oraz innych jednostek organizacyjnych, ktére agmawobod
w ksztattowaniu wtasnych zasad i praktgkykowych;
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e roznice zwipzane z wewetrzng i zewretrzng komunikacy instytucji UE, oméwione na
przyktadach poszczegoélnych instytucii, z uvezlflieniem orzecznictwa TSUE.
W artykule oméwiono ponadto rozyziania opisanych probleméw proponowanych w litezgur
oraz dokonano ich oceny.

Stowa kluczowe wielojezycznd¢ instytucjonalna w UE, mhorodnd¢ jezykowa

Multilingualism in the EU and its legal framework

Linguistic diversity has been recognized as a fumgtgtal value of the EU.
Comprising 24 languages, EU multilingualism comgtis an international
precedent. Other international bodies and orgdaisatoperate only a limited
number of official and working languadésFrom the beginning, the EU has
underlined the importance of language for its celtuMultilingualism and
linguistic diversity have been said to be: “an adse Europe and shared
commitment®, a “genetic code of the European projétt™the heart of
Europe’s DNA™, “a real opportunity that raises many challen{fes”
a “rewarding challenge for Europe” (Maalouf 2008)art and parcel of the
European identity®, and “a bridge to mutual understandifigAs a value and a
fundamental right, linguistic diversity also haslggal dimension.

First of all, the linguistic diversity is protectéy the law of the treaties.
The Treaty on the European Union states in ArtBlthat “It [the EU] shall
respect its rich cultural and linguistic diversignd shall ensure that Europe’s
cultural heritage is safeguarded and enhanced”eMar, equality between all
official languages, as well as the authentic chiaraaf all 24 language versions,

YFor instance the United Nations has 6 official laxgges, two of them being used as working languzfges
the UN Secretariat. http://Aww.un.org/en/aboutmgfisages.shtml

5Title of European Commission’s communication CONM0566 final

18, Orban in the interview prepared by EurActiv.sktitor in Bratislava, during Multilingualism
Commissioner Leonard Orban'’s visit to Slovakigy:Httww.euractiv.com/culture/orban-multilingualism-
cost-democracy-eu/article-177107, (accessed Fgi26a2016)

A, Vassiliou, Member of the European CommissiorBiducation, Culture, Multilingualism and Youth,
Speech from 24 June 2014, Brussels, Internatiomadud&l Meeting on Language Arrangements,
Documentation and Publications, http://europa.pidigress-release SPEECH-14-492 en.htm (accessed
February 26, 2016)

18, Orban in the interview prepared by EurActiv.sieditor in Bratislava, during Multilingualism
Commissioner Leonard Orban'’s visit to Slovakig:Httww.euractiv.com/culture/orban-multilingualism-
cost-democracy-eu/article-177107, (accessed Fgi26a2016 )

19Council Resolution of 21 November 2008 on a Eunepéategy for multilingualism (2008/C 320/01)
2’Title of a publication by the European Commissiod Birectorate-General for Education and Culture,
2009
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is emphasized in Article 55. The Treaty on the Foning of the European
Union [TFEU] foresees the right of any citizen &nd a petition to the European
Parliament, to apply to the Ombudsman, and to addemy of the EU
institutions and advisory bodies, as well as rezain answer, in any official EU
language.

Accordingly, the first Council Regulation from 198&s devoted to the
language system of the BUThe Regulation names the official and working
languages (Article 1) and provides that all of thehould serve as possible
languages of communication between the instituteoms persons subject to the
jurisdiction of Member States (Articles 2-3). Itsalspecifies the languages in
which the legal acts should be drafted and publigi#eticles 4-5), and gives
EU institutions the competence to stipulate theglage of their proceedings
(Articles 6-7). The statute of the Court of Justafethe European Union, as
a part of the TFEU, as well as the Rules of Progeiaf individual institutions,
often refer directly to the Regulation.

Moreover, linguistic diversity has found its plage the European
Charter of Fundamental Rights. In Article 22, thepect for linguistic diversity
has been repeated from Article 3 of the Treaty be European Union.
According to Article 21, language constitutes ofiehe grounds of prohibited
discrimination. The right to communicate with EUstitutions in any of the
Treaty languages forms part of the right to gooahiagstration. As noted by C.J.
Baaij (2012: 4.2.2), the inclusion of language t&gim the Charter is important:
it has the same legal status as EU Treaties, esggdhe fundamental principle
of multilingualism in the EU, and is binding upotJ Enstitutions. This strong
legal framework is further supported by the rhetarfi EU politician&’ and their
policy documents, where weighty language is usedntterline the importance
and value of multilingualism in the EU. The mosipmontant documents issued
by EU institutions to promote and develop multiliatism include
“Communications from the Commission: New Framewotkateg)y for
Multilingualism from 20057, and ‘Multilingualism: an Asset for Europe and a

2IREGULATION No 1 determining the languages to be u$sdthe European Economic
Community (OJ P 017, 6.10.1958, p.385)

22Speeches given by L. Orban and A. Vassiliou, thesequent EU Commissioners for
Multilingualism

ZCommunication from the Commission of 22 November 20@5new framework strategy for
multilingualism [COM(2005) 596 final - Not publishéd the Official Journal].
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Shared Commitment from 2068 along with theCouncil Resolution of 21
November 2008 on a European strategy for multiliaiigur?>.

Nevertheless, the institutional practice of the m&U institutions is not
consistent with the EU’s invoked principles andited! declarations. Several
sensitive issues concerning institutional multiinism have been observed in
the literature.

The status of EU official and working languages

First of all, the number of official EU languagesdahe manner of granting this
status to new languages is questionable. Only 2®Wukges have been
recognized as official and working languages of Eu¢ According to Federal
Union of European Nationalities (FUEN), there arerenthan 60 another
regional or minority languages that are being spokg around 40 million
people in the European UniéhThe European Commission also states that there
are more than 175 migrant languages spoken inth€ E

An official language of any Member State can bentgdithe status of an
official EU language. Usually, each state seekidgMiembership asks for recognition
of its language as official. The necessary meas(sash as translation of EU
legislation, employment of translators and intagues etc.) are carried out as a part of
the preparation for the accession of a new Membae.SHowever, there is no
obstacle for EU Member States to apply for theigleage to be recognised as an EU
official language after they have already joinezft.

The possibility of any language official in a MemiState being recognised
as an official and working language of the EU seeampatible with its rhetoric of
equality, non-discrimination, and respect for lisga diversity. However, as Creech
(2005: 151) points out, the possibility of becomamgofficial and working language,
along with all benefits that brings to native aritko speakers (such as access to EU
legislation and institutions, job opportunitiesc. gt concerns only the official
languages of Member States. All other languages) those recognized as official in
the parts of Member States, as well as other reagionminority languages, are
left outside the system. It does not matter how ymahabitants of Member

2%Communication from the Commission to the Europeafigfent, the Council, the European Economic
and Social Committee and the Committee of the RegidMultilingualism: an asset for Europe and a
shared commitment {SEC(2008) 2443} {SEC(2008) 24@EC(2008) 2445} /* COM/2008/0566 final *
ZCouncil Resolution of 21 November 2008 on a Eunogirategy for multiingualism (2008/C 320/01)
Zhttps:/www.fuen.orgleuropean-minorities/generitéssed February 26, 2016)
Z"http:/leuropa.eulrapid/press-release MEMO-12-70Btrefillocale=en (accessed February 26, 2016)
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State speak a particular language, even though ofdhgm enjoy the status of EU

citizens. The EU’s lack of consideration for theminer of native speakers of a
language, as well as EU’s strict adherence toottmed criterion of a language having
state official status, has been criticized by 8ahij (2012: 3.1). Examples can be
given both for official EU languages that spokely dry the small number of people

in a Member State and for languages that are sgmkinge number of EU citizens,

(often as their sole language) that are not resedras official by the EU.

The Irish language belongs to the first group.riggéngly, it was the co-
official language (along with English) when Irelgothed the EU in 1973, but it
was not granted the status of an official and wagykdanguage of the EU until
2007. The reason, as reported by Sean O Riain (268)) was a lack of
initiative on the side of Ireland at the time otassion due to “certain practical
difficulties” resulting from the potential recogioib of Irish as an EU official
and working language. The official request was made2004. However,
immediately after granting Irish the status of @#l EU language, the Council
suspended it — by means of Council Regulation (E€P20/2005 of 13 June
2005 (OJ L 156, 18.6.2005, p. 3). The reason givaa that they did enough
specialists to translate and interpret from ana ilmtsh. During the time of
derogation, only the Regulations adopted jointly twe Council and the
Parliament had to be drafted and published in .IfT$te status of Irish is revised
every 5 years; the derogation was extended in 2i¥1the period 2012 to 2017.
Two other state official languages, namely Luxenrgah and Turkish, remain
outside the list of official EU languages.

Apart from the large number of official languagepolen by
proportionally few EU citizens (Maltese, Lithuanjdratvian, Slovene, Finnish,
etc.), there are also languages spoken by largdensnof people that cannot be
given official EU status because they are not stdfieial languages. These
include regional languages, like Catalan in Spais,well as minority and
immigrant languages such as Russian, Arabic, ared whrious Romani
languages. An interesting example is Turkish, thaenguage of Turks living in
many Member States, as well as being the co-offf@mguage in Cyprus (an EU
Member State). At present, Turkey has a status c&ralidate state and the
future accession of Turkey would most likely resaltecognition of Turkish as
official and working language of the EU.

It is questionable whether equalization of theustadf Irish with other
official EU languages has any practical importane@ther as means of
communication with EU institutions or to familiagizlrish citizens with EU
legislation. There are not even enough speciatstproduce the necessary
translations, and Irish people themselves declaae Itish is not their mother
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tongue. On the other hand, failure to acknowledge mnumber of people
speaking Catalan, Russian, or Arabic, for examgilply on the grounds of
lack of formal recognition for their languages hetMember States puts the
realization of the fundamental principles of egwalidemocracy and non-
discrimination into question.

However, the EU has started to recognize the prabé&used for speakers of
minority and regional languages. They have intredu new category for languages
recognized by the Constitution of a Member Statese are used in some formal EU
meetings, as well as in EU documents, by virtueagfeements between EU
institutions and the government of the relevant ldenstate. Up to now, concluded
agreements have been made for Basque, Catalacia@alVelsh and Scottish Gaelic.
As the result of these agreements, the aforementitanguages are considered as
“co-official” 2 EU languages, enjoying a better position tharr aéggonal languages,
but still not as important as official EU languagdéalike official state languages, the
onus for the initiative, along with the costs drslations and interpretations for
“semi-official” languages, are borne by the Men®iate’®

Institutions and other bodies

One of the very important limitations of instituti@ multilingualism,
overlooked by a large humber of EU citizens, isramted to the legal meaning
of “EU institution”. All legal provisions concerngnobligations resulting from
the principle of multilingualism are addressedhe EU institutions (the Treaty
provisions concerning the language requirementsoohmunication with the
public, and the provisions of Council Regulation @958). Article 13 of the
Treaty on the European Union names all the ingiitstand advisory bodi&s
leaving no doubt that the catalogue is closed. Titeaty on the Functioning of

Zhttp://ec.europa.eu/languages/policy/linguisticedsity/official-languages-eu_en.htm (accessed
February 28,2016)
Zhttp://europa.eu/rapid/press-release MEMO-12-70Mter?locale=en
3%Article 13 TEU: 1. [...] The Union’s institutions shae:

— the European Parliament,

— the European Council,

— the Council,

— the European Commission (hereinafter referreabtithe Commission’),

— the Court of Justice of the European Union,

— the European Central Bank,

— the Court of Auditors. [...]

4. The European Parliament, the Council and the Oesiwn shall be assisted by an
Economic and Social Committee and a Committee oR&gions acting in an advisory capacity.
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the European Union [TFEU] refers directly to thigigle when stipulating the
bodies that are obliged to observe the right ateiis to communicate in any of
the official EU languages.

European politicians often evoke the importancenofilingualism and the
EU’s respect for i without mentioning the practical consequencesisflimitation.
Many agencies and other bodies of the EU are lgfide the umbrella of language
rights’ protection. These are not just internaliéedhat are unlikely to have direct
contact with citizens. On the contrary, some hasnludesigned to perform activities
that involve external communications and the ratédin of initiatives. For example,
the European Data Protection Supervisor does nat tiee whole of his official
internet site translated into all official EU laages. One of the most important
documents from the perspective of a citizen seefigigful protection, namely the
complaint submission form, is available only in g French and Germ#n Not
even the links to the relevant forms have beenslated into other official
language$®

The best known example of this type of problenhesdispute between a
Dutch national, Christina Kik, and the Office of ifenization of the Internal
Market (OHIM). Christina Kik was a Dutch lawyer amchdemark agent in
Netherlands. She was seeking for registration efwbrd KIK as a Community
trademark. OHIM is one of the EU agencies notdistmong the EU institutions
and advisory bodies in the Treaty on the Europeaioit Among the formal
requirements for a Community trademark registratiapplication is an
obligation for the applicant to indicate a secoandguage chosen from English,
French, German, lItalian or Spanish. The ‘secondjuage’ is one that the
applicant accepts as a possible language for sameegqdings and written
communications with the OHIM. The provocative Kigpdication was made in
Dutch, with Dutch also quoted as a second languagenot meeting the
procedural requirements. After dismissal of theliappon, followed by an
appeals by the applicant, the case was considerédebGeneral Cout and

3lAndroulla Vassiliou, http://ec.europa.eu/commissiiil0-2014/vassiliou/about/prioritiesfindex_en.htm
(accessed February 28, 2016)

3htips://secure.edps.europa.eul/EDPSWEB/edps/Stipef@ismplaints (accessed February 28, 2016)
%3The EDPS introduced lately new version of his ddfiinternet site. However, in comparison to
the previous one, nothing changed in discussedemdtor example, Polish language version
contains only short information on EDPS, and thénsssion form can be found under
“complaints” (not translated link).
htps://secure.edps.europa.eu/EDPSWEB/edps/larigBEache/offonce (accessed February 28, 2016)
34Judgment from 12 July 2001, Case T-120/99 Chrisiiilav Office for Harmonisation in the
Internal Market [2001] ECR 11-2235
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finally by the Court of Justig The applicant challenged the legality of the rule
that required the indication of a ‘second langudgem only five official EU
languages. She claimed the language regime of Hi&@o be contrary to the
fundamental right of linguistic equality and that resulted in an competitive
disadvantage for her as a professional trademamht am the grounds that she was
unable to work in her mother tongue. She arguedsiia had been discriminated
against. Both Courts dismissed her actions. TheJGd that, whereas “the Treaty
contains several references to the use of languagt® European Union, those
references cannot be regarded as evidencing aabgneciple of Community law
that confers a right on every citizen to have aigarof anything that might affect his
interests drawn up in his language in all circunsta”.

The Kik argumentation found support in other caadjsidicated by the
CJEU. In the case of Spain v. Euroffisthe advocate general, Maduro, made a
distinction between the communication between Edfitutions and its citizens
where the respect of linguistic diversity should@édéhe highest protection (most
importantly, the communication of legal acts), awcdntacts relating to
administrative procedures, where the linguistitigsgof a person are subject to
restrictions based on administrative requiremeltadiro 2005, Opinion, 43-
44). Finally, he argued that “a system of all-enabrg linguistic pluralism is in
practice unworkable and economically intolerablafiuro 2005, Opinion, 47).

The Kik-OHIM judgments have been commented on im literature
(Creech. 2005; Baaij. 2012, Athanassiou. 2006)e€lrepoints out the factual
inequality of official languages. He even preseatsank of importance of
particular languages in the EU (Creech, 2005: B&hij criticizes the CJEU
argumentation in Kik v. OHIM for its negation of lmy rhetoric. The principle
of language equality is treated as a relative, absolute, principle, so
diminishing the importance of multilingualism inettinternal operations of EU
institutions. He also argues that, by virtue of @ferter of Fundamental Rights,
fundamental language rights given direct proteciiothe EU Treaty, denial of
the importance of the principle of multilingualidmg the Court in this case was
outdated (Baaij. 2012: 4.2.2).

From the examples presented above, it is clear thmtdistinction
between EU bodies that are required to obey thmeipte of multilingualism and
those that are not is artificial. It does not hawmg justification with the functions

35Judgment from 9 September 2003, Case C-361/01 PstibarKik v. Office for Harmonisation
in the Internal Market (Trade Marks and Designgji[{@), [2003] ECR 1-08283

%8Judgment from of 15 March 2005. Case C-160/03 Kingydd Spain v Eurojust., [2005] ECR I-
02077

126



Karolina PALUSZEK, Institutional Multilingualism ithe European

of the body or the likeliness of their direct cantaith citizens. From the perspective
of democracy and equal access to EU bodies bydandunal wishing tor to enforce
their rights (such as registration of a trademarfiling a complaint to the European
Data Protection Supervisor), this distinction magesense at all.

Internal procedures vs. external communication

Another limitation of institutional multilingualisms the distinction made
between internal procedures of particular institogi and rules governing their
external communications. The latter are in accardamith invoked principles,
respecting the principle of institutional multilinglism, whereas, for internal
procedures institutions operate in only a few gsetcofficial languages.
Officially published documents concerning this reatemain very general. For
example, in 2005 the Commission issued a Commuaic#b other institutions,
entitled “A new Framework Strategy for Multilingualith It was issued to
“‘complement the Commission’s initiative to improeemmunication between
European citizens and the institutions that setvemt It reaffirmed the
Commission’s commitment to multilingualism in therBpean Union and set
out the Commission’s strategy for promoting muigiialism in European
society, the economy and the Commission itself. Ebmunicate describes
many aspects of European multilingualism and thgatives undertaken to
develop it (for example, promotion of language m&ay and linguistic diversity,
scientific issues, studies, publications and infatiue actions). It declared that
the Commission: “will: ensure, through an internatwork, that all departments
apply its multilingualism policy in a coherent wayowever, it does not
contain any provision concerning the internal wogkianguages. The idea of
a strategy towards multilingualism was continuedha next Communication,
issued in 2008. But again, the document is very general and doesower the
use of languages for internal work.

As noted in the literature, institutions rarely bagny formal rules
limiting the number of languages used in theirriméé work, but such limitations
are commonly applied in practice (Gazzola, 2006%)3%he rules of procedure
regulate only those situations where institutiomalltilingualism is respected.

$’Communication from the Commission of 22 November 20@5new framework strategy for
multilingualism [COM(2005) 596 final — Not publish@dthe Official Journal].

38Communication from the Commission to the EuropearigPaent, the Council, the European
Economic and Social Committee and the Committea@Regions — Multilingualism: an asset for
Europe and a shared commitment {SEC(2008 2443} {SB@]p 2444} {SEC(2008) 2445} /*
COM/2008/0566 final *
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The language used in the day-to-day work of infem@erations remains
officially unregulated. The rules governing langeiggplicy are very general,
underlining the equality of all official languageatrticle 18 of The Rules of
Procedure of the European Commis&imtates that adopted documents should
be attached in “authentic language or languagekis Teans “the official
languages of the Communities in the case of ingnimof general application,
and the language or languages of those to whom daheyaddressed in other
cases”. In regards to the Commission’s meetingi® dgenda and the necessary
working documents shall be circulated to the Mermabef the Commission
within the time limit and in the working languaggwescribed by the
Commission in accordance with Article 25" (Artid¢. The same applies to the
language of proposals that require the agreememiheofCommission (Article
12). Conclusively, all language rules stipulated thg Rules of Procedure
concerning the internal work of the Commission refethe competence of the
Commission to prescribe the working languages asiged in Article 25. The
invoked Article is very general. It states: “Ther@mission shall, as necessary,
lay down rules to give effect to these Rules ofcBdure”. The Commission may
adopt supplementary measures relating to the fumoty of the Commission
and of its departments, which shall be annexedcésa Rules of Procedure.
However, the Annex to the Rules of Procedure coatanly one rule related to
language regime. According to point 4 of the Annemtitled ‘Code of good
administrative behaviour for staff of the Europgammmission in their relations
with the publi€, replies to letters are to be prepared in thglege of the initial
letter, provided that it was written in one of tbéficial languages of the
Community. No other rules concerning language mores can be found in any
of the official legal documents currently available

Similar provisions can be observed in the RulePaicedure of the
European Council (2008) According to Article 14, 1. “Except as otherwise
decided unanimously by the Council on grounds gkency, the Council shall
deliberate and take decisions only on the basi®ofiments and drafts drawn up
in the languages specified in the rules in forceegeing languages”. Similarly,
both the Rules of Procedure of the Commission ArdRules of Procedure of
the Council refer to “languages specified in théesuin force governing
languages.” However, Annex IV to the Rules of Pdure contains a statement

%Rules of Procedure of the Commission [C(2000) 3&i4ilable at: http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-
content/EN/ALL/?uri=CELEX:32000Q3614, (accessed&aty 28, 2016).

40Council Decision 2009/937/EU of 1 December 200®itmipthe Council's Rules of Procedure, available a
http://feuropa.eu/legislation_summaries/institutiaféairs/institutions_bodies_and_agencies/[14576tm
(accessed February 28,2016)
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recognizing the institutional multilingualism pripte. It says: “The Council
confirms that present practice, whereby the tesiwisg as a basis for its
deliberations are drawn up in all the languagel ,cantinue to apply.”

Unlike the Rules presented above, the Rules ofeeioe of the Court of
Justice of the European Union (CJEUgontain more detailed provisions
concerning language (the whole Chapter 8, Artige<l2 of the Rules). First of
all, it names all official EU languages, allowirtgetuse of any one of them as
the language of the case (Article 37). The follayviirticles stipulate rules for
determining the language of the case for a padicdispute. The language of
the case automatically becomes the authentic lg@gahthe documents, unless
another language has been authorised. Translatioimserpretations into other
official EU languages may also be prepared at ¢logiest of a judge, advocate
general, or a party. Publications of the CJEU dse #&ssued in official EU
languages — however, it has not been categoristdiied that they have to be
issued in all official languages. Although the Rutd# Procedure of the CJEU
are more detailed than those of other institutidingy refer only to the official
procedures before the Court; its judicial activigyublications, and Court
language services. The Rules do not cover the fidanguages within the
administrative activity of the Court.

The European Parliament is often referred to asntbet multilingual
EU institution. It has more detailed rules and phaes concerning languages
than any other institution. These rules are docuetem Title VIl (Sessions)
Chapter 3: “general rules for the conduct of sigafi, rule 158 of Parliament’s
Rules of Procedufé They apply only to core of parliamentary work, redyrits
legislative activities, not to the Parliament’s adistration. Underlining the
right of all members to speak in Parliament in dicial language of their
choice, there are specific rules concerning inttgiion, which is generally
provided into and from the official languages used other official languages
requested (158.3-4). Accordingly, there is a vanpartant rule concerning
discrepancies between language versions discowdtedvoting. In such cases
“the President decides whether the result annouigeslid pursuant to Rule
184(5). If he declares the result valid, he mustiadi which version is to be

“Rules of Procedure of the Court of Justice of imejiean Union of 29 September 2012 [Official Jdurna
L 265 of 29.9.2012]
http://europa.eu/legislation_summaries/institutioaifairs/institutions_bodies_and_agencies/ai00ddit e

m (accessed February 28,2016)

“’Rules of Procedure of the European Parliamenpatimmentary term, available at:
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?pisbReP// TEXT+RULES-
EP+20140701+TOC+DOC+XML+VO//EN&language=EN, (aceddsebruary 28, 2016)
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regarded as having been adopted. However, ther@igiersion cannot be taken
as the official text as a general rule, since aaion may arise in which all the
other languages differ from the original t&€x158), It should be noted that this
very rule highlights the sensitivity of Parliameno the principle of
multilingualism and its awareness of the difficeti resulting from the
application of this principle. What also distingués the Parliament from other
EU institutions is that it has its owrCbde of Conduct on Multilingualisii.
The first version, adopted in 2084followed the previously issued resolutions
and decisions concerning the Multi-annual Plan @paring for Parliament for
an enlarged European Union. The concept of “cdetiofull multilingualism”
was developed in the aforementioned document. Asacel by Parliament,
‘controlled full multilingualism’ represents the lgmrmeans of keeping the costs
of multilingualism within acceptable budgetary limi whilst maintaining
equality among Members and citizens”. The develognad this concept was
said to serve “the more practical proposals coricgrthe more effective use of
resources. The latest version of the Code, adapt2@14, changed the name of
the concept into ‘resource efficient full multilinglism® consequently,
declaring to “lay down the implementing arrangersgof the language-related
rights contained in Parliament’'s Rules of Proceguamd, in particular, the
priorities to be observed in cases where languageurces are not sufficient to
provide all the facilities requested”. The Codéliar explains that the control of
language resources is to be carried out in resgfebie users’ real needs. These
measures were introduced “to make users more agfatteeir responsibilities
and [to enable] more effective planning of requdsis language facilities”
(Article 1 point 2 of the Code). The Code sets outers of priority, both for
interpretation (Article 2) and translation (Article3), and provides rules for
governing requests for interpretation and transhatitheir scheduling and
processing, and document circulation, as well &srcessary deadlines for
requests for language services and their canaeilafirticles 2 and 13 of Code
list the Parliamentary bodies entitled to requestglage and interpretation
services (referred to as “users”). These includdidP@entary governing bodies,
committees, and delegations. Priority is also gitesituations where language

“Bureau of the European Parliament. 2014. Code ofuminoh multilingualism from 16 June
2014, available at: http://www.europarl.europa.diifpultilinguisme/coc2014_en.pdf (accessed
February 28, 2016)

“Bureau of the European Parliament. 2004. Code rfumd on multilingualism from 19 April 2004,
available at:  http:/AMww.europarl.europa.eu/meai@004 2009/documents/dv/budg20040727/code%
20en.pdf (accessed February 28, 2016)
“http://www.europarl.europa.eu/pdf/multilinguismet2614_pl.pdf (accessed February 28, 2016)
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services need to be provided, such as interpratiegtings and translating
documents.

Interpretation services are generally reserved foeetings of
Parliamentary bodies (Article 2). They can onlydranted for administrative
meetings in exceptional circumstances, which musitfil f additional
requirements. All users (with the exception of pignsittings) are required to
have a language profile containing the languageg #ttually use (Article 4).
The Code sets limits on the number of languages dha be interpreted for
meetings outside the workplace (Article 5), limitsthe number of meetings
with simultaneous interpretation into several lsamgps (Article 7), as well as
limits on the length of documents that can be teded (Article 14 specifies
maximum lengths for different types of documen®®)e general deadline for
requests for interpretation services is three wéelsre the date of a workplace
meeting or six weeks before an external meetingidglar 8). The Code also
requires an internal computer system to have beetosnanage the document
circulation (Article 9). Finally, Article 15 contas provisions for evaluating
language services in respect of the Code alonglwitlyetary guidelines.

The idea of such regulations has been criticisethi literature. As
Baaij (2012) argues: “cost-cutting measures agtifaliilitate a limited internal
institutional multilingualism”. He further maintanthat need-based budgeting
strategies end up rationalizing the predominant efsénglish (a preferred
language within many institutions), so underminitite fundamental EU
principle of equal democratic representation.

Nevertheless, the official acknowledgement of [cattlimitations to
multilingualism should be seen as positive. Apgantrf its cost-cutting importance, it
introduces measures aimed at better timekeepin@t@athisation. In my view, the
idea of adopting a set of rules concerning praclicaguage arrangements can be
seen as possible means to fill the gap betweeweityegeneral Rules of Procedure
of individual institutions, and their largely untdgted day-to-day reality.
Parliament'sCode of Conduct on Multilingualisnand its announcement to the
public, exemplifies the efforts to organize intémark in respect of the general
principle, and with regards to requirements ofcefficy and economy. Of course,
the possibility of arguing with this particular stibns remains open.

As stated before, other EU institutions do not hawmg legal basis for
the restrictions on multilingualism that they appty their day-to-day work.
They operate under very general provisions, dexarirespect for
multilingualism, but also stating that special laage arrangements can be
prescribed in certain situations (Rules of Procedof the Commission).
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Nevertheless, no rules about special language ganagnts have ever been
published. Consequently, this does not stop thestricéng the number of
languages they actually use in their internal wevikhout the need for
justification. Moreover, the institutions themselveften refer to working or
procedural languages, which are limited to a smalinber of official EU
languages, in their official statements and othen-legal documents. Many
examples of such practice can be found in documesited to job and
traineeship offers. For example, the traineeshjgieation form for the Court of
Justice of the European Union is available onlyEimglish and French (the
English version was added only recently). The Cadvises candidates that: “in
view of the nature of the working environment, addknowledge of French is
desirable*®. On the official internet page of the CommissioiTgineeship
Office, the FAQs advise would-be trainees that:€Working languages of the
European Commission are English, French and Gefthaim’ the FAQs on
multilingualism and language learning, an EU Consmis Memo from 2012,
referred to these three languages as “procedurabusmes®. This
terminological inconsistency is not surprising whgru take into account the
lack of detailed rules concerning multilingualisrithin the internal activities of
the Commission.

External communications of EU institutions, genlgrakotected by the
Treaties, the Charter, Regulation 1/1958, as veeihahe Rules of Procedure of
particular institutions, also have a sensitive aspehe protection refers only to
written communication with citizens. It does notvep internet pages, press

46Court of Justice of the European Union, officiabimhation on traineeships, published at:
http://curia.europa.eu/jcms/jcms/Jo2_7008/ (acckeBsbruary 28, 2016)
4'http://ec.europa.eu/stages/information/faq_en.laitndssed February 28, 2016)
“http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release MEMO-12-70Bter?locale=en (accessed February 28,
2016). Moreover, the former (2014) Commission’s rimé¢ page concerning language policy
described English, French and German as the thoeelanguages of the European Union “In
order to reduce the cost to the European taxpdiier,European Commission is increasingly
endeavouring to operate in the three core languafjfee European Union; English, French, and
German, while developing responsive language mdidio serve the remaining 21 official
language groups” (http://ec.europa.eu/languagésiglainguage-policy/index_en.htm, accessed
August 16, 2014). Surprisingly, in the latest vensof this site the information disappeared, but a
new one concerning internet policy was added: ‘fiteo to reduce the cost to the tax payer, the
European Commission aims to provide visitors withbwentent either in their own language or in
one they can understand, depending on their readseThis language policy will be applied as
consistently as possible across the new web presémcevidence-based, user-focused approach
will be used to decide whether many language vessicare required or not.”
http://ec.europa.eu/languages/policy/linguisticedsity/official-languages-eu_en.htm  (accessed
February 28, 2016).
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releases, or other means of communication. Thesesshave been raised in
many questions filed by the Members of the Eurofeariiament. For example,
Georgios Papanikolaou (Papanikolaou 2012) requéstednation on language
versions for the Commission’s press releases. Hedaabout the criteria used
for determining of the number and choice of theylaages for the translation of
press releases along with the percentage of pmdssses available in all
languages, and, in particular, Greek. He also aghkerther the Commission was
endeavouring to increase the number of documeatsslated into all official
languages. The Commission answered that, in fatdf 2012, out of a total of
2951 press releases, 89% were published only itigbnd-rench and German,
and only 11% in more than 22 official languageseréhwas no direct answer to
the question whether the Commission plans to iser¢he percentage of press
releases available in all official languages. ladtethey stated that: “when
deciding on the translation of a given press relgdse Commission considers its
relevance for particular countries and the tramslatosts. The press release is
then translated on aad hoc basis according to this assessméhtOther
questions, raised by Axel Voss (Voss 2011), KarirAdé-lorenz (Florenz 2011),
Daciana Octavia Sarbu (Sarbu 2011) and NathaliesBeick (Griesbeck 2011),
concerned language versions of the EU institutiaritial internet pages. In
answer, the Commission openly admitted the domioéntsage of English in
documents that are not legally bindihgt stated that (as of 2011) “24.2% of
pages on the Europa EU and European Commissioniteglvgere available in
22 or 23 languages. 96.7% of those pages wereahlaiin English, 39.9% in
French and 34.7% in Germah”The Commission also repeatedly explained its
efforts to ensure multilingualism on its internetgps while, at the same time,
making the following reservations. “The choice ahduages on a site depends
on its target audience, the nature of the contBatamount of information, and
its lifetime. [...] For reasons of cost-effectivene¢sghly-specialised sites
addressing a relatively small target group arelabta in fewer languages. As
for urgent information with a short lifespan, swshnews, the Commission aims

“®Answer given by Mrs Reding on behalf of the Commis®ia 28 August 2012, E-007013/2012,
0OJ C 219 E, 31/07/2013
S%Answer given by Mrs Reding on behalf of the Commission 10 May 2011, E-002764/2011,
0OJ C 309 E, 21/10/2011
SlAnswer given by Mrs Reding on behalf of the Commission 10 May 2011, E-002764/2011,
0OJ C 309 E, 21/10/2011
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to provide it without any delay. So such documemésoften not published in all
languages>®

With regard to internet communication, the Comnaissihas now
launched thelnformation Providers Guide — EU Internet Handbpakhich
contains a separate section devoted to languageage:. It makes a distinction
between general and specialised content, basekeocharacter of information
and its target audience. Contents of a generalctar (in response to a legal
obligation, online public consultations, when thengral public is the target
audience, access to funding, or any stable comithta wide audience) is to be
published in all official EU languages (at the satmae or subsequently),
whereas the specialised content can be publishedimited number of
languages, depending on the users’ needs.

In practice, many internet pages of EU institutidreve only been
available in limited number of languages for a Idimge, often with a kind
notice saying “other language versions will be abisleortly”. For example, the
European Commission’s internet page on languageypa@ontaining very basic
information on the matter, was available only irgsh as of June 2014.

The issue of the Handbook and the formulation gfolicy on language-
related matters concerning internet pages is aistége right direction. Maybe
there should be a published schedule to make thdicpaware of when
translations will be available, as well as provglian initiative for information
providers to really make the language versionslabvia as soon as possible. It
should be noted that, at the date of writing, B¢ Internet Handbookself is
available only in English and still needs to benstated into the remaining 23
official languages.

52Answer given by Mrs Reding on behalf of the Commissian 29 April 2011, P-003280/2011, ,
0J C 309 E, 21/10/2011

Shttp://ec.europa.eullanguages/policy/languageydivkiex_en.htm (accessed June 26, 2014). In current
version of this site, the other language versioas been added http://ec.europa.eu/languages/policy
Nlinguistic-diversity/official-languages-eu_en.hfistely accessed February 28, 2016)
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Other highlighted challenges

Amongst the other issues raised as problems faitutisnal multilingualism,
efficiency, time, and cost are the most import&nist of all, it is obvious that
daily operation in 24 languages would be extrenmgtly time-consuming.
According to the Commission, the total cost of $fation and interpretation in
all the EU institution¥ is around €1 billion per year. This represents ksn
1% of the EU budget or just over €2 per citiz€nEuropean Politicians often
refer to the low cost of EU multilingualism as thece of a cup of coffee per
citizen (Orban 2007). Various EU institutiGhsderline the importance of
linguistic variety for the EU, its cultural heritagind democracy, but at the same
time boast about keeping the costs down. As C.Jj Bates, “if the aim is as
important as the fundamental rights, values, theadeacy itself, then there is
no problem for us to pay more than one cup of esff@aaij, 2012: 4.1).
According to Baaij “cost should not be raised asreason for limiting
multilingualism in the EU".

Multilingualism raises a huge challenge for the amigation of
institutional work. Efficiency and time are congielé to be the most difficult to
reconcile within the ideal of multilingual admimiation. In this regard, the
measures regulated in the European Parliame@tgle of Conduct on
Multilingualism — such as rules concerning deadlines, procedoredotument
circulation and orders of priority — appear to bsponsible institutional reaction
to the present challenges, even if they do noesgmt the whole solution.

Possible solutions

In his article, C.J. Baaij presented and analydmebet proposals for the
elimination of inconsistencies between the generaiciple of institutional
multilingualism and the reality of internal pragtc

* Increasing the budget for multilingualism

* Relegating the principles of multilingualism

54 including the European Commission, European PadigmCouncil, Court of Justice of the
European Union, European Court of Auditors, Europ&monomic and Social Committee,
Committee of Regions

%Source: official Commission’s internet site (accesaagust 20, 2014)
http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_ MEMO-13-82%hten

%%e.g. Parliament in its Code of Conduct of Multiliniisi, Commission on its Communications
and the internet site concerning the language ydiit) Commissioners for Multilingualism
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» The language learning and Possible Value of a Eampingua Franca

(Baaij, 2012: 4.1-4.3).

Baaij found the first and the second solutions fingent. He stated, that “there
seems to be a strong economic and practical argumeiavour of a limited
number of official EU languages, and for a slimnaedvn multilingualism for
the EU institutions’ internal operations” (Baaip122: 4.1). In this regard, it is
worth adding that an increase in financial resosifoe multilingualism can be
seen as a hatural consequence of increasing nwhies official languages. If
the EU continues to add new official languages rfefenly as a result of its
enlargement), it has to spend more money to gussatlie same level of
institutional multilingualism. This has already beproved to be inconsistent
with EU policy on the matter. Baaij points out thhe huge increase in EU
official languages may potentially prove to be “wamageable and detrimental to
the quality of everyday communication” (Baaij 2021). Therefore, in my
view it is not the amount of money but the waysitllocated that could help to
solve the described problems. The allocation oferurand additional financial
resources for the current number of EU official gaages should be
reconsidered and better used to manage linguigtitety. The EU should
continue its research on tools and computer prograsrfor assisting translation
and interpretation, as well as improving mechanigarsthe management of
multilingual work (such as those foreseen by theHzadiament).

The second solution presented by C.J Baaij, nathelyelegation of the
principle of multilingualism, is presented on thasts of the CJEU judgements
in Kik v. OHIM and Spain v. Eurojust. He criticizetie Court’'s attempt to
downgrade fundamental principles in order to appgaactical and budgetary
considerations (Baaij 2012: 4.2). His analysis ade® the difficulties of
changing the rhetoric that has presented multisfigm as a core value and
essential part of EU democracy. However, Baaijisiccsms of the Court in
these two cases do not seem to exclude other fitesildor change. Maybe the
solution requires a reformulation of existing legehciples and the adoption of
new legal rules. For example, the practical linttag placed on the number of
working languages used for administrative issuagdcbe regulated and made
open knowledge. In any event, it is not acceptéblpublicly praise the idea of
linguistic variety while unofficially adopting arpary limitations, about which
there is no public unawareness or declared juatiio. If limitations are
necessary and inevitable, there should be no prolsieadmitting their existence
in legal provisions and public speeches.

C J. Baaij opts for third solution, namely the ploiity of promotion
and recognition of English as an Européamyua Franca He suggests that: “if
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the EU institutions are not able to use all langsatipat EU citizens speak, then
it should work towards having citizens speak timglage or languages that they
uses” (Baaij 2012: 4.3). Aware of the difficultiand sensitivity of this solution,
he argues it would increase the coherence andbdigdiof EU policy on
multilingualism. He supports the proposal of theghdiLevel Group on
Multilingualism to continue the research on thespamd cons of this solution.
Other possible candidates folLingua Francahave been discussed, including
Latin and an International Auxiliary Language (Gol#905).

However, the EU officially continues to deny theadof reducing the
number of official EU languages or the introductioh an official Lingua
Franca (European Commission 2013). The potential acceptanf the
domination of English and the resignation of EU titingualism has also been
criticized by a number of researchers. Amongstehobert Phillipson (2003:
338) sees multilingualism as a way to prevent ftisgc imperialism” of
English-speaking people and countries.

The recognition of English as Europehimgua Francaencompasses
elements of other solutions listed above. Firsalbfthe potential acceptance of
an European Lingua Franca would have to result irefarmulation of the
principle of multilingualism, as well as changes multilingual EU
administration and the way financial resources allecated. In this matter it
should be considered that even if the EU will natet such a radical solution,
it will not be able to escape from taking a chdietween further limitations of
institutional multilingualism (due to the increaginumber of official languages,
resulting in financial and organisational challes)gend resignation of its current
limitations in order to better realise the ideal miultilingual community
(including further changes in its policy towardgnaint and regional languages,
increasing the costs of multilingualism).

Conclusion

The research shows that institutional practicethefmain EU institutions differ
from the declarations made by EU politicians. Redorg the inconsistencies
between political rhetoric invoking fundamental nuiples and institutional
practices that often ignore them is a very difficiask. Any decision taken
would involve a reformulation the principle of niliftigualism and a re-
evaluation of the linguistic regime and its asseelaights. Needless to say, any
change would have organisational and financial icagibns, but perhaps the
hardest to achieve of all would be a change iroriet
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In my view, the first step to be taken is the depetent of clear rules
concerning institutional multilingualism, its scopad limitation. We also need
sincerity of on the part of EU politicians and itgions in the public debate to
provide the whole story on multilingualism, nottjtise parts they think we want
to hear.

Lately, slight changes of rhetoric can be obseryadiroulla Vassiliou,
the former EU Commissioner for Education, Cultukdultilingualism and
Youth, admitted the domination of the English laage (Vassiliou 2013). At the
same time, she highlighted the importance of legrmther foreign languages.
“while English may be seen as a ‘basic skill' today] | am still absolutely
convinced that it is more and more the knowledgetbér languages that can
make the difference in getting a job and progressinone’s career” (Vassiliou
2013). Surprisingly, multilingualism disappearednfr the current (2014-2019)
Comission’s main working areas — it is no longeinfea out as working field of
any particular Commissioner (the Vassiliou’s susoes Tibor Navracsics,
works as commissioner for Education, Culture, Yard Sporf)7.

Nevertheless, EU institutions are also startingnform us about their
practical limitations of multilingualism by refeng to “working™®,
“orocedural® languages or “core languages of European UfforBuch
statements can be treated as a “wind of changearttsva new shape for
institutional multilingualism in Europe. Only theufficient and sincere
information about the present can provide the bdsis better future.
Nonetheless, the present challenges and obsereedsistencies require more
decisive and resolute steps to be taken by compatéimorities.

S’Official information at the internet site of the m@mission http://ec.europa.eu/commission/2014-
2019/navracsics_en (accessed February 28, 2016)

%8For example the information on traineeships at@iEU, hitp://curia.europa.eu/jcms/icms/Jo2_7008/
(accessed February 28, 2016)

5European Commission, MEMO, Frequently asked questia languages in Europe, from 26 September
2013, http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_ MEM®2B3-en.htm(accessed February 28, 2016))

®Oofficial internet site of the European Commissionnf 2014 http://ec.europa.eulanguages/policy/
language-policy/official_languages_en.htm (accedsed 20, 2014).

138



Karolina PALUSZEK, Institutional Multilingualism ithe European

References:

Athanassiou, P. 2006. The Application of Multilidism in the European
Union Context. Legal Working Paper Series, No. 2a(th 2006).
http://www.ecb.int/pub/pdf/scplps/ecblwp2.pdf (assed February 28,
2016).

Baaij C.J.2012. The EU Policy on Institutional Miitigualism: Between
Principles and Practicality. Language & Law, Val.(drn:nbn:de:0009-
30-33384) (accessed February 28, 2016)

Court of Justice of the European Union, officiafoimation on traineeships,
published at: http://curia.europa.eu/jcms/jcms/Ja@P8/ (accessed
February 28, 2016)

Creech, R. L. 2005. Law and Language in the Eumpé#don — The Paradox of
a Babel “United in Diversity.” Groningen: Europevi&ublishing.

European Commission. Official internet site on laage policies,
http://ec.europa.eu/languages/policy/language-
policy/official_languages_en.htm (accessed Febra8r2016)

European Commission. Traineeship Office, FAQ fqulgipg trainees, available
at: http://ec.europa.eu/stages/information/faq_tem(accessed February
28, 2016)

European Commission. 2011a. Answer given by MrsiiRedn behalf of the
Commission to the question E-002764/2011, from M&y 2011,
0OJ C 309 E, 21/10/2011

European Commission. 2011b. Answer given by Mrsiftedn behalf of the
Commission to the question P-003280/2011, from 2®ilA2011,
0J C 309 E, 21/10/2011

European Commission. 2012. Special Eurobaromet@r=28opeans And Their
Languages. available at: http://ec.europa.eu/pulimion/archives/
ebs/ebs_386_en.pdf (accessed February 28, 2016)

European Commission, 2012a. Answer given by Mrsiedn behalf of the
Commission to the question E-007013/2012, from 8mRgust 2012,
0OJ C 219 E, 31/07/2013

European Commission. 2013. MEMO, Frequently askesbtiopns on languages
in Europe, IP/13/875, from 26 September 2013, ab&l at:
http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_ MEMO-13-82%iten (accessed
February 28, 2016)

European Commission and Directorate-General forcktiion and Culture, 2009.
Multilingualism - a bridge to mutual understandiRgblication available at:

139



Comparative Legilinguistics vol. 24/2015

http://bookshop.europa.eu/en/multilingualism-pb N80/
(accessed February 28, 2016)

European Data Protection Supervisor. Official inétrsite. Complaint form
available at: https://secure.edps.europa.eu/EDPS@dpB/Supervision/
Complaints (accessed February 28, 2016)

Polish language version of the internet site:
https://secure.edps.europa.eu/EDPSWEB/edps/laBPE (accessed
February 28, 2016)

Florenz, Karl-Heinz. 2011. Question to the Europ&wmmission from 22
March 2011, E-002764/2011, OJ C 309 E, 21/10/2011

Federal Union of European Nationalities (FUEN). iG#l internet site.
www.fuen.org. (accessed February 28, 2016)

Gazzola, Michelle. 2006. Managing multilingualismttie European Union: language
policy evaluation for the European Parliament. Aalzle at:
http://link.springer.com/article/10.1007%2Fs10998-0032-5, (accessed
February 28, 2016)

Gobbo, F. 2005. May European Union adopt a Linguanéa? English vs.
International Auxiliary Languages (IALs) pros andns”, paper
presented at LGC Conference 2005, July 8, Cai@ibpbo 2005)

Griesbeck, Nathalie. 2011. Question to the Europ€ammission from 6
December 2011, E-011475/2011

Maalouf, Amin. Group of Intellectuals for Interauthl Dialogue. 2008. Statement
cited in Communication from the Commission to the Europeariaent,
the Council, the European Economic and Social Cdeeniand the
Committee of the Regions — Multilingualism: an adee Europe and a
shared commitment {SEC(2008) 2443} {SEC(2008) 2448FEC(2008)
2445} I* COM/2008/0566 final *

Orban, Leonard. 2008. Multilingualism ‘cost of demawy’ in the EU (2008,
November 12). EurActiv.com. from http://www.euraaom/en/culture/
orban-multilingualism-cost-democracy-eu/article-107 (accessed February
28, 2016)

Orban, Leonard. 2007. Towards a lingua francaeolMaditerranean? Multilingualism
in Europe Lectio Magistralis for the Xl Internatial Summer School,
Gorizia, 14 September 2007, European CommissionPEEEH/07/529
14/09/2007, available at:
http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release SPEECH-07eb2@&m?locale=EN
(accessed February 28, 2016)

Orban, Leonard. Interview prepared by EurActiv.@ditor in Bratislava, during
Multilingualism Commissioner Leonard Orban's wisiSlovakia, available at

140



Karolina PALUSZEK, Institutional Multilingualism ithe European

http://www.euractiv.com/culture/orban-multilingugdi-cost-democracy-
eul/article-177107 (accessed February 28, 2016)

Papanikolaou, Georgios. 2012. Question to the Casion from 12 July 2012,
E-007013/2012, OJ C 219 E, 31/07/2013

United Nations internet page on languages, httpaivun.org/en/sections/about-
un/official-languages/index.html (accessed Febr2s2016)

O Riain, Sean.2010. Irish and Translation — the@intext. Etudes irlandaises
[En ligne], 35-2|2010. http://etudesirlandais®aues.org/1958
(accessed February 28, 2016)

Phillipson, Robert. 2003. English-Only Europe?: i&maing Language Policy.

London: Routledge.

Sarbu, Daciana Octavia. 2011. Question to the EamopCommission from 7
April 2011, P-003280/2011, OJ C 309 E, 21/10/2011

Vassiliou, Androulla. 2014. Speech from 24 Jun&42@Brussels, International
Annual Meeting on Language Arrangements, Documentatand
Publications,  http://europa.eu/rapid/press-relasBEECH-14-492_en.htm
(accessed February 28, 2016)

Vassiliou, Andoulla. 2013. Statement published liedrning languages a way
out of crisis, says Vassiliou”, http://www.euractiom/culture/learning-
languages-way-crisis-va-news-518306 (accessed &sh28, 2016)

Vassiliou, Androulla. Priorities. Official Internedite. http:/ec.europa.eu/archives/
commission_2010-2014/vassiliou/about/prioritiesiden.htm

Voss, Axel. 2011. Question to the European ComarisBiom 17 February 2011,
E-001300/2011, OJ C 286 E, 30/09/2011

Legal acts and official documents:

1. The Treaty on the European Union

2. The Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union

3. Charter of Fundamental Rights of the European Un@fficial Journal C
83/02, 30.3.2010. available at:
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-
content/EN/TXT/?uri=uriserv:0J.C_.2010.083.01.088ENG (accessed
August 12, 2014)

4. Council Regulation 1/1958 determining the languaggede used by the
European Economic Community (OJ P 017, 6.10.19385)

5. Council Resolution of 21 November 2008 on a Europs&rategy for
multilingualism (2008/C 320/01)

141



Comparative Legilinguistics vol. 24/2015

6. Bureau of the European Parliament. 2004. Code ohdwtt on
multilingualism from 19 April 2004, available at:
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2004_20@@/ehents/dv/budg200
40727/code%20en.pdf (accessed February 28, 2016)

7. Bureau of the European Parliament. 2008. Code ohdwct on
multilingualism from 17 November 2008, availabte a
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/pdf/multilinguismedeo conduct_multilingu
alism_en.pdf (accessed February 28, 2016)

8. Bureau of the European Parliament. 2014. Code mflu on multilingualism
from 16 June 2014, available athttp://www.europarl.europa.eu/pdf/
multilinguisme/coc2014 _en.pdf (accessed Febiz@ 2016)

9. Rules of Procedure of the Court of Justice of th&ropean Union of
29 September 2012 [Official Journal L 265 of 2904.2] available at:

10 http://europa.eu/legislation_summaries/institutioa#fairs/institutions_bodie
s_and_agencies/ai0049_en.htm (accessed February 2P86)Council
Decision 2009/937/EU of 1 December 2009 adoptimgQouncil's Rules of
Procedure, available at:
http://europa.eu/legislation_summaries/institutloafairs/institutions_bodie
s_and_agencies/I14576_en.htm (accessed Februa2Q D),

11.Council Resolution of 21 November 2008 on a Europstrategy for
multilingualism. (2008/C 320/01)

12 Rules of Procedure of the Commission [C(2000) 36&4hilable at:
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/ALL/?@ELEX:32000Q3614,
(accessed February 28, 2016)

13 Rules of Proceedings of the European Parliameht,p8tliamentary term,
available at:  http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sideddgpc.do?pubRef=-
IIEP/ITEXT+RULES-
EP+20140701+TOC+DOC+XML+V0O//EN&language=EN(accessed
February 28, 2016)

Judgments:

1. Judgment from 12 July 2001, Case T-120/99 Chridfitkav Office for
Harmonisation in the Internal Market [2001] ECRR35

2. Judgment from 9 September 2003, Case C-361/01 Rsti@h Kik v.
Office for Harmonisation in the Internal Market &fie Marks and
Designs) (OHIM), [2003] ECR 1-08283

3. Judgment from of 15 March 2005. Case C-160/03 Kongdf
Spain v Eurojust., [2005] ECR 1-02077

142



