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Abstract

The sociology of translation represents a new field within translation studies, aiming at
showing the relationship across texts, their translations and the society that is bound to
them. This approach is especially interesting when studying juridical texts, as they are
both shaped by and shapers of society. For this reason, this dissertation aims at
investigating how two English juridical texts of the European Union related to language
policies and their translations into Spanish do have a reciprocal relationship with the
societies that surrounds them. To do this, the texts will be analysed following a
sociological and a linguistic approach. The results show that effectively there is a mutual
feedback in the original and/or target text-society binomial, as the society feeds the
content of the juridical texts of the EU and simultaneously and in return, those texts exert

an influence on the European countries as members of the Union.

Keywords: Sociology of translation, European Union, English, Spanish, comparative

analysis, juridical texts.

Resumen

La sociologia de la traduccién representa un nuevo campo dentro de los estudios de
traduccion, cuyo objetivo es mostrar la relacion entre los textos, sus traducciones y la
sociedad que esta vinculada a ellos. Este enfoque es especialmente interesante cuando se
estudian los textos juridicos, ya que estan formados por la sociedad y a la vez la
conforman. Por ello, esta tesis investiga como dos textos juridicos ingleses de la Unién
Europea relacionados con las politicas linglisticas y sus traducciones al espafiol tienen
una relacién reciproca con las sociedades que los rodean. Para ello, se analizaran los
textos siguiendo un enfoque sociologico y lingtistico. Los resultados muestran que existe
una retroalimentacion mutua en el binomio original y/o meta texto-sociedad, ya que la
sociedad alimenta el contenido de los textos juridicos de la UE y en contrapartida, esos

textos ejercen una influencia sobre los paises europeos como miembros de la Unién.

Palabras clave: Sociologia de la traduccion, Union Europea, inglés, esparfiol, analisis

comparativo, textos juridicos.
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1. Introduction

The sociology of translation represents a new approach within the fields of
sociology and of translation. From the point of view of translation, it has been a reality
since the early 2000s, and its relevance continues to grow nowadays as a way to interpret
texts and their translations from a perspective that has been traditionally not considered:
that of society. Texts, in general, are born from society itself, as authors are members of
it; and so are their translations through the figure of the translators. This sociological link
is even more pronounced when those texts, born from society, are aimed to regulate
aspects of society itself, like, for instance, juridical texts of the European Union. This is
why, in the present dissertation, we aim at demonstrating how through the lens of the
sociology of translation, it is possible to understand the reciprocal relation between
socially bound texts like juridical texts and their translations, and the societies reflected

in these texts.

This dissertation is composed by eight different sections: firstly, section 2 provides
an understanding of the approach of the sociology of translation pivoted in two main
issues: power relations and the concept of habitus. Then, section 3 includes the
application of said theoretical background to the context of the European Union. In
section 4 we introduce the main objectives of the study. Next, in section 5 there is the
methodology of the dissertation, explaining what are the texts that are going to be
analysed and how they are going to be analysed. Section 6 shows the main results derived
from the analysis and section 7 represents the conclusions of the dissertation, suggesting
also some notes on further research, given the novelty of the field. Lastly, section 8 is a
list of references that compose the theoretical background of the dissertation, and it is
followed by two appendixes which include integrally both texts analysed, in order to give
a better understanding of the study.

2. Understanding the sociology of translation approach

The field of sociology of translation is a relatively new branch of both the
disciplines which conform it. To explain the relationship established between translation
and sociology, we will adopt the perspective of the field of translation, in which several
shifts of focus have occurred in the last decades, provoking the appearance of the

sociological branch which occupies the centre of this dissertation’s discussion. This
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field’s evolution started in the 1960’s, as Zheng (2017, 28) records, when neither the
translation nor the translator were considered to have any impact on the texts they worked
on. Then, the field started to evolve through the 1990s, when the so-called “cultural shift”
took place. This shift was announced by the consideration of the object of translation as
a text affected by the source and target cultures. This represented a turning point on how
translation needed to be addressed, as the text could no longer be understood without its
cultural environments — of both the origin and the target languages. This cultural shift put
the focus not only on the translations as they are but also on their translators, who
represent in the end not only a channel through which the translation will be understood
by the other language receptors, but also the bridge connecting the target culture —
understood as a set of practices or attitudes that depict a society — with the original text.
Thus, with this cultural shift of the focus of the discipline of translation, the union between
sociology and translation started to arise and, as Zheng (2017, 29) asserts, by the 2000s
“the sociological turn became one of the most prominent translation studies fields of

research.”

As a consequence derived from this sociological move in the translation field, the
cultural surroundings of the text become essential to correctly interpret the text itself, and
it is @ member of the society — the translator — the one in charge of bringing the cultural
context(s) to the textual reality. From this perspective, certain parameters of the sociology
of translation, as an already established academic branch of its own, will be the theoretical
approach adopted in the present dissertation, where the European Union’s language
legislation will be analysed considering the social elements of field, agent, capital and
habitus, that is, the central concepts associated with the social relations in translation,

which will be further explored hereunder.

2.1. Social power relations in the field of translation

Social power relations need to be addressed when discussing the sociological
dimension of translations. If we take the perspective of the French sociologist
Bourdieu — that of genetic structuralism, a method which aims at evaluating society
through the observation of the relations between the totality and its components — we
assume that power relations are established between the different agents which
conform the translational context (Sapiro 2014, 84). On the one hand, an agent is a
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member of society, in this case, for instance, a translator, or a public officer who
commands the translation of a given text. They establish a relationship of power among
themselves within a context recognised as the field, which, according to Wolf (2011,
4) is “a structured system of social positions occupied by individuals and institutions,
[...] a system of forces, which exists between these positions, structured in terms of
power relations.” These social positions are occupied by two types of agents within
the field of translation: those related to the production of translations themselves — this
includes both the translators and the receivers of those texts — who are called
productive agents, and the dominant agents, who are essentially the institutions which
control the sociocultural status quo (Wolf 2011, 10). Thus, the way that these two
agents have interacted, interact, and will interact in the future, shape the ways in which

translations are executed and received by individuals and ultimately, by society itself.

The interaction of these social positions in the field of translation is also based
on the types of capital that the different types of agents possess (Wolf 2011, 4). Capital
is defined as “the accumulated labour which enables groups of agents to appropriate
social energy (Zheng 2017, 28).” In other words, the capital is the social tools
accumulated through life and granted by the context in which individuals and groups
have been raised or formed. An example of a social tool would be, for instance, the
possession and usage of a certain language in a certain cultural context: a social tool
of a Spanish native speaker would be Spanish itself. In this case, the capital possessed
by Spanish natives would be of a cultural type, but there are other types of capital used
as social tools: economic, social, and symbolic. Out of these four types, there are two
that are of special importance for the topic of the present dissertation: the symbolic
and the cultural capital. The former has an exclusive version within the field of
translation (Wolf 2012, 136), meaning that the symbolic capital of a translator is not
the same as the one possessed by a teacher, for instance. If the symbolic capital of a
teacher is the prestige he/she receives through the material used to teach his/her
students, in the case of a translator (Wolf 2011, 4) his/her symbolic capital is the
prestige received through the texts that he/she has to translate in this specific societal
exchange. These texts are also cultural goods in the sense that they provide society
with cultural capital expressed, for instance, in the knowledge that the translator grants

to the receivers of the texts.
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But the cultural capital is possessed not only by productive agents like
translators but also by dominant agents, those in control positions who mark the center
of power and force, and rule power relations in a way that will benefit them in order
to prolong their strong position in society. These agents are also usually authoritative
in terms of their economic and cultural capital, that is, they have the means and the
knowledge to support their own goals. In the case of the field of translation, an example
of a dominant agent would be the publishing companies which usually decide what is
worth being translated and what is not. As Wolf (2011, 6) puts it, they are the ones
who “initiate a translation” and thus “have power in their hands”. That is, the dominant
agents within the field of translation are the ones to decide, for instance, what
languages are at the centre of a given translation. And so, the agents that actually
produce translated texts are subordinated to the dominant agents. But, at the same time,

the later need the productive agents to actually have those texts translated.

Therefore, the productive agents involved with the production of translations do
possess a strong form of symbolic capital as well —as mentioned above, the translated
texts grant them prestige, given that they represent their work and contribution to
society —only that it has always been silenced mainly by the dominant agents, exerting
like that an unbalanced power relationship between both types of agents. However, a
translation occurs not only because a dominant force like those dominant agents wants
it to happen, but because it is produced by the productive agents, that is, the translators.
In fact, the translators are the actors, the ones who shape the translations of texts in a
more direct way: they execute the direct appropriation of a translated text through the
act of translating itself, as explained by Sapiro (2014, 82). They are the ones who
decide what words should be used, and thus they are the ones who ultimately shape
what is going to be received by the target society. It is certainly paradoxical how the
potential of translators as crucial and necessary cultural mediators has been shadowed
by their own ‘invisible’ status within the field (Sapiro 2014, 83). To further understand

the role of translators, the concept of habitus needs to be addressed.

2.2. The concept of habitus

The habitus situates the translator as an agent in the sociology of translation.

Sapiro (2014, 84), reformulating Bourdieu’s theory, defines the concept of habitus as
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— referring to translators — “their cultural and ethical disposition and the kind of
resources they possess (economic, cultural, and social capital) according to their
family background, education, and social trajectory.” This definition might be similar
to that provided about cultural capital on section 2.1, however there is a basic
difference: the habitus includes all the capitals within it, the habitus is the provider of
all types of capital. That is, the habitus of the translator within this field is shaped by
the culture they were raised in — a Spanish native translator’s habitus is marked by
Spain’s cultures and ways of understanding life. Sapiro (2014, 91) adds that the habitus
is constructed through the interaction —and competition — with other translators within
the field: the habitus or the translators’ background sociocultural trajectory may differ
from one translator to other in such a way that, taking institutional translators as an
instance, these differences may lead to changes in the translated texts. In fact, every so
often, institutional texts (e.g., legal regulations, policies, etc.) need to be revised, given
that they need to follow the advancements of society, given the fact that these texts are
born basically to regulate certain elements of social life. It is inevitable then, that if an
original institutional text suffers an alteration, its translation changes as well, and the
ones in charge of doing so, generally a different translator than the one who performed
the first translation, have to establish their own position as professionals in order to
make their own interpretation of a text as valid as the former has been for several years
— sometimes texts are not revised in decades. Following the sociocultural trajectory of
a translator, which shapes the habitus, then it is also important to consider that, for
instance, an English text translated into Spanish by a Spanish translator will contain a
series of nuances that will differ from those added by a French translator to a French
version of the same English text. These nuances, that are the translator’s interpretation
of the text, are key for their development of a given translation as different target
cultures lead to different target texts, that is, translations are affected by the different
habitus of the translator(s).

As part of the habitus or the sociocultural trajectory of the translator — the way
of understanding the world—, the translator’s language inextricably affects his/her
translations. As Wolf (2011, 3) states, the translation has to be considered always
within a context to be fully understood, and ideally, within two contexts: the origin
culture and the target culture. In the end, translating itself is accomplished by

individuals who pertain to the social system — translators are members of society and
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have a cultural background — and translation is a phenomenon that is related to social
institutions — the dominant agents (Zheng 2017, 29). Thus, the translator must have as
part of his/her habitus not only his own cultural capital, but also the knowledge of the
original language and the original culture (also cultural capitals) to function as an

effective channel of communication.

Thus, the concepts of field, agent, capital, and habitus are crucial within the field
of sociology of translation and like that, to the analysis of translations that will be
carried out on this dissertation regarding the EU’s language policies. From this specific
viewpoint, it is clear that we could not have a translation without its agents, both
dominant — the European institutions, in our case — and productive — the translators of
judiciary texts. These agents are jointly linked to a field that is the European political
and economic system where they interact and create translations. The way in which
they interact within said field is crucially marked by their habitus, that is, their
trajectories as human beings and as professionals, and within it, by their cultural
capital, represented here in the languages involved in a given translation (English and
Spanish, in our case); and by their symbolic capital, that is the prestige granted by the
realisation of that work. All the elements that have been hereby discussed in this
section 2 will be applied then to the context of the EU for a better approach to the texts

that will be analysed in this dissertation.

3. The sociology of translation applied to the analysis of the EU language

As the sociology of translation approach is the theoretical perspective adopted in
our analysis of the juridical language used in translations performed within the European
Union (EU), all the concepts defined in section 2 will be linked on this part 3 to this
concrete context. From this perspective then, the field of the social interaction our
research is focused on is the EU and how the language policy followed by this institution
affects the translations of English juridical texts into Spanish. The concepts of agent(s)
and habitus are also acknowledged in our proposed analysis as certain power relationships
between these two elements will be explored to understand the sociological spectrum of
the EU multiple cultures — i.e. the Spanish and English cultures being the habitus
contrasted. In the following sections, all these concepts related to these texts and context
will be further discussed.
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3.1. The EU juridical texts as the translation product

There are three main ways of applying sociology of translation to the reality of
the field of translation according to Wolf (2007). Each one is ruled by where the focus
of the analysis is put: the process, the product, or the agents. Sociology of ‘the
translation process’ addresses the components that build the development of a
translation: for instance, what are the social norms that bound a translation, such as
work relations, that is, the relationship between the translator and the client that
requires the translation. Then, sociology of the ‘translation product’ focuses on
studying how the text is received by society and how it is affected by it — an example
of this could be the translation of the Bible into Spanish: it has marked not only the
understanding of religious concepts, but also the wording of religious rituals that affect
a chiefly Christian society and way of living. Lastly, the sociology of the ‘translation
agents’ puts the focus mainly on the productive agent’s context of action — that of the
translator — to understand how these professionals construct society through their
work, and to what extent these effects last. Although for this dissertation we will
mainly focus on the sociology of the ‘translation product’, given that the analysis of
both target and original texts will be analysed, the process of translation and the agents
will be taken also into consideration, as there is no translation without combining the

three elements simultaneously.

When applying this classification to the analysis of the field of the EU language
policy through juridical texts, it is crucial to first associate each concept previously
discussed on section 2 to the specific EU context. Like that, we find that the dominant
agents are personified in the form of the Institution itself, the EU: and within it, in the
form of those EU member countries that possess the higher economic, cultural, and
symbolic capital. To exemplify this, we can think of United Kingdom — an already
former member — or members such as France or Germany, who chiefly rule the

European context!. Thus, the dominant agents will always try to possess the

L Within this EU context, another example of dominant agents are the taxpayers, as can be seen in the
official European Union’s website (https://europa.eu/european-union/abouteuropa/language-policy_en):
When addressing the language policies, in the text contained in that source, it is explicitly recognised that
an official website will be translated according to the interest of principal taxpayers. Therefore, these
taxpayers or dominant agents, although not identified as particular officials, are the owners of that economic
power — the capital.
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sociocultural status quo’s head through the investment of their capital: an instance of
this is the crucial presence of English as lingua franca in the EU instead of the existence
of real multilingualism in the Institution, hinting that the United Kingdom’s
investment on cultural capital — language — has been higher than the rest, which has
also been possible due to this country’s powerful possession of the other forms —

mainly economic — of capital.

Then, the social context that surrounds the EU juridical texts is found in both the
origin and target cultures and societies — that is, the habitus — and the agents in charge
of the production are the translators — the productive agents — who work for the EU —
the dominant agent — and are thus bound to their powerful position. However, these
juridical texts are not only affected by that context, as they are also key elements which

shape society: this will be furtherly explored in the next sub-section.

3.2. The effects of juridical texts in cultural relations

As shown in previous sections, the sociology of translation is a new research
area that has become useful to show how the relations of power in the field of
translation are predominant in today’s society. Additionally, it reflects how important
it is for translators to be conscious of their social background and, in exchange, how
the texts they produce influence on society. More specifically, it is crucial to
understand the power of certain texts, like the juridical ones, exert back in society and
the effects that they have in cultural relations. Berneking (2016, 267) defines the
translator as “a social agent who is at the same time both constructed by society and
constructing within society, affected and affecting all the elements in these social
networks.” This means that the translator thus embodies a reciprocal relation with the
text and the culture which is then transmitted into the text: he/she is the channel

between both entities.

Therefore, not only the translator is in contact with elements such as the receivers
of the texts or the original authors, but also the texts are in contact with society itself.
Juridical texts in particular affect cultural relations, and vice versa. When applying this
to the context of the EU, concretely the legislation related to cultural aspects (or
cultural capital) such as language policies, it becomes evident that the texts (both

cultural and symbolic capital) used in this specific linguistic context are shaping the

8
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way that the target society should conceive their own cultural capital in relation to
other surrounding societies’ capital — for instance, when the EU regulates legislation
issues where different official languages are mentioned, the Spanish language occupies
a certain place in comparison with other official languages of the UE that will make
Spain’s cultural capital to be conceived as higher or lower in relation to other
countries’ cultural capital (like France’s or Poland’s, for instance). However, there is
sometimes a conflict between what is intended with the redaction of juridical texts and
what reality ends up being: society cannot be entirely modulated by a concrete written
text, though it is affected to some extent. An example of this will be explored in this
dissertation, when the content of the language policies of the EU does not correspond
with the linguistic or sociocultural realities of the Institution: multilingualism
understood as a balanced compendium of various official languages is an asset of the
EU, but it is not a reality, given that English is the predominant force in the Institution

and the predominant lingua franca in most European societies.

4. The main objectives of the study

The aim of this dissertation is to show how through the field of sociology of
translation it is possible to better understand the translations of juridical texts as more
than simple products to be used in a juridical institution, but as cultural and symbolic
goods which have a place in two cultures, as Bassnett and Lefevere affirm (c.f. Wolf
2010, 33):

There is always a context in which the translation takes place, always a history from which
a text emerges and into which a text is transposed. [...] Translation as an activity is always doubly

contextualized since the text has a place in two cultures. (1990, 11)

So, the context within which a translation happens is at the basis of the process of
translation. Then, it is crucial to understand the context of the translation considering not
only one culture but two, which in the case of this dissertation, are both the English and

the Spanish culture.

On another note, the relation between translations and society should be reciprocal,
as translations affect society — as already exemplified in section 3 — and society affects
them — in the way that language evolves within a given society. That is, the objective of

this dissertation is also to observe the existence of these bidirectional effects between

9
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juridical texts (translations or versions) and social relations in the context of the EU. This
will be shown through the analysis and comparison of the Spanish and English versions
of two different linguistic policies of the European Union, aiming at demonstrating the
importance of those texts in the way that European society is formed and evolves

linguistically and it affects the construction of future juridical texts in return.

5. Methodology

Prior to the proper application of the aspects discussed in sections 2 and 3, we will
hereby describe the procedure with which the analysis of the texts will be accomplished.
It will cover two aspects which are sociological the ones and the linguistic ones in order
to elaborate an analysis that addresses the sociological dimensions of two Institutional
texts of the European Union. It is crucial to consider that both aspects are correlated, and
even though a distinction is going to be made in order to propose a description of the

procedure of the dissertation, both can and in fact will end up being intermingled.

5.1. The texts

Two texts will be analysed: they are written specialised juridical texts belonging
to the European Union legislation that addresses the issue of the use of language(s) in
the institution. Text 1, p. 385-386 (Regulation No 1 determining the languages to be
used by the European Economic Community, 1958) — the English original text and its
translation into Spanish (Reglamento No 1 por el que se fija el regimen linguistico de
la Comunidad Econdmica Europea, 1958) —, is part of the first agreement of the EU,
and as such, the original text was written only in German, French, Italian and Dutch.
It seems obvious that it is impossible that the three languages were the original
language of the text, as for its redaction only one must have been used as ‘lingua
franca’, but no clear conclusions are made about which language out of the four was
the original one. Ever since, this text dealing with which languages and how they are
to be used in the European Community was translated into diverse other languages,

like Spanish, as other member countries were adhered to the EU.

Then, to see how that first legislation has evolved and so affected differently the

European society (or vice versa), we will also consider Text 2, p. 59-64

10
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(Multilingualism: an asset for Europe and a shared commitment European Parliament
resolution, 2010) — again, the English original text and its translation into Spanish
(Multilingtiismo: una ventaja para Europa y un compromise compartido, 2010) —,
which is the current legal text marking the linguistic policy of the EU. In this text, the
main theme is the declaration of multilingualism as a main goal of the Institution. This
was also declared in Text 1, however, it has not been yet achieved. According to the
EU, there is multilingualism, but the reality is different. Bielsa (2017, 2) describes
English as the “McLanguage’ of a globalised ‘McWorld’, or as the ‘Eurospeak’ of our
multilingual continent.” As happens with Text 1, we will be taking the English
versions of Text 2 as the “original” one given that English is considered right now as
the lingua franca of the European Union; and the Spanish text, as a version or

translation of the same.

Therefore, it is clear that the two texts about language regulations under analysis
have also important implications from a sociological viewpoint, which will be

explored in the following section.

5.2. Sociological aspects

As for the sociological aspects that will be analysed in both texts, 1 and 2, the
habitus or context of the productive agent or translator (see section 2) is intrinsically
linked to that of the text, and that is what will be studied mainly through the exploration
of the cultural and social settings surrounding both texts. More specifically, to carry
out a sociological analysis of the texts, it is important to focus firstly on the habitus
that surrounds both documents. When the EU was first formed, the members of the
Institution were only Belgium, France, Italy, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, and West
Germany. Nonetheless, power relations were already stablished, and France was the
leader of these countries — Robert Schuman, who proposed the Treaty of Rome, was
French. In this political context the first regulation was born, including Text 1, the first
text to be analysed in this dissertation. On it there is already a predisposition to
implement a form of multilingualism, however French was at the centre of the
discussions between the different members, and thus that original asset was never

accomplished at the time.

11
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Text 2 is set in an entirely different world — 52 years separate each other. In
2010 the EU was formed by 27 member states within an already globalised world with
the United States of America at its head, and countries like the United Kingdom,
Germany, or France at the head of the Institution itself. Sapiro (2014, 86) discusses
that this globalisation increased the presence of translations around the world
significantly, but it did not mean a diversification: it was the contrary, these
translations were concentrated around the English language, provoking thus a strong
asymmetry between English as lingua franca and the rest of the EU languages. In this
socio-political context, a treaty referring to the language policies of the EU arose
(being Text 2 part of it), with multilingualism as its main focus as the non-English-
speaking dominant agents were conscious of the risks of the over-presence of the

English language within the institution.

Thus, having considered the habitus of the texts, the content itself of the
documents — both the here assumed as originals and the translations or versions — will
be explored in order to see the correlation of the content with the reality of society,
and if those measures were reflected in reality or not. Additionally, in order to observe
if there is any kind of reciprocity between this reality from each historical context
(1958 vs. 2010) and the translations produced from both texts, we also took into

consideration the linguistic analysis of each target text.

5.3. Linguistic reflection of the sociological aspects

As part of the habitus of the translator, given that language is part of it, the
linguistic aspects of the text cannot be overlooked. In fact, it is central since language
is part of the cultural capital which conforms the social tools of the translator (see
section 2). The way to address this in both texts is focusing mainly on the lexical
changes from the English text into the Spanish one. This is so because it will show the
translator?’s attitude toward the content, and how this affects the way the target public
will be receiving it. These lexical changes might signify a change in the content’s

sense, thus, a change in the semantic prosody — this refers to how the discourse of a

2 Unfortunately, there is no chance of knowing directly who that person might have been, as there is no
acknowledgement of his/her identity when researching about those texts, a circumstance that leads to
consider that the translator’s or productive agent’s invisibility (mentioned in section 2.1) is still an issue in
this specialized translation field.

12
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text, written in this case, can be perceived in a negative or positive way by the receivers
of that product —, which will be the central linguistic point of analysis in the Spanish

translations.

6. Analysis and discussion of Texts 1 and 2 and their translations

On this section of the dissertation, the analysis of both texts previously discussed
will be accomplished following the two branches which conform the sociology of
translation approach: first, the sociological analysis — which has the main role on the field

—and then, a linguistic analysis of some aspects of the texts.

6.1. Sociological analysis
6.1.1. Text 1: the absence of multilingualism

One of the main points that strikes us when reading the assumed original version of
Text 1 from a sociological perspective is that the European Council only considered four
main languages when it was redacted in 1958 (see Appendix 1): “The official languages
and the working languages [...] shall be Dutch, French, German and Italian” (Article 1).
Again, it is important to remember that when the EU was formed, the member countries
were Belgium, France, Italy, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, and West Germany. Whereas
at first sight the choice of using said languages seems fair — the four chosen languages are
official languages of said countries — if we take the case of the Netherlands, for instance,
there are other co-official languages that co-exist in the territory, such as West Frisian
and Papiamento, which were disregarded when composing Text 1. In the end, Text 1 is
soaked by its socio-historical context given that it was the beginning of a Union of
countries unprecedented after two World Wars that were originated in Europe. But
unfortunately, what Text 1 gave back to a great part of the European society — in an
example of reciprocity between the texts and the reality that surrounds them — is a sense
of disconnection, instead of unification. Only four languages — cultural capital — are
considered ‘worthy’ of being the official languages of this Union, and, if we put ourselves
in the shoes of a Papiamento speaker reading this text in 1958, we will feel like our
language, our capital, is going to be completely disregarded in this new European field,

almost condemned to disappearing. This hints us that equal multilingualism — that did not
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appear as a term in Text 1 —was not really consideration at a time, even though it appears
that a multilingualism of only four main languages is proposed. Therefore, the reciprocal
and so bi-directional relationship between the text and the society is proven in this case
as the social reality gives form to the textual content of the original text and, at the same
time and in return, the content of the original text makes the society to relegate one

cultural capital to non-existence highlighting others’.

Nonetheless, when we look at the Spanish version of Text 1, we find out that in its
headline — one of the most visible parts of a text —, the translator chose to interpret
“Regulation n°1 determining the languages to be used by the European Economic
Community” as “Reglamento n° 1 por el que se fija el regimen linglistico de la
Comunidad Econémica Europea”. The utterance ‘languages to be used’ could have been
directly translated as ‘los idiomas que se van utilizar’, for example, but by choosing
‘régimen lingiiistico’, the translator gives the Spanish version a less individual reference
to non-used languages than in the English text and so providing a more inclusive attitude
in the target text-Spanish society reciprocity. Again, in the English version we can grasp
that a multilingualism of four languages is proposed, whereas in the Spanish version, we
see hints of a change toward a more complex linguistic reality. This can be explained by
when did the United Kingdom join — 1973 — and when did Spain — 1986. The different
versions that appeared of this text whenever a country joined the EU are considered as a
special edition translated into the different official languages. Then, there is a gap of
thirteen years between each merging during which English started to become that
‘McLanguage’ that Bielsa (2017) wrote about — see section 5.1.— and language
globalisation started to represent a worry for non-English speaking countries, Spain
among them, which began to regard their cultural capital, represented in their languages,

at stake.

However, when paying attention to another main point of Text 1, we discover that
something similar to multilingualism was intended to be applied by the Council, when
they stated that “Regulations and other documents of general application shall be drafted
in the four official languages” (Article 4). Here, we see the clear intention to equalise the
importance of the four languages chosen in order not to position one on top of another.
This intention is not without its flaws, as it results highly improbable for a Council to
redact texts such as Text 1 simultaneously in four different languages. It represented a

problem solved within this same juridical text, as if we look at Article 6, the Council also
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stated that “the institutions of the Community may stipulate in their rules of procedure
which of the languages are to be used in specific cases.” So, four languages shall be
used at the same time, but since it is clearly unrealistic, the Institutions shall choose one
of the four to communicate. The Spanish version of this confirms what has been attested
in the previous paragraph, since once again the translator juggles with the Spanish
language: “Las instituciones podran determinar las modalidades de aplicacion de este
régimen linglistico en sus reglamentos internos.” Avoiding, like so, to state that a
language was on top of the rest, wanting to give the Spanish receivers of the target text a

lesser tone.

The content of Text 1, studied from a sociological perspective, leaves the reader
with the feeling that there were first and second-rate languages not only within the
different regions of the Union, but also within the so-called four official languages; or
what is the same, the cultural capital of a great part of the European society was
disregarded in favour of that of the other part. This original text then clearly reflects a
Europe that needed unification after two World Wars, but in the wanting of that, many
members of that same society were disconnected from their own cultural capital and thus,
their own identity. This disconnection, however, some years later in the Spanish version,
was slightly attenuated.

6.1.2. Text 2: the absence of correspondence between content and reality

Text 2 is structured in three well differentiated parts, with the two first parts serving
as a path to understand the third one. The first content part, marked by dashes, explores
past texts which are a base for the construction of the present. The second part, marked
by different letters, marks the considerations taken into account when composing the text
(see Appendix 2). Both parts are fostering in a way the third and last part — the longest
part as well — where the European 2010 Council enumerated a series of fifty-one remarks
concerning their language policies. We say that the two first parts foster the third one
because they gave like that a background to Text 2: by referencing other texts, they
recognised the symbolic and cultural capital that was present when writing Text 2. This
happens in both English and Spanish versions of the text.

Contrary to Text 1, when analysing Text 2 through the sociological lens we find

that multilingualism is indeed very much present in it: it is mentioned 24 times in the
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relatively short span of 6 pages — in Text 1 it is mentioned a total of zero times, so this is
a considerable change. On the considerations part, we find that the Council stated that
“multilingualism is of increasing importance in the context of relations between Member
States, cohabitation in our multicultural societies, and in the Union’s common policies”
(61) directly recognising the role of multilingualism, as means to seek unity between the
different societies and countries of the EU. This is repeated throughout the text on several
occasions, stating once and again that it is an objective of the Institution to achieve that
multilingualism. When looking at its translation into Spanish, the correspondent term
‘multilingiiismo’ appears the same amount of times it appeared on the English counterpart
to transmit the same idea: that the EU is really trying to achieve multilingualism as a
reality within the social life of the Institution. This over-presence of the term can be
explained when looking at the single appearance of its socio-cultural counterpart:
‘globalisation’, translated as ‘globalizacion’ in the Spanish version, which is mentioned
as well on the considerations part of the text where the Council asserts that “linguistic and
cultural diversity have a significant impact on the daily life of citizens of the European
Union due to media penetration, [...] advancing globalisation” (60). This quote can be
interpreted as a way of saying that, given that in society we find globalisation, the
European society needs that multilingualism as a means to preserve that daily life marked
by diversity. In other words, the dominant agents — the European Council — observed that
globalisation was jeopardising cultural diversity — cultural capital — and created this text
as a means to stop it from happening. Society fed this text through the increasing presence
of globalisation but, it is also interesting to consider in which ways the text influenced
society back — if in any way. In this respect, we should take into consideration that in the
bi-directional influence in the binomial text-society, it seems that the first or earlier
direction of the movement is from society to texts, while in the movement in the opposite
direction (texts’ influence on society) the effects are reflected later and it takes longer to
be perceived back in the society.

We observe that Text 2 is mainly composed of fifty-one points where the
importance of having a multilingual reality is explained and insistently proposed. This
perspective may apparently contrast with the Institution’s current contradictory attitude
towards multilingualism in their official webpage, where there is a section — within the
language policy site — where the Institution explains to the members of society why a

webpage or text is not translated into their language: “some sites are only available in 2
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or 3 languages - or even just one (usually English).” This goes directly against point 6 of
Text 2, where it is stated “the importance of translation, both literary and technical, in the
lives of citizens and for the EU’s long-term development” (61). This same importance is
stated in Spanish with the translation of this part being almost direct: “la importancia de
la traduccion, tanto literaria como técnica, en la vida de los ciudadanos y para el desarrollo
a largo plazo de la UE.” The juridical Text 2 included a series of points eleven years ago
that do not correspond completely with our new reality as such, given that in the end, the
real importance continues to be given to English mainly (bilingual education) —and 2 or
3 other languages — as said on the example already mentioned of the official EU site.
However, it depends on what is understood by “multilingualism” (as 3 languages implies
multi- already) the point is that the cultural capital will be reduced to only 3 — presumably
English, French and German, it is not clearly stated — where English is still at the
forefront. As explained by Leal (2016, 4), while the EU is officially multilingual — and it
promotes multilingualism with different programmes — in reality, it is more a monolingual
Institution with English at its centre. Yes, multilingualism is aimed to be achieved but it
is contradictory how in fact only a few languages are at the heart of said multilingualism.
Like this, the European citizen continues to perceive the sense that there are first and
second-rate languages within the Institution, playing along with the globalisation that is
supposedly feared.

Lastly, another important aspect of Text 2 needs to be mentioned from the
sociological perspective: the recognition of the role of the productive agents — the
translators — within the field of the EU. This can be seen in point 10, where there is a
proposition to introduce “a European Day of the Translator and Interpreter, taking account
of and raising the profile of these professions [...]” (61). This part has been translated
into Spanish as “propone que se establezca un dia europeo del traductor y el intérprete o
se tomen en consideracion y se valoricen estas profesiones [...]” which is very much
similar to the original, without any interpretation from the part of the translator — he/she
wanted this message to be transmitted integrally. This might have been because it is
highly remarkable given the fact that this significantly feeds the symbolic capital of these
agents, that is, they gain recognition from the dominant agents in front of the whole of
the European society. However, the European Day of the Translator and Interpreter is not
yet a thing — once again, Text 2 does not fully correspond with the current reality of the

Institution.
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In general, the sociological analysis of both Texts and their translations results in
the fact that there are two main issues that are affected by the reciprocal relationship
between society and juridical texts’ translations: the issue of translation itself, and that of
multilingualism. On Text 1, multilingualism nor translation are considered in the English
version, however there are some differences on the Spanish version as it hints a social
change in the way society itself regarded its own cultural capital: all languages started to
be equally important, and this is made more explicit in the Spanish version of Text 1. This
trajectory was completed, with time, when Text 2 was written and translated, as
multilingualism is recognised as of utter importance, and the role of the translator too.
However, the reciprocity between what was translated and what it reflected back into
society was partly violated in the way that eleven years later, some of the said changes
that appear on Text 2 are yet to be a reality. Both Text 1 and 2 are influenced by the social
changes and events of their respective moments, however Text 2 appears to not have

impregnated well the society of the EU yet where the against-globalization attitude of the

Institution seems contradictory with the fact of their cultural capital being almost only
the English language, which is being used in the last decades as the main linguistic vehicle

to reach globalization.

6.2. Linguistic reflections of the sociological analysis
6.2.1. Text 1: the vision of the productive agent

When analysing Text 1 from a linguistic perspective, we take the view of the
translator or productive agent and we discover that there were some significant changes
made from the English version into the Spanish one. First and foremost, the bigger
headline that reads “the council” in the English version was omitted when translated into
Spanish. This gives the Spanish version a less serious look when compared to the English
counterpart, and this can be interpreted as a way not to uncover who is the dominant

agent: the council.

In this same sense, we opine that when the translator decided to interpret “el
presente reglamento sera obligatorio en todos sus elementos y directamente applicable en
cada Estado miembro” as a translation for “this Regulation shall be binding in its entirety

and directly applicable in all Member States” instead of using ‘en todos los Estados
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miembros’; the translator intended to reduce the tone of the text considering their Spanish
habitus, that is, their way of understanding the world from a Spanish perspective. We
cannot assume that the translator was a native Spanish speaker, but we do assume that by
acquiring the knowledge of a cultural capital represented in learning Spanish, he or she
did indeed acquire a series of experiences and ways of seeing the world from the
perspective of Spanish society. Like so, the translator was influenced by the habitus when
understanding that ‘en todos’ could sound more like a direct obligation for the Spanish

society than ‘en cada.’

Another aspect that has to be marked here is a change of order in the enumeration
of languages in Article 1. In English, the order is like so: “Dutch, French, German, and
Italian.” However, in Spanish, the translator decided to order them like so: “el aleman, el
francés, el italiano y el neerlandés.” This can represent that the translator’s habitus — his
life experience — led him/her to change the order of importance of each country or
language in front of the others. He or she did not change the order anywhere else in the
text, and this is so deliberate that leads us to believe that in the 80s in the power
relationship between the productive agents and the dominant ones, some of the dominant
agents — Germany as the institutional part of the EU — seemed to be more powerful (to
the productive agent or the Spanish translator at least) than the others, showing also how,
according to his/her habitus — that is, their cultural and life experience —, countries or
languages such as French or Italian — these language being cultural capitals — come earlier

than Dutch in the order of importance.

There are no further linguistic elements analysable in Text 1 relevant for the
discussion of this dissertation, specially given that this Text 1 is comparatively shorter
than Text 2 — one single page vs. six pages. However, given that Text 1 is so short, what
has been found from a linguist perspective is rather interesting for the sociology of

translation’s perspective.

6.2.2. Text 2: Spanish in all its glory

If in Text 1 we saw that the tone of the translation was more precise and closer to
the original in English, in Text 2 what needs to be highlighted is the opposite: the
translator chose to display the Spanish language in all its glory through a series of devices,

instead of persecuting a major resemblance to the English language. First, there is a
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significant use of synonyms to refer to the same word that is constantly repeated in
English: for instance, ‘asset’, which is repeated 6 times in Text 2, is translated as ‘ventaja’,
‘active’, ‘bien’, and ‘valor afiadido’; the word ‘stresses’, repeated 8 times, is translated in
the Spanish version as ‘considera fundamental’, ‘subraya’, ‘considera muy importante’,
‘destaca’, ‘resalta’, ‘considera’ — alone — and ‘observa la necesidad.” All this display of
Spanish synonyms to refer to terms that are simply constantly repeated in English gives
the reader a sense of diversity when comparing both languages, and the translator must
have been aware of so when performing his or her job. We believe that he or she,
mastering the Spanish language — cultural capital —, understood that the repetition of the
same term in this language is received as a poor elaboration of writing, and thus decided
to diverse from the English version — in English this repetition might be perceived as well

as a formality — by elaborating a wide arrange of synonyms.

Besides this daunting presence of synonyms, we have found that the translator
entered also to assess certain concepts that are not assessed like so at all in the English
version. Like this, the productive agent’s “invisibility” is not so obvious here, given that
in this power relationship he/she contributes to the content of the article with his/her own
habitus. For instance, when in the English version we find the sentence “The EU
welcomes the submission of the Commission...” (61), in the Spanish version we have
“acoge con agrado” (61). The addition of the adverbial to the verb, instead of having
translated the verb ‘welcome’ literally as ‘da la bienvenida’ hints a reinforcement of the
emotion that is common in Spanish, but not necessarily needed when translating this text.
From this stressing of a positive emotion toward the content of Text 2, we can grasp that
the productive agent’s intention here is to transmit that positiveness to the receivers of

the text — the population.

The linguistic analysis of both Texts 1 and 2 and their correspondent translations
hint a marked linguistic evolution on the way the productive agents — the translators —
managed the cultural capital represented both in the Spanish language. On Text 1, there
are some changes related to the semantic prosody that seem intended to lower the tone of
the content in general, as the English version of it seems more serious and has
comparatively stronger wording than the Spanish one. This tendency of lowering the tone,
or making it sound less serious, continued when Text 2 was translated into Spanish.
However, there is a further linguistic change on Text 2, when instead of following a more

‘conservative’ translation of the text — that is, creating a more direct translation — the
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translator opted for a considerable augmentation in the number of synonyms utilised —
when compared to the English counterpart — and a certain inclusion of adjectives and
adverbs that hint a value judgement that might have been unintentional but, considering
the parameters provided by the field of the sociology of translation, is provoked by the
translator’s habitus — specially because Text 2 directly addresses the profession and

recognises its importance.

7. Conclusion and further research

The present dissertation has aimed to show how the field of sociology of translation
is a new field that results as an effective way to further understand the translations of
juridical texts as elements both shaped by and that shape the society that surrounds them,
in this case two juridical texts of the EU related to language policies. To do this, the
approach of the field of sociology of translation was firstly discussed, exploring the three
main concepts related to this field within translation studies: agent — members of society
involved in the translation —, field — the context in which those members interact —, capital
— the social tools granted by the cultural context —, and habitus — the cultural context
itself, the professional trajectory of an agent. Then, all these concepts were translated into
the context of the EU, more specifically on the sociological and linguistic analysis of two
juridical texts on language policies and their respective translations. As a result, we have
attested that there certainly is a bidirectionality between the original and target texts and
the original and target societies of the EU. However, we have found that Text 1 (1958)
presents a content that corresponds more effectively to the social reality than what can be
attested from Text 2 (2010): this might be related to the fact that Text 1 has been more
time published than Text 2 — there is a gap of fifty-two years between both, and like this,
Text 1 has had more time to accommodate within society than Text 2. Then, we have seen
that there is certain reciprocity between society and the texts also on the linguistic
reflection of the sociological analysis, marked by our observation of an evolution in the
translation of Text 2 when compared to Text 1: we have attested that both Texts tend to
give the juridical Spanish versions a more ‘mundane’ tone than what can be grasped in
the English version. However, when translating Text 2, the translator utilised different
devices such as changes of the semantic prosody, and the inclusion of numerous
synonyms where there is only repetition in the original. This is influenced by a certain

understanding of the Spanish cultural capital by the productive agent and his/her habitus,
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thus there is a marked social influence on the linguistic construction of the texts. This can
be seen reflected back into society in the way that a Spanish reader of the juridical text
would effectively recognise Text 2 as related to their culture, and thus will feed the

understanding of Spanish society of their own cultural capital.

On a further research final note, it would be deeply interesting to study future
translations of juridical texts of the EU after the happening of Brexit, as English as a
lingua franca might with time be overlooked. Besides, it would be also compelling to
investigate and analyse whether our results can be extrapolated to other translations of
the same texts explored in this dissertation to see whether this is just a case of the Spanish
culture and language, or it is applicable to other languages or societies. On this same
sense, another further research discussion could be derived of the question of whether
these results apply to other juridical texts and not only those which are related to the

regulation of languages.
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Appendix 1: Text 1, Regulation No. 1

English version:

Official Journal of the European Communities

59

6.10.58

OFFICIAL JOURNAL OF THE EUROPEAN COMMUNITIES

385/58

THE COUNCIL

REGULATION No 1

determining the languages to be used by the European Economic Community

THE COUNCIL OF THE EUROPEAN ECONOMIC
COMMUNITY,

Having regard to Article 217 of the Treaty which
provides that the rules governing the languages of the
institutions of the Community shall, without prejudice
to the provisions contained in the rules of procedure
of the Court of Jus:ice, be determined by the Coun-
cil, acting unanimously;

Whereas each of the four languages in which the
Treaty is drafted is recognised as an official language
in one or more of the Member States of the Com-
munity;

HAS ADOPTED THI5 REGULATION:

Article 1

The official languages and the working languages of
the institutions of the Community shall be Dutch,
French, German and Italian.

Article 2

Documents which a Member State or a person sub-
ject to the jurisdiction of a Member State sends to in-
stitutions of the Community may be drafted in any
one of the official lenguages selected by the sender.
The reply shall be drafted in the same language.

Article 3

Documents wh:ch an institution of the Community
sends to a Member State or to a person subject to the
jurisdiction of a Member State shall be drafted in the
language of such State. ’

24

Article 4

Regulations and other documents of general appli-
cation shall be drafted in the four official languages.

Article §

The Official Journal of the Community shall be
published in the four official languages.

Article 6

v

The institutions of the Community may stipulate in
their rules of procedure which of the languages are to
be used in specific cases.

Article 7

The languages to be used in the proceedings of the
Court of Justice shall be laid down in its rules of
procedure. .

Article 8

If a Member State has more than one official
language, the language to be used shall, at the request
of such State, be governed by the general rules of its
law.

This Regulation shall be binding in its cnrirety and
directly applicable in all Member States.

Done at Brussels, 15 April 1958.

For the Council
The President
V. LAROCK
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Spanish version:

8 Diario Oficial de las Comunidades Europeas 01/Vol. 01
358R0001
6. 10. 58 DIARIO OFICIAL DE L.AS COMUNIDADES EUROPEAS N° 385/58

REGLAMENTO N° 1

por ¢l que se fija el régimen
lingiiistico de la Comunidad Econ6émica Europea

EL CONSEJO DE LA COMUNIDAD ECONOMICA
EUROPEA,

Visto el articulo 217 del Tratado, segiin el cual el
régimen lingiiistico de las instituciones de la Comunidad
sera fijado por el Consejo, por unanimidad, sin perjuicio
de las disposiciones previstas en el reglamento del Tri-
bunal de Justicia,

Considerando que las cuatro lenguas en las que ha sido

redactado el Tratado son reconocidas como lenguas

oficiales cada una de ellas en uno o varios Estados
miembros de la Comunidad,

HA ADOPTADO EL PRESENTE REGLAMENTO:

Articulo 1

Las lenguas oficiales y las lenguas de trabajo de las -

instituciones de la Comunidad serin el aleman, el
francés, el italiano y el neerlandés.

Articulo 2

Los textos que un Estado miembro o una persona
. sometida a la jurisdiccién de un Estado miembro envie
a las instituciones se redactaran, a eleccion del remi-
tente, en una de las lenguas oficiales. La respuesta se
redactara en la misma lengua.

Articulo 3

Los textos que las instituciones envien a un Estado
miembro o a una persona sometida a la jurisdiccion de
un Estado miembro se redactaran en la lengua de dicho
Estado.

Articulo 4

Los reglamentos y- demas textos de alcance general se
redactaran en las cuatro lenguas oficiales.

Articulo 5

El Diario Oficial de la Comunidad se publicara en las
cuatro lenguas oficiales.

Articulo 6

Las instituciones podran determinar las modalidades
de aplicacion de este régimen lingiiistico en sus regla-
mentos internos.

Articulo 7

El régimen lingiiistico del procedimiento del Tribunal
de Justicia se determinara en el reglamento de procedi-
miento de éste. ‘

" Articulo 8

Por lo que respecta a los Estados miembros donde
existan varias lenguas oficiales, el uso de una lengua se
regira, a peticion del Estado interesado, por las normas
generales de la legislacion de dicho Estado.

'El presente Reglamento sera obligatorio en todos sus elementos y directamente aplicable en

cada Estado miembro.

Hecho en Bruselas, el 15 de abril de 1958.

25

Por el Consejo
El Presidente
V. LAROCK
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Appendix 2: Text 2, Multilingualism

English version:

6.5.2010

| EM Official fournal of the Eurapean Union

C 11759

Tuesday 24 March 2009

19, Calls on the Member States o implemen: a preventive strarepy of social acrion aimed ar proteceing
miners withour stigmarising immigrant communities, ehrough public programmes and social services zimed
at both preventing these practices (rraining, educarion and awareness-raising among the communities at risk)
and assjsﬂnlg the victimz who have been subjectsd to them [psl&'dmlugica and medical suppor inchding,
where possible, free medical rearment to repair che damags): calls also on the Member States ro consider, in
accordance with child protecdon lepislation, chat che threar ar risk of being subjected to FGM may justify
intervention by the J.u.glm'iﬂ'E

30. Calls on the Member Statez to draw up puidelines for health professionals, teachers and zodal
workers aimed at informing and educacding parents, in a respectful manner and with the assistance of
ineerpreters i necessary, abour the enormous risks of FGM and the face that such practices are conzidered
2t a2 crime in the Member Stater, and also to cooperate with and fund the aceivides of the nesworks and
MGOs thar are working to educate, raise awareness and mediate in the sphere of FGM, in close contact with
families and communities;

31.  Calls on the Member States ro disseminare accurare information which can be undersroed by an
illiterase populztion, in particular at the conzulztes of Member Stater when visaz are bzi.nilismed: taker the
view thar information on the reasonz for the legal ban should alse be communicazed by the immigrant
services when people arrive in the hosr country, o thar families underseand that the ban on a wraditional ace
iz in mo way w0 be seen as culrural agpression, bue as lepal protection for women and girls: considers thae
fzmilies chould be informed of the consequences under criminal law, which may entail imprizonment, if
mutilation is ascertained;

31 Calls for an improvemnene in the legal statuz of women and girls in countries where FGM iz practsed,
in order o increase women's self-confidence and their independent initiadve and responsibiliey:

33, Inserecess Bs President eo forward chiz resolution w0 the Councl, che Commision and che
governments and parliaments of the Member Staes.

Multilingualism: an asset for Europe and a shared commitment
Pé_TA{2009)0162

European Parliament resolution of 24 March 200% on Multilingualism: an asset for Europe and a
shared commirment (2008/2225(INI))

(2010/C 117 Ej10)

The European Partiament,

— having regard to Arcicles 149 and 151 of the EC Treary,

— having regard w0 Ardcles 21 and 22 of the Chamer of Fundamental Righes of the Furopean Union,

— having regard to the 2003 UNESCO Convention for the Safeguarding of the Intangible Cultural Heritage,

— having regard to the Commiszion Communication of 18 Seprember 2008 entitled Mulsilingualizm: an
asset for Europe and a shared commizmene (COM(2008)0566) and to the accompanying Commiszion
seaff working document (SEC[2008)2443, SEC{2008)2444, SEC(2008)2445),

— having repard to the Commizsion Communication of 13 April 2007 entided Framework for the
European survey on languspe competences (COM{2007)0184),
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having regard to the Commission working document of 15 November 2007 enticled Repore on the
implementation of the Acdon Fan ‘Promoting language leaming and linpuistic  diversiey’
{COM{2007)0554), and to the accompanying staff working documene (SEC{2007)122

.;IE regard to its resolution of 10 April 2008 on a Furopean agenda for culeure in a plobalising
world (),

having regard co ies resolution of 15 MNovember 2006 on a new framework strategy for muldlin-
grusalizm (7},

having regard to itz resolution of 27 April 2006 on measures oo promote muldlingualizm and language
learning in the Furopean Union: Furopean Indicasor of Language Competence (%),

having regard to ez resolution of 4 Seprember 2003 with recommendations to the Commiszion on
European regional and lesser-used languages — che languages of minorities in the BV — in the contexe
of enlargement and cultural diversity (%),

having regard to Decision No 1934/2000/EC of the Furopean Parliament and of the Coundil of 17 July
2000 on the European Year of Languages 2001 (%),

having regard ro the Presidency Conclusions of the Barcelona Furopean Council of 15 and 16 March
2002,

having repard ¢o the conclusions of the Fducation, Youth and Culture Council of 21 and 22 May 2008,
with specific reference to muldlingualizm,

having regard o the Conchusions of 20 November 2008 of the Council and of the Representatives of
the Govemments of the Member Seares, meering within the Council, on the promodion of cultural
diversity and intercultural dizlogue in che exeernal reladon: of the Union and its Member Seares (%),

having regard eo the opimion of the Committse of the Repionz on multilingualiom of 18-19 June
1008 ") and to the opinion of the Furopean Fronomic and Social Committee of 183 September
1008 on mubilingualism,

having regard to Rule 45 of itz Rules of Procedure,

having regard to the repore of the Committes on Culeure and Educarion and the opinion of the
Committes on Employmen: and Social Affairs (As-0092/2009),

. whereas linguiseic and cultural diversity have a S.IEDI.FK.EI:IL' impact on the daily 1 of citizens of the

Furopean Union due eo media penetration, increasing mobiliey and migration and advancing global-
isation,

. whereas the acquiziion of a diverse ranpe of language skills iz considered to be of the greares:

importance for all EU citizens, since it enzbles them to derive full economic, social and culeural
benefic from freedom of movement within the Union and from the Unions relations with dird

COunEries,

Textr adopted, PS_TA(2008)01 14,

C 114 E 21.12.2006, p. 207.
C 1% E, 6.12.2006, p. 271
C 76 E 1531004, p. 374
L 132, 1492000, p. 1.

C 120, 16.12.2008, p. 10

C 157, 2.10.2008, p. 30U
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C. whereas multilingualizm & of icreasing imporeance in che contexe of relations besween Member Seatrer,
cohabitation in our multiculeural societer, and in the Union's common policies,

D. whereas the evaluarion of multili lizm needs o be validzred by recognised inseruments, such as the
Common European Framework of Reference for Languages (CEFF)} and ochers,

E. whereas cerain Furo languages form a vital in relations with third countries and berween
peoples and nadons from the most diverse regions of the world,

F. whereas limpuistic diversity iz acknowledped as a citizen's n;i]:t in Ardicles 21 and 12 of the Chareer of
Fundamental Rights, and multilingealizm chould also have oal of encouraping respect for diversity
and tolerance, so as vo prevent the emergence of posible cnn.ificﬁ. whether active or passive, berween
the different linguinic communities within the Member States,

1. Welcomes the submizsion of the Commission Communicaton on mukilingualism and the arcention
paid w0 it by dhe Council;

2 Reiterares the positions it haz upheld over time on muhilingualism and cultural diversiry:

3. Insists om the need for recognizion of parity beeween the EU's official languapes i all aspects of public
activity:

4. Conziders thar Europe’s linguistic diversity constinites a major cubtural azser and it would be wrong for
the Furopean Union to reserice itself 0 2 sinple main Language:

5. Stresses the crecial role of the EU instirutions in ensuring respece for the principle of lnguistic parity,
in relasions berween Member States and in the EU instisusions chemselves, as also in EU citizens” reladons
with national administracions and with Community and ineernarional institutions and bodies;

6. Recalls thar che imporance of mulili izm it not confined w0 economic and social aspeces and dhat
attendon must lso be paid to culbtural and sciendific creation and mansmission and o che importance of
translation, both lirerary and technical, in che lives of citizens and for the FU's long-term developmens and
last bur noe least, dhe role played by languages in shaping and smengthening identicy;

Streszes chat muliilingualism ic a transversal isoue thar haz 3 major impact on che lives of European
citizens; calls on Member Seaces also, therefore, to mainstream mubilingualism in policies other than
educadion, such as lifelong learning, socizl mclusion, employment, media and ressarch;

8 Streszes the viral imporeance of creating specific programmes o suppor: transladon and of seting up
mulsilingual terminology datshase nesworks;

9. Recalls thar informarion and communication technologies are to be used for promoding mulilin-
izm and therefore emphasizes the role and the use c:'E:h.e appropriaze imternational seandard (150
10648) - which allows for the representadon of the alphabess of all lanpuapes - in European and

Member Stater’ administrasive syseems and media;

10, Proposes introducing a Furopean Day of the Translaror and Interpreter or mking account of and
raizing the profile of these professions during the Furopean Day of Languages, celebrared on 26 September

each year,

11, Asseres that it is vieal to safeguard mulilingualism in countries or regions in which rwo or more
officizl languages coexisy
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12.  Serexzes the need, m Member Seares with more than one official languape, co ensure full mutual
intellipibility between those languages, especially in relation to senior citizenz and eo the legal syseem,
health, adminiswrarion and employment:

13. Encourages the leaming of 2 second European Union language by official: who come into coneact
with the citizens of other ME%[‘IJJE[ Seares in their work: =

4. Believes & necesmary and approprizce to crease opporunities for foreign language leaming in
adulchood and, through vecational and Eﬂ
sional developmen::

ong leaming programmes, with 2 view oo personal and profes-

15. Emphasizes che vital need o provide specizl arention and suppore at school to pupils who annot be
educared in cheir mother rongue, and warmly welcomes the Commission proposal ro promoee ‘mother
tongue plus two' in education:

16. Reprets dhat the Commision has not as yet institured either 3 muld-annual programme en linguistic

diversiey and language learning or a E Agency on linpuistic diversity and language learning, as called
for in the abovementfoned resoludion gupmdﬁ’ Farliament by a large majority on 4 September 2003

17.  Sereszes, furcher, the imporeance of a full knowledpe of the host stave's official lanpuages for the full
ineepration of immigrants ang their families and emphasizes thar narional govemments muse effectvely
pramote special language courses, particularly for women and older people: calls on Member Stares w0 ace
responsibly vis-i-vis immigrants, providing immigrants with the necesary means o learn the language and
culture of the host counery, while allowing and encouraging them to maintain their own languzge

18. Recalls chat for these reasons it & vital to ensure quality in this contexe, including relevan: ceacher

19.  Sereszes the need wo give sufficient importance ar pre-school level o leaming languages, and above all
the natfonal language of the country where the children astend school:

20. Takes the view thar children chould, in cheir own interest, be able to speak the language of the

counery in which they live to ensure thar they are not subject o discriminarion in the course of cheir

education or subsequent training and are capable of taking pare m all aceivities on an equal basiz

21.  Supgess wo the Member Seates thar they examine che possthility of exchanges of eeaching staff ac
different educarional levels, with the aim of weaching different school subjects in differenr languages, and
believes thae this posibility could be exploited, i pardicular, in border regions and thus improve worker
meobility and citizens” knowledge of languages:

12, Believes it iz vital to promoee mobilicy and exchanges of language reachers and smudenes; recalls thae
the fluid movement of laanuaF teachers in the European Union will help ensure effeceive contac for =
many of those professionals as possible with the narive environment of languages they weach;

13 Urges the Commission and the Member Starec o encourage professional mebility for meachers and
cooperation berween schools and different countries in carrying our wechnologically and culrurally mno-
vatve reaching projeces;

14,  Encourages and suppore the introdwction of mother-congue minority, local and foreign languages on
2 mon-compulsory basis within school programmes and jor m“fe content of emracurmicular activities open
to the community.

15.  Calls on the Council to produce an annual progress report on muldlingualizm in formal and informal
educadon systems, vocasional training and adult educadon in the Member Seares, paying atention to the
relztionship between the prevalence of national, regional and minority languages and immigration:
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26.  Reirerares its lonpseanding commirment to the pn:lmntu:-n of language leaming, multilingualism and
linguistic diversity in the Furopean Union, including nal and minority Languages, as these are cultural
assers thar must be safeguarded and numured: consd thar multlingualism is essendal for effecrive
communication and represents a means of facilitasing comprehension berween individuals and hence
acceprance of diversity and of minorities

17.  Pecommends chat Member States’ academic cumicula include optional study of a chird foreign
language, staring 2t secondary school bevel;

28 Swesses the imporeance of studying the languages of neighbouring couneries az a way of faciliearing
communications, enhancing murual undersanding in and strengthening che Furopean Union:

29, Recommends support for leamming the languages of neighbouring couneries and regions, especially in
the border regions:

30.  Reiterares che imporeance of promoting and supporing the dm'zlopmmr of innovative
models and approaches E’ lanpuape teaching in order to encourage the acquisisdion of language skills :u:n:l 0

raize awareness and motivasion among Citizens

31.  Proposes that ar every level of education, and regardless of peographical environment, there should
be gualified foreipn language teachers,

32 Recommend: consultadon of the Furopean federations and associations of medemn language reachers
on the programmes and mechodologies to be applied:

33, Inzizes on che need for policier eo stimulzee reading and encourage creative writng with a view o
achieving these objectives

34.  Welcomes plans by the Commission w0 launch informarion and awareness campaigns regarding the
benefits of lanpuape leaming through the masz media and new technologies. urpes the Commistion to draw
on the conclusions of the conzulearions regarding lanpuage leaming for migrant children and the teaching in
the host Member State of the lanpuspe and culwre of EE country of origin:

35.  Recommends and encourages the use of 1CTs as an indispensable tool in language teaching;

36.  Reirerares irs political prioriey of the acquisition of languape skills through the learning of other EU
languages, one of which should be the language of @ neighbouring counery and anocher an inrermarional
lingua franca” considers thar chis would pive citizens com es and qualificarions for participaring in
democratic sociery in rerms of active cidrenship, employabiiy and h:l:law:[e@'e of other cultures;

37, Suppens chat an adequare d of mukilingualism thould alzo be ensured in the media and in
Internes content, and mose particularly in the lanpuage policy of Furopean and other Furopean Union-linked
siter and poreals, where European multilingualizm misst be fully respeceed, at beast as far as the 23 official
Furopean Union languapes are concerned:

38, Motes char the use of subtitles in television programmes will facilitare the leaming and pracrice of EU
languages and bester understanding of the culeural background o sudiovisual producrdonz

38,  Encourages the EU to reap the porendal dividends offered by European in itz exeernal
relations, and calls for furher development of this asset in cultural, economic and social dialogue with the
rest of the world with a view o serengthening and adding value to dhe EUs role on the intemational scene
and to benefiring third couneries, in the spirit of the developmene policy promored by che ELL
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40.  Proposes that the Council co-organise, with civil sociery, a first Furopean Conference on language
diversiry in order ro discuss chiz matter thoroughly, in che framework of the recommendarion of the Unired
Mations intemnational experr group on indipenous languages, adopred in the Repore of the Permanent Forum
on Indigenous Isues at jes Sevendh Sesson in May 2008 (E[2003/43k

41, Believes thar in the conwexr of lifelong leaming, sufficient support should be provided wo help
citizens of all zge g to develop and improve their lanpuage skills on an ongoing baskx by giving
them access wo suitable learning ar other facilities for easier communicaion, including

leamning at an early ape, with a view ro improving their social inclusion, employment prospeces and welfare:

42, Invites che Commission and the Member Seates o0 promote measures facilitating language leaming by
]m:lgle in disadvantaged siruations, persons hel.nu?iug to national minorities and migrants, in order w
enable chese persons wo learn the apejs) of the host counwy andjor region in order w achieve
social inrepration and combar social exclusion: sresses thar ir i necessary for miprants w be able o uze
their main lanpuage in developing their lan skills; urpes the Member Staces, accordingly, to encourage
the uze of 2 person’s main language ac a3 the learmning of the national language(s):

43.  Advocases greater suppore for the internadonal projection of Furopean languages worldwide, wich
these constisusing an asser tor the Furopean project, in che light of che key imporance of the linguistc,
histarical and culeural ees berween the EU and I:{:I.i.]'l:] countries and in the spiric of promoting democraric
values in chose countries;

44.  Believes that nies in the FUJ, and ially SMEs, should be provided with p support for
language hmnmﬂnucﬁause. thus facilitating their access to world markets and Epecia]ﬁ;r t0 emerging
markees

45, Underslines the right of consumers vo receive information abour produces zold on the market of cheir
place of residence in the official language or languages of that place of residence;

46.  Draws pareicular attention to possible dangers in the communication pap between individuals wich
different culeural b ds and the social divide berween mulsilguzl and monolingual le; draws
attention to che face ehat the lack of lan ckills continues to be a serious obstacle to social and
labour market integradion of non-natienal workers in many Member Stares: urges the Commission and the
Member Staces, dherefore, vo take measures to narrow the gap berween muldlingual people, who have maore
opporunities in the Furopean Union and monolingual penpqe who are excluded from many opporunities

47, Believes thar suppore should be provided for leamming chird country languages, including within the
ELL

48.  Demands that the coverape of the languaps comperence indicators should be extended az soon as
pozzible o zll the official EU languages, without prejudice o cheir also being extended to other languages
spoken in the Furopean Uniom

43.  Condders thae the collecrion of dara should include testing the four language skills, that is, under-
seanding of the wriren and spoken language and written and oral expression;

50.  Calls on the Commizzsion and the Member Stares to strengthen their effores in enhancing cooperation
betwesn the Member Seares by making we of che open method of coordination, in order ro facilitare the
exchange of experiences and pracrices in the area of multlingualizm, taking account of the economic
benefies, for example in multilingual enderakings:

51.  Inseructs its President to forward thi resolution to the Council, che Commission and the
Governments and Parliaments of the Member Staces.
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19. Fide a loz Estados miembros que ponpan en marcha una eserategia preventiva de accidn soctal
diripida a la proteccién de las menores uE no estigmarice a laz comunidades inmigrantsr, por medio de
programas publicos y servicios sociales mgvdns ta0t0 3 prevenit esas pricicas mediane la formacidn,
educacién y concienciacin de laz comunidades de riesgo, como a asistir @ las vicimas que las han sufrido,
con apayo pricalégico y médico que, 5i fuera posible, inchya un watamiento médico reparader pramuieo; les
pide igualmente que consideren que |2 amenaza o el riespo de que una menor suffa una murilacién genical
puede juscificar la intervencidn de la adminéseracidn piblica eal como prevén las normas de proeeccidn de la
infancia;

30. Fide a los Esrades miembros que elsboren guias y direcerices para loz profesionales de la szlud,
educadores y asiseentes sociabes con el objetive de informar e imseruir a los padres y las madres, de forma
TESpet0sa ¥ oon admencia de imérpreces i er necesario, acerca de los enormes riespos de las mutilaciones
gemtala femeninaz y del hecho de que tales pricticas consdwyen delito en los Eseados miembros: pide
E;m que cnlaf::mn", financien laz actividades de las redez v orpanizzcione: no gubermamentales que

a cabo una earea de educacidn, concienciacidn ¥ mediacidn sobre mutilaciones penitales femeninas en
exrecho contacto con las familias y comunidades:

31.  Fide a los Esrados miembros que difundan informacién preciza y comprensible para una poblacidn
no alfabetizada, en pardcular por medio de loz consulzdos de los Estadoz mismbroz con ocasidn de la
entrepa de vizadon considera que los servicios de inmigracién deben comunicar también a la legada al pais
de acopida la informacidn sobre las razones de la prohibicidn legal, con el fin de que las familiaz com-
prendan que la prohibicidn del acto tradicional no e concibe en modo alpuno come una agresidn culwral,
sino que Consedituye una proweccién juridica de laz mujerer y lac nifias considera que debe informarzs a las
familias de laz consecuencias penales, gue pueden suponer una pena de prisidn, =i e comprueba la
muilacidn:

32, Reclama una mejora de la siruacidn juridica de las mujeres, jévenes y nifias en los paizes en los que
sndpm.cuczn mutilaciones genitales para fortalecer la confianza de las mujeres en si mismas, su iniciadva

ependients v su responzabilidad:

33 Encarpa a su Presidente que wransmica la presenee Resolucidn al Comsejo, 2 la Comisién v a los
Gobiernos y Parlamentaz de loz Fseados miembro.

Multilingiiismo: una ventaja para Europa v un compromiso compartido
Pé_TA[2009)0162

Rezolucién del Parlamento Europeo, de 24 de marro de 2009, sobre el multilingiiismo: una ventaja
para Europa y un compromiso compartide (2003/2225(IN1))
[2010/C 117 Ej10)
El Parlamente Furopeo,
— Vizmos los articulos 149 y 151 del Trarade CE,
— Vimos los ardiculos 21 y 22 de la Cama de loz Derechos Fundamentzles de la Unidn Furopea,

— Vima la Comvencidn de la UNESCO para la Salvaguardia del Parrimonio Culrural Inmaterizl de 2003,

— Vimos |2 Comunicacién de la Comisidn, de 18 de seprembre de 2008, dlada «Muldlingtitme: una
venedja para Europa y un compromize comparcide. (COM{2008)0566), ¥ el documento de trabajo de
lox servidioz de la Comision que la acompafia (SEC[2008)2443, SEC{2008)2444 y SEC{2008)2445),

— Vima la Comunicacidn de la Comisién, de 13 de Zbril de 2007, titulzda «Marco para la encuesta europea
sobre lor conocimientos linpiisticos. (COM{2007)0184),
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— Visros el Documento de trabajo de Lz Comisidn, de 15 de noviemnbre de 2007, trulado Informe sobre la

aplicacién del Plan de Accidn -Promowver el aprendizaje de idiomas y la diversidad lingfiiseicas
{COM{2007)0554), asi como &l documento de erabajo de los servicios de la Comisién que lo acompafia
{SEC{2007}1211),

Visea su Resolucidn, de 10 de abril d= 2008, sobre una Apenda Europea para |z cultra en un Mundo en
vias de Globalizacién (%),

Vizea su Resolucidn, de 15 de noviembre de 2006, sobre una nueva estrategia marco para el mulilin-
glizma (7,

Visea su Resolucidn, de 27 de abril de 2006, sobre fomento del mubdlinghizmo v del aprendizaje de
idiomas en [z Unidn Furopea: indicador europeo de comperencia lingiieica {7),

Visea su Resolucidn, de 4 de sepriembre de 2003, con recomendaciones desdnadas a la Comisidn sobre
lzr lenguas ew regionales y menos difundidas — las lenpuas de las minarias en |z Unidn Furopea
en &l coneexeo de la ampliacidn y la diversidad culiural (),

Vizea la Drecisidn n® 1934/2000CE del Parlamento Furopeo y del Conssjo, de 17 de julio de 2000, por
L2 que == eseablece el Afio Furopeo de las Lenguas 2001 (%),

Viseas las conclusiones de la Presidencia del Consejo Furopeo de Barcelona de los dias 15 y 16 de marzo
de 2002,

Viseas las conclusiones del Consejo de Educacidn, Juventud y Cultura, de los dias 21 y 22 de mayo de
1008, en particular por lo que respecta al multilingdismo,

Viseas las Conclusiones, de 20 noviembre de 2008, del Consejo y de los Represenwantes de los Gobier-
nos de los Fstados mismbros, reunidos en el seno del Conssjo, sobre Iz promocidn de la diversidad
culrural y del didlogo interculrural en las relaciones exveriores de la Unidn y de sus Estados miembros (%),

Viseos el Dictamen del Comité de laz Regiones zobre mubilingiizma, de loz diaz 18 y 19 de junio de
2008 {7}, v el Dictamen del Comizé Econdmico ¥ Social Europeo, de 18 de sepriembre de 2008, sobre
mukilingiisme,

Viseo el ardculo 45 de su Replamento,

Vizeos el informe de la Comisién de Culeura v Edwcacién y la opinién de la Comisidn de Empleo ¥
Arumtos Sociales (A6-0092/2009),

. Considerando que la diversidad lingtistica y cultural marca de forma significativa la vida coddiana de los

ciudadanos de la Union Europea, debido al alcance de los medios de comunicacidn, a la crecients
maovilidad, a las migraciones v al avance de la plobalizacicn,

. Conziderando gue la adquisicidn de conocimientos lingiiisdcos diverses se considera de la méxima

imponancia para que todos los cdudadanos de la UE puedan disfrutar plenamenre de las venrajas
econdmicas, sociales ¥ culrurales que ofrece la libre dirculacidn dentre de la Unidn y las relaciones de
€503 COM terCeros paises,
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C. Considerando que el multilingiiismo va cobrando importancia en el conmexro de las relaciones entre
Fstados miembroz, en el dmbiro de la convivenda en nueswras sociedades muldculmurales y en las
politicas comunes de la Unién Europea,

[ Conzderando que es necesario validar la evaluacidn del muldlingtizmo sobre la base de instrumentos
reconocides, come & Marce comiin europen de referencia para [as lenguas ¥ oeros,

E. Conzderando que algunas lenguas europeas constiruyen un puenee fundamental en las relaciones con

terceros paizes, ¥ también entre pueblos ¥ naciones de las més diversas regiones del mundo,

F. Conziderando que la diversidad lingiiiztica es un derecho reconocido a los ciudadanos en los ariculozs 21
v 21 de |z Cara de los Derechos Fundamentales, v que el mubilingiisme ambién deberia tener la
finalidad de favorecer el respeto de la diversidad y la tolerancia, con &l fin de eviear L2 aparicidn de
msjl:lle-s conflictos actives o pasivas ensre las diferenter comunidades lingliisdcas de los Eseados miem-

B

1.  Acoge con agrade la publicacién de la Comunicacidn de la Comisién sobre el muldlingiisme y la
atencién que le ha dedicado el Consejos

2. Redera las posicionss que ha adoptado en el transcurso del tiempo sobre el multilingtizmo v la
diversidad cultural; i i e e

3. Insiste en la necesidad de reconocer la igualdad enere las lenguas oficiales de la UE en rodos les
aspectos de la accvidad publica:

4. Considera que la diversidad linpiistica de Furopa constinuye un actvo cultural importante ¥ que seria
inapropiado que la Unidn Furopea se restringiera a una rola lengua principal:

3. Considera fundamensal el papel de las instinsciones de la UE lo que se refiere al respero de enm
principio de igualdad lingiiiseica, tante en las relaciones entre Etm:'l::'s' miembros ¥ en las propias instim-
ciones de la UE, como en las relaciones de los dudadanos de la UE con las administraciones nacionales y las
instieuciones v loz erganismos comunizarios e eemacionales;

6. Reuerda que [z impomnanda del mulkilingiiizmo no ze agoea en los aspecros econdmicos y sociales,
sino que también deben tenerse en cuenta la creacidn v la eransmizidn en el dmbito culmﬁlﬂ'g cientifico, asi
coma |2 imporanciz de la raduccidn, taneo lieraria como vicnica, en la vida de los cludadanos y para &
du:a:ro]]u?ﬁqﬂ lazo de la UE recuerda asimimao que es '?uah'nmbe importante el papel que desempefian
las lenguas en la tormacidn y la consolidacidn de la identidad:

7. Subraya que el multilingiitsmo es una cuestidn transversal que tiene un profundo impaceo en las vidas
de los ciudadanos europeos; pide, por wanto, a loz Estados miembros que imegren el muldlingtiizmo en
politicas distintaz de la educacidn, como el aprendizaje permanente, la inclusidn social, el empleo, los
medios de comunicacién v la investipacidn:

8.  Conszidera muy imporeante crear programas especificos de apoyo a la traduccidn y de redes de bases
terminoldpicas multilingies

9. Recuerda que las recnologias de la informacidn v la comunicacidn han de wtilizarse para fomentar el
mulilingiisme, por lo que destaca el papel v &l uso de la noma intemacional pertinente —130 10646,
norma que permite la representacién de los alfabetos de mdas l=s lenpuas— en los sistemnas adminiserativos ¥
las me}ms de comunicacién europens v de los Estados miembros;

10.  Propone que e esrablerca un dia evropeo del traducror v el imeérprete o 52 tomen en consideracidn v
se valoricen estas profesiones en el marco del Dia Furopeo de las Lenguas, que se celebra cada afo el 26 de
septiembre;

11.  Afirma que es esencial salvaguardar el mulsilingiiiz=mo en los paizes o regiones en que coexizren dos o
més lenguas -nne:ials:

34



C 117 82

Universidad de Valladolid, Lidia Novo Perona

Driario Oficial de la Unidn Europea

6.5.2010

Martez, 24 de marro de HNOS

12.  Destaca la necesidad de que. en los Estados miembros con mis de una lenpua oficizl, ze garantice la
plena imtelipibilidad ineerlingiitseica, en especial respecto de las personas de edad avanzada y en los sectores

de la jusdcia, la sanidad, la administracidn y el empleo:

Anima a j ue loz funcionarios que esin en comtacro con civdadanos de ooz Eseades miembraos en
su ual:la]u ap una sepunda lengua de la Unidn Europes:

14.  Considera necesario y apropiado crear oporrunidades para el aprendizaje de lenguas exeranjeras en la
edad adulta, a eravés de propramas de formacion profesional y continua, con vistas al desarrollo personal y
profesional:

15. Destaca la necesidad fundamental de que en las escuelas se presee una atencidn y un apoyo especiales
a loz alumnos que no pueden recibir educacion en su lenguz materna, y acoge muy favorablements la
propuesta de la Comisidn de fomentar la <lengua marerna més dos- en las escuelas;

16. Lamenta que la Comisidn no haaya instituide hasta zhora un programa pluriznual en el dmbiro de la

diversidad lingiiizrica y el aprendizaje e lenguas o una agencia eurapea para la diversidad lingiiisdca y el

aprendizaje de ?umguas tal como se pedia en la resolucién aneeriormente mencionada adoptada por el
to Eurapeo por amplia mayoria el 4 de sepdembre de 2003

17. Resalts asimismo la importanciz que revisee el dominio de lzs lenguas oficizles del paic de acopida
para la plena integracidn de los inmigrames y sus familias, y subraya que los Gobiernos nacionales dﬁe
promover eficazmente curtos especiabes de lenguas, pamdcularmente para las mujeres y las personas de edad
avanzadz pide 2 los Estados miembros que acrien de modo responzable con respeceo a los inmigrantes,
proporciondndales loz medios necesarios para aprender la lengua y la cultura del pais de acopida, aunque
permitiendo y fomentando que mantengan su propia bengus;

18. Recuerda que, por estas razones, es esencial garantizar la calidad de la ensefianza en ese coneexto,
incluida la pertinents formacidn del profesorado:

19. Considera que e debe revalorizar en Igndu:l suficiente el aprendizzje de idiomas en la educaciin
preescolar, y sobre todo de la lengua nacional del pais en e que los nifios emén escolarizados:

0. Considera que, en su propio interés, bos nifios deberian poder hablar la lengua del paiz en el que
viVen pari garansdizar que no sufran discriminacion en el curso de su educacidn o formacidn subsiguientes, ¥
que 3ean capaces de participar en eodas las actividades en pie de ipualdad:

1. Sugiere 2 los Estados miembros que examinen la posibilidad de manrener intercambios de personal
docenee a distintos niveles educatives, con objeto de encefiar diferenses materizs escolares en diferenses
lenguas, ¥ conzidera que esta posibilidad podria aprovecharse, en especial, en las regiones fronterizas para
mejorar con ello la movilidad de los trabajadores y el conocimiento de lzs lenpuas enere loz dudadanos

12,  Considera indirpenzable promover la movilidad v loz imtercambios de esudianees y profesores de
idiomas: recuerda que &l movimiento fluido de profesores de idiomas densro de la Unidn Europea con-
tribuird a parantizar un comacto efecdvo del mayor nimero pozible de ellos con el entorno nasivo de las
lenguaz gue enzefian:

3.  Inxtaala Comisidn y a loz Estados miembros a que favorezcan la movilidad laboral de los profesores
v la cooperacidn enere ceneros escolares de distineos paises con mirar a la realizacidn de proyecros peda-
gdpicos mnovadores desde el punto de visea cecnoldgico v culturak:

4. Aliensa vy apoya la introduccién de las lenguas maremas minoritarias, surdcronas y excranjeras con
caricter no obligarorio en los programas escolares o en el marco de actividades exsracurriculares abieras a
la comunidad:

25.  Pide al Conzsjo que elabore un informe anual de p oz sobre &l mulilingiismo en los sizmemas
educativos formales e informales, Lz formacidn profesional y la educacidn para adultos en los Esrados
miembroz, presrando arencion a la relacidn emre la prevalencia de las lenguas nacionales, regionales ¥
minaritarias, por un lade, y la inmigracién, por otro
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l4.  Reitera su compromiso permanents de promover el aprendizzje de idiomas, el multilingiismo ¥ la
diversidad lingiiiztica en la Unidn Furopea, incluidas las lenguas regionales v minorirarias, ya que son bienes
culrurales que se deben Proceger § mantener, considera que el mubilingismo es fundamental para una
comunicacion efectiva v COMstiruye un instrumento que facilira la comprensién entre las personas y, por

ende, la acepracidn de la diversidad ¥ ge las minoriaz

17. Recomienda que los planes de estudios zcadémicos de los Fsrados miembros incluyan el esredio
opcional de un tercer idioma exwranjero, empezando a nivel de la escuela secundaris;

13.  Subraya la imporancia de estudiar las lenguas de los paises vecinos como manera de faciliear las

comunicaciones ¥ de aumentar la comprensidn murez en la Unién Furopea, reforzandola al mismo dempo;

19.  Recomienda que e presee apovo al aprendizzje de laz lempuas de los paises v regiones vecinos,
especialmente en lar regiones fronterizas.

30.  Reitera |a imporancia de promover v apoyar el desarrollo de modelos v planteamientos pad‘?ﬁgwm
innovadores para la ensefianza de lenguas con el fin de fomenear la adquisicién de conocimientos lingfis-

tices asi como la sencibilizacién ¥ la motivacién de los civdadanos;

31 ue en todos loz niveles de la educacidn, e independienrements del enrormo geogrifico, hava
prufﬁure-s cual doz de lenguas excranjeras

32, Recomienda que ze consulee a las federaciones v asociaciones europeas de profesores de lenguas vivas
en relacién con loz programas y merodalogias que deben aplicarse;

33 Insises en |2 necesidad de politicas de eseimulo de la lecwira v de difusién de la creacidn liveraria para

alcanzar esos objetivos,

34, Acope favorablemente la intencién de la Comisidn de lanzar campafias de informacidn y sensibili-
zacidn sobre laz ventajas del aprendizaje de lenguas a wavés de los medios de comunicacién v laz nuevas
tecnolopias, insta 2 la Comisidn a que 52 base en lzs conclusiones de las consuleas sobre &l aprendizaje de
lenguas por los nifios migranees v la ensefianza en el Esrado mismbro de acopida de L2 lengua v [a culura

del pais de origen:

35.  Recomienda y alienca el wie de las recnologias de |z informacién y la comunicacidn como herra-
mienza indispensable para la ensefianza de idiomaz

36.  Reitera su prioridad politica consistente en la adquisicidn de conocimientos lingiistices aprendiendo
otras lenguas de [a UE, dem cuales una debe zer la lzugua de un pais vecing y otra una sfingua franca.
ineernacionak: opina que ello proporcionaria comperencias v cualificaciones a los ciudadanos para participar
en la sociedad democrisica en cérminos de ciudadania, empleahilidzd y conocimiento activo de otras
culsuras

37.  Supiere que te garandce también un grado adecuado de muldlinghizmo en los medios de comuni-
cacion social ¥ en los contenidos ofrecidos en inrernet, ¥ mds particularments en la politica lingiistica de
siios ¥ FD:I'I:E.[E europeos relacionados con la Unidn Europes, en los gue debe resperarse plenamente el
muldlingiisme europes, por lo mencs en lo que respecea a lar 13 lenpuas oficialer de ks Unidn Europea

38.  Obszerva que el uso de subtitulos en los programas de relevision facilitard el aprendizaje v la prictica
de laz lenguas de [a UE y mejorard la comprensidn del contexto cultural de las produccionss audiovisuales:

39. Inma a la UE a aprovechar los beneficios inherentes a las lenguas ewropeas en sus relaciones
exteriores, ¥ pide que se cuide ese valor afiadido en el marco del didogo culmral, econdmico y social
con el reseo del munde, a fin de reforzar v valorizar la presencia de la UE en la escena intemacional y de
beneficiar a terceros paises, en el espiriu de la politica de desarrollo promovida por la UE:
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40.  Propone al Conzsjo que organice, junto con la sociedad civil, una primera conferencia europea sobre
la diversidad lingiiistica para examinar esee tema en profundidad, y ello de acuerdo con bz Recomendacidn
del Grupo internacional de expercos en lenguas indigenas de laz Madones Unidas, adoptada en el Informe
del Foro Permanmente para laz Cuecdones Indipenas em su sépdma sesidn de maye de 2008 (Informe
Ef2008/43)

41, Cree que, en el marco del aprendizaje permanence, se deberian proporcionar medios suficientes para
ayudar a los cdudadanos de rodas las careporias de edad a desamrollar v mejorar sus comperencias linpiisticas,
sobre una base perm amsd.es acceder a un remiuje de lenguaz adecuado y a otras
hemmamientas destnadas a faa[]:.r la comunicacidn, mdu}'euzp el aprendizaje precoz de lenguas, con el
objetive de mejorar su meegracién social, sus perspectivas laborales ¥ s bienestar

41.  Pide a la Comisidn y a los Fstados miembros que fomenten medidas que faciliven el aprendizzje de
idiomas a personas en situacién desfavorecida o que sean migrantes o pertenezcan a minorizs nacionales,
para que puedan aprender lajs) LeuE.ualjs} del pais o de la repidn de acopida, con objero de lograr la
racidn secial ¥ de luchar conera [z exclusidn socal: observa [a necesidad de que los inmigrantes wrilicen
n!lgenguzl marermna para desarrollar su capacidad h?.m:xa pide por tanwo a‘}:ls Estados miembros que
£mnmran tanee |2 ueilizacidn de la lengua principal de cada persona como el aprendizaje de lafz) lenguais)
nacionalfes)

43.  Aboga por un mayar zpoyo a la proyeccidn imernacional de las lenguas europeas, ya que represen-
tan un valer anadide del proyecro europeo, pues son fundamentales para bos lazos lingiiistcos, hisrdricos ¥
culrurales gue exizsten entre la UE ¥ terceros paises, en consonancia con el espitiu de promocidn de las
valores democriticos en esor paizes

44.  Considera que se debe presear a las empresas europeas, v en parvicular a las FYME, un apoyo efeceivo
para la enzefiaza y el wso de las lenguas, 2 fin de fomentar su acceso a loz mercades mundialez v, en

especial, 2 los mencados emergentes

43.  Subraya el derecho de los comsumidores a recibir informacidn sobre los ucros vendidos en el
mercado de su lugar de residencia en la lengua o lenguas que son oficiales en dicho lugar;

46.  Hace especial hincapié en loz peligros que puede acarrear la falea de comunicacidn entre personas de
distinros origenes qunuaE-Js vla hregmmci.a] entre personas multilingies ¥y monolingies: sefiala en
partcular que la carencia de compeeencias lingiisticas siges siendo un imporanee obseiculo a la integracidn
de los trabajadores extranjeros en el mercade sodial ¥ EE' en numerosos Estados miembros; insea, por
ello, a la Comisién y a bos Fstados miembros a que adopren medidas orientadas a reducir la brecha enere las
persona: multilingies, que denen mejores reunidades en |a Unidn Furopea, y las personas monolingties,
que quedan excluidas Eumw:has upormu;zﬂ

47.  Conzidera gue debe apoyarse el aprendizaje de las lenguas de rerceros paizes, también en lz UE:

48. Pide que loz indicadores de competencia lingiiiseica abarquen, lo ances posible, rodas las lenguas
oficiales de la UE, sin perjuicio de que también se amplien 2 otraz lenguas habladas en Iz Unidn Furopea;

49.  Considera que la recogida de daros debe incluir pruebas sobre las cuaro comperencias lingfifseicas, a
saber, comprenzidn de la lengua escrita, comprenzidn de la lengua oral, expresidn escrisa y expresidn oral;

30. Insta a la Comizién v a loz Fstados mie inrensifiquen sus esfuerzos para mejorar la
cooperacidn enene los Fseados mismbros a ravés del memgu abierto de coordinacicn, con el fin de facilitar
el intercambio de experiencias v buenas pricricas en el imbito del muldlingiizmo, reniendo en cuenta los
efectos econdmicos positivos, por EjEI'l'IFI'f:I en laz empresas mukilingfies.

31. Encarga a su Presidente que tranzmita Lz presente Resolucién al Consejo. 2 la Comisidn v a los
Gobiermos y Parlamentos de los Estados miembros.
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