[image: image1.png]W
rentesuy

b

ansnHRsUL
LURUPUPAFESNL





Language Regime for EHEA Ministerial Conferences

Annex 2: Logistical implications of the proposals put forward
The current document develops on the background paper prepared for the Alden Biesen BFUG meeting (BFUG_BE-AL_21_7_min_conf_languages) and on the subsequent discussion carried out during the meeting (101216_6_Alden_Biesen _BFUG_meeting_draft_outcome_of_proceedings_extended_version). The conclusion of the Alden Biesen BFUG discussion was that the Chairs and the Bologna Secretariat were asked to draft a revised paper on language regime, which would be a basis for discussion for the BFUG meeting in Gödöllő, Hungary. 
The present background document aims at providing an overview of the implications on a possible change in the present language regime. The paper also details the practical aspects of the so-called "Stockholm agreement" and of the other potential options discussed in Alden Biesen, in order to properly inform the decision of the BFUG members.

The first section of the document aims at anchoring the document in the current agreement on the use of languages at the ministerial conferences. Further on, the document presents the proposals submitted at the BFUG meeting in Alden Biesen, in August 2010 and amended in the Gödöllő BFUG meeting, in March 2011. Some practical implications of the "Stockholm agreement" are explored in the next section. The options discussed in Alden Biesen and Gödöllő BFUG meetings are described in terms of practical arrangements and reviewed in light of the distinct arrangements implied by reading, listening and speaking regimes. The closing section provides a historical overview of the discussions on this topic. The references used are indicated in the end of the document
. 

“Translation” and “interpretation” both refer to the process of faithfully rendering a message expressed in one language into another language.
 

1. CURRENT LANGUAGE REGIME

The current arrangement on using languages in ministerial conferences consists of a decision adopted at the Stockholm BFUG meeting, stipulating that English plus the language(s) of the host country(ies)
 will be the languages employed during the Ministerial Conferences unless the host waives its right (as applied to the Leuven/Louvain-la-Neuve Conference in April 2009).

At its meeting in January 2010, the Bologna Follow-Up Group Board concluded that the “Chair of the conference would be also allowed to provide for his or her own interpretation for the purposes of chairing the conference”, if necessary
. In practice this latter rule has not been used yet.

2. CURRENT DISCUSSIONS 

The BFUG Chairs and the Bologna Secretariat were asked to prepare a briefing note on the options for ministerial conferences language regime that are currently put under Ministers’ consideration. The briefing note should be accompanied by annexes on the previous usage of languages in Bologna Process Ministerial Conferences and on the practical implications of the two options. The Ministers are invited to express their opinion on the options put forward in the briefing note. 

The members of the BFUG agreed that the Bucharest Ministerial Conference would be governed by the “Stockholm agreement”, while any change to the current arrangements would have consequences on the future ministerial summits
.

2.1  Stockholm language regime 

In Stockholm, the members of the BFUG took note of the information given by the hosts on the use of languages in the ministerial conferences
 and agreed on a general rule. At the Vienna-Budapest Ministerial Conference in March 2010, in line with the BFUG decision, interpretation was provided from and into English and in the languages of the host countries (German and Hungarian)
. 

The Bologna Process tandem chairing procedure
 could also impact on the ministerial conferences, in terms of the languages that could be provided. As agreed in the BFUG Board meeting in Madrid, the chairs would be allowed to provide for their own interpretation for chairing the conference. 

In practical terms they can choose to do so by resorting to simultaneous, whispered or consecutive interpretation:

-  With consecutive interpretation, the chairs would make use of a personal interpreter, which would provide interpretation for every segment of their oral address. Speakers need to pause after every few sentences to allow for interpretation. This option is the least demanding in terms of extra resources for interpretation but has the significant disadvantage of doubling the time used by speakers to address the audience and may fragment the debates. 

- The interpreter can also provide whispered interpretation
 for the chair. This saves time but has the disadvantage of disturbing those sitting closest to the Chair (the Co-Chairs and the Secretariat), who all need to concentrate fully on the proceedings of the meeting. For obvious reasons, whispered interpretation can be used only to ensure the Chair understands messages delivered by others; statements by the Chair will have to be interpreted either consecutively or simultaneously.

- With simultaneous interpretation, the interpretation would be provided without causing interruption in the speaking sequence. By resorting to this option, the organisers would have to accommodate the logistical support (i.e. soundproof booths, transmission channels, sufficient translators etc.) for the purpose of chairing the conference. 

If interpreters fluent in all the languages of the conference would not be available, the interpretation would use one reference language stream to ensure interpretation from and into other languages (relay interpretation). The streamed language would be chosen according to the degree of familiarity of most interpreters with a specific language.

The review of the Alden Biesen proposals listed below is based on the assumption that the chairs prefer simultaneous interpretation into and from their own languages. If the chairing countries have more than one national language, translation could be provided for more than one language per country. For the purpose of easing the reading, in the rest of the document the proposals are reviewed for the minimal case in which chairing and hosting countries do not have more than one national language. 

2.2  Advanced proposals on language regime 

The language regime proposal
 put forward and discussed at the BFUG meeting in Alden Biesen consisted of the following options (two of them as in the draft document prepared by the Secretariat and a third one presented by France in Alden Biesen BFUG meeting and amended by the BFUG in Gödöllő BFUG meeting): 
Option 1
 (EN_interpretation + No. HC
 + 2 x chair  ≥ 4 languages):
As a rule, English plus the language(s) of the host country(ies) will be offered, unless the host waives its right. Furthermore, the chairs
 of the conference will be allowed to provide for their own interpretation for the purposes of chairing the conference, as mentioned before. 

With the Bologna Process being chaired by two countries, this option could lead to four (or more) languages being used: English, the language(s) of the host(s), and the language(s) of the chairs
.
Option 2
 (EN + No.HC + 2 x chair + log_capacity
 ≥ 4 languages):

The host(s) will inform the BFUG whether – in addition to option 1 - it is logistically possible to offer simultaneous translation for a number of other languages (and how many). Provided the logistical situation permits (e.g. number of interpretation booths, transmission channels, etc.), the countries participating in the Bologna Process will be given the opportunity to request to provide for  simultaneous translation to and from their own language(s) at their own cost. If the requests submitted surpass the logistical capacity of the conference venue, the host(s) will inform the BFUG about their selection procedure. 

One year in advance of a ministerial conference, the host country (or countries) and the chairs will communicate to the BFUG which languages of host and chairing countries will be used for the ministerial conference in addition to English. 

During the Alden Biesen BFUG meeting it was proposed not to treat the second option as a separate one when considering one of the above, but rather to treat option 2 as a particular case of option 1 and therefore to drop it. The second option would entail a selection process with sensitive implications. In Alden Biesen, some speakers described them as being roughly similar in terms of languages spoken, the difference being made by the practical arrangements.

Option 3
 (EN_interpretation + No. HC + 2 x chair + FR + DE + SP + RU ≥ 8 languages):
“In addition to option 1 – EN and the language(s) of the host country or countries (unless the host(s) waive(s) this right) -, a wider linguistic pluralism for the period 2010-2020 would be ensured with French, German”, Spanish and Russian
.

“One year ahead of the ministerial conference, the host country (or countries) and the chairs will communicate to the BFUG which languages in addition to English, French, German”, Spanish and Russian “will be used for the Ministerial Conference.”

2.3  Review of the advanced options

As it was suggested during the Alden-Biesen BFUG meeting, the above-presented options could also include a distinction between the reading, listening, speaking facilities offered by the hosts. This distinction is not part of the current language usage arrangements, nor of the submitted proposals. It appeared out of the Alden Biesen BFUG debates, and the current document explores its impact in terms of practicalities.   

According to the proposal made during the Alden Biesen meeting, the second option would be merged with the first option. The rest of the document reviews only option 1 and option 3.

- Reading: The host country(ies) would disseminate materials for the needs of the ministerial conferences.
Until now the BFUG members/structures provided the host countries with the documents for the purpose of dissemination. The responsibility for the content of the documents, and hence for the language, rested entirely with their authors and proponents. For efficiency reasons, most of the documents were drafted and disseminated in English only. The organisers were never in the situation of assuming the responsibility for the translation of the documents that they would disseminate. The language used for the adoption of Ministerial Communiqués was also English. Versions in other languages of the Communiqués, disseminated in various media and under various moments, including on the website of the Bologna Process, were translated after adoption, by the respective BFUG members. The responsibility for the translation rested entirely with the translators - the respective BFUG members, and the translations were unofficial.
The introduction of an official language regime could have the following practical consequences on the documents of the ministerial conferences
: 

a) For option 1 
The host country(ies) would be expected to provide conference materials and practical information in English, in the language of the host country or countries and, possibly, in the language(s) of the chairs. It could be the case that the chairs are providing their own translated documents for their personal use. Providing official documents (i.e. communiqué, statements, Bologna Process reports, etc) would imply authorised translation arrangements and, hence clear deadlines for all the submitted documents, in order to make the translation possible. 

Additionally, a decision should be taken on the primary language on the adoption of the Ministerial Communiqué. 

The total languages of the written materials would amount to minimum two. If two languages are added for the use of the chairs, the result is a minimum of four languages. 

b) For option 3:
In addition to option 1, option 3 would require the host country to provide the written materials, into French, German, Spanish and Russian resulting in a minimum of six languages of dissemination. If two languages are added for the use of the chairs, the result is a minimum of eight languages. 

- Listening: Interpretation would be assured for those attending the ministerial conferences. 

a) For option 1:

The participants would be provided with simultaneous interpretation in their given headsets for English, and the language(s) of the host country(ies), unless the host country or countries waives their right. The chairs of the conference would be allowed to provide for their own interpretation. In case the chairs opt for using this facility, their demand could be accommodated by providing either consecutive or simultaneous interpretation. For consecutive interpretation, the number of the languages of interpretation would not be affected. For simultaneous interpretation, minimum two more languages would be added.

Currently, this is the arrangement for the ministerial conferences. It amounts to minimum two. If two languages are added for the use of the chairs, the result is a minimum of four languages.

b) For option 3:

The host of the conference would need to provide the participants with translation and interpretation for the oral addresses of the speakers in English, French, German, Spanish, Russian, the language(s) of the host country(ies) and the languages of the chair(s), while the language of the addresses would be English. This option would add French, German, Spanish and Russian, to the one above, amounting to minimum six languages. If two languages are added for the use of the chairs, the result is a minimum of eight languages. 
- Speaking: In their discourse, the speakers and listeners can make use of the languages of the ministerial conference, as described below:  

a) For option 1:

The speakers can address the participants in English plus the language(s) of the host country or countries, unless the host waives its right. For the purpose of chairing the conference, the chairs can provide for their own interpretation. In case one chair decides on a simultaneous interpretation formula, the speakers of the conference could also address the audience in that language. The host would be expected to assure the necessary equipment for the interpretation of the oral addresses of the speakers. The listeners can use any of the languages of interpretation. This option could sum up a minimum of two languages, allowing for two more additional languages for the use of the chairs, unless any of the parties renounces its rights. 

b) For option 3:

For the second option, speakers can in addition choose to address the ministerial conference in four other languages, - French, German, Spanish and Russian. This option could sum up a minimum of six languages, allowing for two more additional languages for the use of the chairs, unless any of the parties renounces its rights. The listeners can use any of the languages of interpretation.

This review approaches the proposals put forward in Alden Biesen and Gödöllő without mixing alternatives, but aggregate solutions can be imagined as well.  
The present document does not detail the implications of providing translation and interpretation for participants with impaired sight (i.e. materials written in Braille) or impaired hearing (i.e. sign language translation).

3. Historical Background 

Ministers agreed to engage in the establishment of the European Area of Higher Education and promoting the European system of higher education worldwide with a view on:  

“Promotion of the necessary European dimensions in higher education, particularly with regards to curricular development, interinstitutional co-operation, mobility schemes and integrated programmes of study, training and research.”

They also emphasized the role mobility plays in ensuring linguistic pluralism and in supporting multilingual tradition in the European Higher Education Area: 

"Mobility is important for personal development and employability, it fosters respect for diversity and a capacity to deal with other cultures. It encourages linguistic pluralism, thus underpinning the multilingual tradition of the European Higher Education Area."
 

For practical reasons, from the start of the Bologna Process with the ministerial meeting in 1999, English has been the working language for the Process follow-up. 

In Stockholm, a German
 proposal put forward two options:

1) English plus the language(s) of the host country or countries, unless the host waives its right;

2) English, French German and Russian, and, if the host country wishes so, the languages(s) of the host. 

The BFUG agreed upon transforming option one in a general rule on the use of languages in ministerial conferences. 

At the Budapest-Vienna Ministerial Conference in March 2010, in line with the BFUG decision, interpretation was provided from/into English and the languages of the host countries. Before the Conference, the French Minister asked for interpretation from/into French to be offered and the language regime for ministerial conferences to be decided at ministerial level. The Chairs and Vice-Chairs offered to take up the question of the language regime after the ministerial conference and asked the BFUG to come up with a proposal for the future, which can be agreed upon by the Ministers. 

At the BFUG meeting in Alden Biesen
 in August 2010, three proposals were put forward, two by the Secretariat and one by the French delegation. They generated a rather lengthy discussion and the Chairs and the Secretariat were asked to draft a revised document, providing a detailed overview of the implications of changing the current agreement.

At the BFUG meeting in Gödöllő, in March 2011, the BFUG members discussed again the issue of language usage in Bologna Process Ministerial Conference. Two countries were against maintaining the “Stockholm agreement”. Also, France emphasised that the matter should be considered by the EHEA Ministers. It was agreed that:

· The BFUG Secretariat will prepare a one page briefing note for the ministers. The briefing note will be circulated by e-mail to the BFUG and the members will have the opportunity to provide their input. The document will be endorsed by the BFUG at the next BFUG meeting in Cracow. The document will be sent to the ministers for decision-making before the Bucharest Ministerial Conference, so this issue will not be on the agenda of the event.

· The briefing note will include an annex describing the logistical implications of the options proposed to the ministers, based on the document 24_11. Another annex listing the history of languages used in previous Ministerial Conferences will be prepared, including the motivation of the chosen arrangements. The previous host countries will be asked to provide the BFUG Secretariat with the reasons for their choice of language arrangement.

· Two language regime options for the EHEA Ministerial Conferences will be put forward to the Ministers: the „Stockholm agreement” and the French proposal with the amendments made during the meeting, namely that this option will include Russian and Spanish in addition to the initial French proposal (English, French, German plus the language of the host country), at the request of the respective BFUG delegates.

ANNEX 1 – REFERENCES 

The following available resources were reviewed for compiling the present document:

· BFUG meeting in Stockholm, Sweden, 28 – 29 September 2009 
· BFUG (SE) 18_1b_draft_annotated agenda;
· BFUG_SE_18_7.4_German_request_conference_languages;
· BFUG Board meeting, Madrid, 18-19 February 2010
· BFUG Board (ES) 21_draft minutes
· BFUG meeting Madrid, Spain, 28 January 2010

· BFUG_ES_20_8b_HandbookBMAC

· BFUG_ES_20_7c_briefing_note_to_Ministers

· BFUG meeting Alden Biesen, Belgium, 24-25 August 2010
· BFUGBoard_HU_AD_23_3c_BFUG_meeting_Alden_Biesen_draft_outcome_of_procedings_extended_version;
· BFUG_BE-AL_21_7_min_conf_languages
· BFUG BE-Min_cces_languages - Draft Paper for BFUG consultation - with Option 3 - 20 08 2010
· Alden Biesen meeting recordings (CD No. 4, No. 5 and No. 6) on the Agenda point No. 8 on language regime; 
· BFUG meeting in Gödöllő, Hungary, 17-18 March 2011

· Gödöllő meeting recordings on the Agenda point No. 11 on language regime; 
· Ministerial Communiqué
· The Bologna Declaration, 1999

· Leuven/Louvain-la-Neuve Communiqué 2009
� The document should be read with the caveat that its authors do not hold any specialised qualifications of translation, interpretation or language policy;


� "Conference interpreting deals exclusively with oral communication:  rendering a message from one language into another, naturally and fluently, adopting the delivery, tone and convictions of the speaker and speaking in the first person. It should not be confused with translation which deals only with written texts." This is the definition from the official website of the Directorate General for Interpretation, within the European Commission, accessed on January, 28th, 2011, at � HYPERLINK "http://scic.ec.europa.eu/europa/jcms/c_5376/what-is-conference-interpreting" �http://scic.ec.europa.eu/europa/jcms/c_5376/what-is-conference-interpreting�;


� See document BFUG_SE_7.4_German request conference languages.


� See document BFUG Board (ES) 21 draft minutes (page 6);


� See document BFUGBoard_HU_AD_23_3c_BFUG meeting Alden Biesen draft outcome of proceedings section 7 and document BFUG_HU_AD_Draft Outcome of proceedings (sent via e-mail by the BFUG Secretariat);


� See document BFUG (SE) 18_1b draft annotated agenda;


� See BMAC Handbook  BFUG (ES) 20_8b;


� Starting July 2010, the Stockholm BFUG agreed to start a new chairing arrangement having one chair country holding the EU Presidency and a non-EU country designated by alphabetical order. See document BFUG_ES_20_7c_briefing_note_to_Ministers;


� Whispered interpreting involves practically simultaneous interpretation without the use of technical aids. The interpreter sits next to or behind the listener and whispers the interpreted version into his or her ear.


� See French proposal: BFUG BE-Min_cces_languages - Draft Paper for BFUG consultation - with Option 3 - 20 08 2010.


� See BFUG (BE/AL) 21_7, Background Document Language Regime for Ministerial Conferences 


� Abbreviation for Host Country;


� The chairing task division is to be decided between the host country and the BFUG acting chairs.


� Unless some of these languages are common. However, this case is a matter of coincidence, therefore would be ruled out of the review from now on.


� See BFUG (BE/AL) 21_7, Background Document Language Regime for Ministerial Conferences;


� Logistical capacity;


� French proposal: BFUG BE-Min_cces_languages - Draft Paper for BFUG consultation - with Option 3 - 20 08 2010;


� Amendment by the BFUG at the Gödöllő meeting, 17-18 March 2011


� This can be the case only if the distinction between reading, listening and speaking regimes is considered worthy to be taken into account. The same disclaimer is valid for the paragraphs describing the implications in terms of listening and speaking.


� Bologna Declaration, 1999;


� Leuven/Louvain-la-Neuve Communiqué, 2009;


� See document BFUG_SE_7.4_German request conference languages


� See document BFUGBoard_HU_AD_23_3c BFUG meeting Alden Biesen, draft outcome of proceedings. 
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