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Preface 

Immersed in the multilingual setting of the European Parliament as a conference inter-
preter since 2004, I have come to sense that I am faced with an intellectual challenge. 
The urge to explore the nature of multilingual practice and the changes unfolding therein 
inevitably induced enquiries and analyses, which then lead to writing up this dissertation. 
Anyone interested in the sociolinguistics of contemporary multilingualism and/or the 
linguistic anthropology of EU institutions may find something of interest in the outcome, 
and I hope it would be of inspiration for further research. It is the original intellectual 
product deriving from my own research and work in the field as a participant observer. 
All data used and discussed are open and available to the public on the website of the 
European Parliament, or other European institutions, and the findings, assessments and 
conclusions constitute my personal opinion.  
 
This work could not have been written without the inspiration and support of my tutors 
at Tilburg University. I am owed to Jan Blommaert, who has opened my mind to take a 
fresh look at semiotic practices in society, and Sjaak Kroon who has introduced me to 
the ethnographic study of language policy as a multifaceted and critical analytical per-
spective on observed practice. Along with Sjaak, who was the chief reader of the manu-
script, I am indebted to Max Spotti for his unwavering support and insights that helped 
me during the writing up process.  
 
I am also grateful for the help I received in completing this book from Karin Berkhout, 
Emilia Slavova, Kinga Nyuli and Nigel Heavey.  
 
 
Brussels, January 2021 
Péter K. Szabó 
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Introduction 

Babel Debates 
 
The title of the present study, “Babel Debates” has a threefold meaning. ‘Debates’ un-
derstood as a qualified noun, the designation “Babel debates” intends to launch the fol-
lowing analyses of European Union (EU) Multilingualism (henceforth EUML) into the 
stream of language ideological debates opened in the programmatic collection of studies 
edited and introduced by Blommaert (1999) which has set the scene of a research per-
spective for explorations of multilingualism. My study is meant to be a contribution to 
the debate. 
 
Moreover, the practices the study approaches as targets of linguistic ethnographic obser-
vation and analysis are themselves Parliamentary debates. In this sense, the title identifies 
the data, and the defining epistemological entry point of the study by the ethnographic 
observation of recent public speeches and multilingual exchanges on the European Par-
liament (EP) floor, a setting where the discursive (re)production of language ideologies 
unfolds in debates about language policy (henceforth LP) per se, as well as in multilin-
gual debates about other policies. 
 
Thirdly, debates understood as a third person verb with an emphasis, the title hints at 
the important fact that Babel does debate. In spite of LP discourses that for the last decade 
or so have been diagnosing EU Multilingualism to be doomed to crisis and collapse into 
chaos, inherent in the recurring topos metaphor of Babel, the EP has been continuing to 
operate without the slightest interruption as a multilingual institution of discursive law 
making, albeit undergoing changes in the ideologies and practice of multilingualism. 
These changes, some of them declared and evident, some of them tacit and unintended, 
are what the following analyses embark on exploring.  
 

The subject of the study 
 
The multilingualism of the European Union is a unique phenomenon in modern history. 
Its objectives, functions and entities are conceptualized and organized in complex LP 
regulations and arrangements. LPs, on the other hand, are always about more than lan-
guage use per se, and have deep seated and far reaching social, political, economic, psy-
chological and ideological roots and consequences in social life. It offers therefore an 
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intriguing angle for a social epistemology to explore the complex reality of LP in its 
immediacy, evolving on the ground in a salient place and at a crucial time of social 
change in the process of European integration, indicative of broader contexts of a global 
scale. This is what the present ethnographic analysis of LP in the European Parliament 
ultimately endeavors to glimpse into from the vantage point of the simultaneous inter-
preter’s booth. From this entry position of the participant observer the study explores the 
discursive and social practice of EUML attended in its public, institutional manifesta-
tions, that is, in LP texts, live talk on these texts, and interaction on the EP floor per-
formed by agents, members of the European Parliament (hereafter MEPs). In this re-
search perspective, EUML is understood to be emerging in social and discursive practice 
as the outcome of LP performances, constitutive of boundaries of differentiation among 
individuals and groups. 
 
The setting of these performances, the EP floor, is approached in the course of partici-
pant observations as a linguistic anthropological field. It is, however, not only considered 
to be of inherent relevance for researching multilingualism in its immediacy, being en-
acted and performed, but merits attention also as a public site of social and discursive 
LP formation towards the specific outcomes of EUML. 
 
Having attended, and co-constructed, this particular public space of multilingual social 
(deliberative and semiotic) encounters for a decade or so from the simultaneous inter-
preter’s booth, it has become an intriguing riddle and challenge for me to capture what 
is really going on in this field in and by alternating and contrastive language use in com-
munication. Driven by this enquiry, I endeavor beyond conceptualizations of EUML 
that merely see exchanges of referential or, at best, pragmatic meanings across codes, 
without much attention to the meanings elicited in relational differentiation by the codes 
themselves. Comparing what people declare to do when doing multilingualism, with 
what others would see and hear them doing when doing it, I attempted to access mean-
ings in and by EUML at a level deeper than the one captured by kaleidoscopic patterns 
of linguistic phenomena, the quantifiable trends of recent changes they exhibit, and most 
conventional LP concepts and discussions representing them, would. 
 
The setting of the EP floor is primary to this ethnographic research enterprise. It is not a 
source of data tapped on to instantiate or develop ideas about regularities and (dis)or-
derliness in language-in-use; it is, rather, a particular community of speakers and hearers, 
or in a wider context, participants and observers, constituting the EP floor, that has come 
to be the host community for my participant observations. My aim was to explore how 
social meanings are made of idiosyncratic in situ performances of EUML, including per-
formances of deliberative policy framing towards LP legislation, as well as ones ad-
dressed to audiences outside the confines of the institution. These situated LP perfor-
mances are analyzed both in the propositional and the semiotic perspectives of meaning-
making. The study attempts to unify the two perspectives to interpret resource deploy-
ment practices and phenomena in light of orientating or normative orders declared by 
participating agents to be relevant to them, in order to generate hypotheses and further 
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questions as to what evokes an act of LP performance, and what it evokes next in un-
folding multilingual practice, and what changes they point to. 
 
Inductive as this charting enquiry may claim to be, it relies on some ontological and 
epistemological assumptions and available conceptual framings offered by sociolinguis-
tic and LP research in multilingualism to interpret observed practice. The research design 
is based on the assumption of a deictic relationship in participants’ and observers’ per-
ceptions across the linguistic form deployed in the verbal (or written) exchange, assigned 
positions in social space, and intelligible contexts for identification thereby invoked. It is 
moreover assumed that these aspects of the sociolinguistic datum, unique in space and 
time, and the indexical relations among them can be meaningfully described by the par-
ticipant-observer who shares comparably similar spatio-temporal and historical contin-
gencies of meaning-making of local social practice as observed agents do, who enact, 
and act on, these signs, and reflect on their actions in meta-pragmatic commentaries of 
talk on talk itself. This ultimately presupposes that experience-near, emic anthropological 
observations of discursive and semiotic practices can be subjected to a close qualitative 
trans-contextual sociolinguistic analysis relying on the reflective insight to external 
frameworks of experience-far abstracting interpretation, in order to arrive at a represen-
tation of EUML with sufficient research reliability, validity and relevance, and explain, 
to some degree, current changes in social life that are going on in front of our eyes, yet 
are hidden from immediate view.  
 
In this theoretical framework, the observable configurations of mutually constitutive re-
lational positions of differentiation are traced as they unfold in policy framing narratives, 
and in actual encounters, across speakers with various, but overlapping socio-semantic 
repertoires. In this unfolding process every utterance, and every alternating choice of 
contrast realized from a semiotic repertoire of communicative, among them, linguistic 
resources, defined by convention as code choices across languages or language varieties, 
is marking and re-positioning the speaker in the emerging context. In the same instance 
these alternating choices shape the emerging context itself, invoking, (dis)ratifying, re-
producing and shifting the set of discursive norms, including those explicitly enlisted to 
classical definitions of LP, that are expected to enable and govern them therein. This 
means that LP is not only accessible in the collection of explicit rules, regulations, codes 
of conduct, etc., stipulating and organizing the use of communicative resources in the 
multilingual setting, but encompasses the evaluative beliefs, and the actual practice of 
language users enacting and performing it. Each of the three sources of LP, i.e. regula-
tion, evaluation, and action, will be subjected to analysis.  
 
The multidisciplinary ethnographic LP analyses of texts, meaning-making, and interac-
tion explore how EUML is emerging in the socio-politically and socio-linguistically 
charged site of the EP floor. The analyses on the one hand gauge in a discourse analytical 
perspective how relational discursive subject positions and boundaries of symbolic and 
social differentiation accomplished by samples of public speech treating issues of EUML 
come to be entextualized into LP regulations on the EP floor. Complementing these 
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discourse analytical enquiries exploring propositional meanings of utterances, a key 
component of the research design seeks to observe the actual semiotic enactments of 
these language ideological conceptualizations performed by agents, MEPs on the floor 
in interaction. The research “hunch” prompting the study was the impression that these 
enactments and/or performances of LP often appear to be at odds with the incumbent 
concepts and taken-for-granted policy entities of EUML, and the rules declared and/or 
believed to pertain to them. What this study ultimately explores is how the representa-
tions of posited users, uses, and constitutive boundaries of languages meant to be defined 
and regulated by LP in order to be changed or perpetuated, match the actual perfor-
mance of agents mobilizing resources with complex open-ended potentials of indexical 
identifications, that is, enactments and the performance of LP on the EP floor, as per-
ceivable to participants, physically present, including me as a participant-researcher, and 
to remote audiences involved via the media. 
 
The ethnographic LP analysis of the field of the EP floor, pursued along the tripartite 
policy representation of language regulations/beliefs/practices, accessible in texts, meta-
pragmatic talk, and contexts of encounter, was guided by the following research ques-
tions:  
 

1. What is the relationship between (a.) the prescriptive LP rules for EUML, and 
(b.) the discursive conceptualizations of the aims, entities and purposes of LP 
professed in meta-pragmatic reflections by participant agents? Are there any dis-
crepancies between them? 

 
2. Does the sum of these two discursive realms, (b.) the declared LP objectives and 

purpose, and (a.) the rules laid down for them, fall in line with the observed 
practice of actual communicative performance and semiotic behavior of partic-
ipant agents, that is, ( c.) policy performance on the ground? Are there any dis-
crepancies between them? 

 
3. What directions of change may these possible discrepancies in (1) and (2) reveal, 

and what relevance do these have to policymaking and research? 
 

Relevance of the study 
 
While constitutive social and communicational practices in the evolving setting of poli-
cymaking and governance have become subject to studies approaching the EP floor from 
cultural sociology and institutional anthropology, in which the institution vivante is also 
explored with a view to its symptomatic multilingualism, EUML itself has been less fre-
quently chosen as the dedicated focus of anthropological enquiry. Most analyses of EU 
governance and policymaking treat legislative and legal texts, including transcripts of 
legislative debates, as transparent propositions naming entities and their relations, a per-
spective that also prevails in most LP analyses of EUML. In critical revisions of this 
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research epistemology, nested in a more cautious notion as to the transparent innocence 
of language in policymaking, LP discourses on multilingualism in the EP or in other EU 
institutions have been explored and analyzed through discourse data. These data range 
from legislative texts to transcripts of iterative policy debates and/or of meta-pragmatic 
reflections by agents on language use in interaction. In this closer interactional-conver-
sational research perspective on discourse, there are enquiries into how multilingualism 
is enacted in exchanges attended to in EU institutions, including the EP floor.  
 
However, the two sets of discourse analytical, and ethnographic LP data, discourses on 
multilingualism, and discourses doing multilingualism in sociolinguistic encounters of 
semiosis and meaning-making, have rarely been approached in a single perspective. 
Moreover, even studies discussing the discursive or sociolinguistic practice of EUML 
access it through selected data of mostly monolingual stretches of discourse. A concep-
tual framework for the immersion into ethnographic data of actual, longitudinal situated 
practice encompassing a wider range of semiosis, including multilingual LP performance 
in the EP by agents with various repertoires to identify themselves, each other, and the 
situation, is seldom employed in research. In this respect, the present study may be of 
interest for breaking some novel ground. In doing so, it evidently exposes itself to meth-
odological risks. The broad take on data, and the potentially eclectic or disparate array 
of disciplinary perspectives underpinning methods of data collection and analysis orga-
nized into the research design harbors the risk of methodological incoherence, or the 
thinning out of analysis. The multidisciplinary endeavor may invite legitimate criticism 
from specialist practitioners of the individual research concepts data are scanned through 
in the course of their exploration. Critical surveys may question the very tenets of the 
ethnographic position and treat with suspicion the subjectivity behind its pivotal claim 
of emic insight by participant observation. These issues of epistemological and method-
ological grounding and the related challenges will be laid out and discussed in some 
detail in the following chapters. 
 

Organization of the study 
 
The conceptual framework of the study begins with Chapter 1, introducing and describ-
ing EUML as delineated by the specific ethnographic perspective deployed to explore it. 
Upon this epistemological setting of the object of study, positioned in the context of 
contemporary sociolinguistic LP research, a review of the institutional developments of 
the policy concept as discussed and problematized in contemporary LP analyses of the 
EP floor is presented. The Chapter aims at showing incongruence or outright contradic-
tions these conceptualizations report, or actually exhibit.  
 
The second part of the conceptual framework in Chapter 2 then sets out the sociolinguis-
tic and LP concepts deployed to frame the observed phenomena of discursive and semi-
otic practice. It explains in some detail how the discursive emergence of LP on the EP 
floor can be connected conceptually to semiotic social practice indexing identifications 
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and contexts for meaning-making in and by multilingual exchanges in the setting and 
beyond.  
 
The study proceeds in Chapter 3 with the introduction to this dynamic multilingual set-
ting itself, the polycentric and multi-scalar sociolinguistic domain of the EP floor, inhab-
ited by local communities of practice with audience potentials outside the confines of 
the institution. The chapter reviews the recent literature that conceptualizes the EP floor 
in relation to theories of (European) public spheres. In order to portray the EP floor as a 
particular linguistic anthropological setting and discursive domain, the chapter includes 
the discussion of a vignette presenting a parliamentary speech event to substantiate the 
claim that the setting is characterized by the polycentric and multi-scalar uptake for mak-
ing meanings of EP talk and text.  
 
Upon laying the grounds for the research design in three chapters of a conceptual frame-
work, Chapter 4 presents the observed phenomena as data determined by and determin-
ing the methodologies deployed to analyze them. The interpretative analyses of LP dis-
course captured in official verbatim transcripts of iterative parliamentary debates follow 
various methodologies to trace the horizontal and vertical intertextuality of these sam-
ples, and their dialogic instructions for meaning-making in observed re-contextualiza-
tions. These discourse analytical findings are discussed in a joint research framework 
with the ethnographic description and socio-pragmatic analyses of semiotic interactional 
LP performances by agents. These are explored along conceptualizations as communi-
ties of practice (CofPs) with dynamic and constitutive boundary achievements and face 
work, accomplished by LP performances. The chapter moreover discusses the experi-
ence-near social epistemological position of the simultaneous interpreter inhabiting the 
complex linguistic ecology and multi-scalar meaning-making domain of the EP floor.  
 
The preparatory part of the study is followed by the presentation, analysis and discussion 
of discourse data observed on the EP floor to explore how agents actually conceptualize, 
construct, enact, and perform LP. First, in Chapter 5, the (re-)contextualized interpreta-
tion of the plenary speech introducing the EP Resolution “Multilingualism, an asset for 
Europe and a shared commitment” embarks on gauging how multilingualism in/for so-
cieties is discursively conceptualized in the contexts of the EP floor. This interpretative 
analysis of the intertextual origins of the speech, and the interdiscursive potentials of mak-
ing meanings of it, is followed by an institutional policy sample of the same genre. The 
plenary speech introducing the Resolution “On the better organization of the interpret-
ing service in the EP” is analyzed in a similar research perspective as the entextualized 
outcome of a meta-pragmatic LP commentary, a speech act, and discursive policy per-
formance staged on the EP floor, deliberating on the institutional LP management of 
EUML, in Chapter 6. Upon the analysis and discussion of these two discourse data sam-
ples, Chapter 7 launches an ethnographic analysis, meant to be a thick description in lin-
guistic anthropological terms, of the multilingual speech event of a Parliamentary Hear-
ing to examine how LP is enacted/performed by participants through preferential 
choices, and meta-pragmatic reflections on these contrastive choices, across linguistic 
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resources in various configurations of semiotic behavior defined by and defining the in-
ter-subjective, social, and LP context of the situation.  
 
The results of the three analytical chapters, grounded in situated ethnographic data, are 
then discussed in a further inductive level by reflecting on the research questions in Chap-
ter 8, to explore in the Conclusions of the study the extent to which anthropological 
findings of “bottom-up” LP in Chapter 7 measure up to meta-linguistic declarations and 
meta-pragmatic rationalizations of talk by performing agents, that is discursive con-
structs of LP analyzed in Chapters 5 and 6. The comparisons and their critical discussion 
may shed some light on ongoing language ideological changes that explain, and to some 
extent transcend the inherent incongruences and contradictions contemporary LP con-
ceptualizations of EUML witness and display. 





CHAPTER 1 
 
The conceptual framework of EU multilingualism 

This chapter introduces the object of the study, i.e. multilingualism in the European Un-
ion, specified in the following as EU Multilingualism (EUML for short, in the present 
study), differentiated from and approximated to current conceptualizations in contem-
porary research. This framing of EUML in Section 1.1 by way of a critical review of the 
literature also positions the present study among representations of EUML, disparate as 
they are due to the incongruent legislative and policy competences that claim to shape 
it, and the diversity of the legal, policy and social fields it is manifested in. Faced with 
this epistemological challenge, it is argued that the conceptual representation of multi-
lingualism in/of the EU is determined by the perspectives of the conceptual frameworks 
and research designs applied to explore it. This inductive ethnographic epistemology, 
pursued by the study in a bottom-up perspective, is explained and specified in the back-
drop of current analyses of EUML that primarily frame it as discursive and social prac-
tice. Section 1.2 then provides an overview of the evolution of the concept of EU multi-
lingualism and its underlying dichotomies of representation in policymaking and re-
search. Section 1.3 finally hones in on the setting of the analyses, the European Parlia-
ment (henceforth EP) floor itself, by a critical presentation of language policy (henceforth 
LP) making relevant to the institution, and of the contemporary sociolinguistic research 
evaluating these policies, often characterized by the recurring discursive topos of Babel. 
An important aim of the chapter in introducing the concept of EUML is to flag up the 
apparent contradictions revealed in its discursive policy conceptualizations the analyti-
cal chapters will explore along the research questions of the study. 
 

1.1 The multilingualism in/of the European Union: Conceptualizations in 
language policy research 

 
The High Level Group on Multilingualism (HLGM), convoked in the Framework Strat-
egy for Multilingualism (EC, 2005a) and invited by the European Commission (EC) for 
agenda formation, policy preparation, and to make recommendations towards actual LP 
formulation1 started its work in 2006. Setting the agenda to promote an envisaged new 

                                                 
1 The heuristic perspective of the policy cycle framework, originally drawn up by Laswell (1956) and developed 
further into various typologies in policy studies (e.g. Brewer & DeLeon, 1983; Hill, 2005; Howlett, Ramesh & 
Perl, 2009), was applied to LP analysis by Kroon (2000), and LPP is discussed in its terms by Canagarajah 
(2006: 158). According to the evaluation by Jann and Wegreich (2007: 43) “(t)oday, the differentiation between 
agenda-setting, policy formulation, decision making, implementation, and evaluation (eventually leading to 
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phase of expanding policy efforts and promote multilingualism in the EU in a more 
comprehensive LP framework, the HLGM has produced a succinct definition of the 
term, relevant as a public conceptualization for policy action to be orchestrated by EU 
institutions: 
 

Multilingualism is understood as the ability of societies, institutions, groups and individuals 
to engage, on a regular basis, with more than one language in their day-to-day lives. In this 
context, a language is defined neutrally as a variant which a group ascribes to itself for use 
as its habitual code of communication. This includes regional languages, dialects, and sign 
languages. In addition, the term multilingualism is used for referring to the co-existence of 
different language communities in one geographical or geo-political area or political entity. 
(EC, 2007: 6) 

 
This cautiously disengaged and non-normative definition identifies at one stroke a dy-
namic practice, context, and outcome of ongoing social interaction, epistemologically ac-
cessible in communicational phenomena. Considered in these dimensions of a research 
perspective, the policy conceptualization denotes a constitutive communicational and 
social practice, an existing and attainable performance capacity and skill, an existing and 
changing ecology of resource repertoires and contact (implicitly extended to multimodal 
semiosis), and a social domain of meaning-making defined by these repertoires. In prac-
tical terms, it also encompasses translation and interpreting across its constituent re-
sources. In the conventions of public policymaking, its immediate purpose, the definition 
conceptualizes a socio-political, sociocultural and sociolinguistic state of affairs, a LP 
practice and an area of policy competence and action, with a distinction between indi-
vidual (or personal) and social (or public) domains and, implicitly, a policy objective 
ultimately presuming a problem to be solved. 
 
The perspectives of the LP objective are discussed in the next phase, or perhaps endpoint, 
both in the temporal and the logical sense, of the research and policy cycle that gave rise 
to the HLGM, in the concluding study of the LINEE (Languages in a Network of Euro-
pean Excellence) research project. Launched together with the other academic consor-
tium DYLAN (Language Dynamics and Management of Diversity),2 upon the recom-
mendation of the HLGM Report itself in 2006 to investigate multilingualism in Europe, 
LINEE produced a concluding study on the perspectives and challenges of “European 
Multilingualism (EM)” understood as “a multi-layered concept that is apparently in the 
making” (Rindler Schjerve & Vetter, 2012: 5) and primarily resulting from “the contexts 
of advancing Europeanisation” (2012: 5). 

                                                 
termination) has become the conventional way to describe the chronology of the policy process”. The theories 
and criticism of the policy cycle will be discussed in some detail in Chapter 2 on language policy.  
2  The DYLAN (Language Dynamics and Management of Diversity (http://www.dylan-project.org/Dylan_en/ 
home/home.php) and the LINEE (Languages in a Network of European Excellence (http://linee.info/linee/ wel-
come-to-linee.html?PHPSESSID=cffa33ba7680eea42d94295746276060) university consortia were launched 
upon the recommendation of the HLGM Final Report in 2006 to investigate multilingualism in Europe. They will 
be discussed in some detail in this chapter.  
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The study pins down its findings upon a review of research of existing, and recommen-
dations for future policy, into terms of language ideology. Relevant both for orienting 
further research and for policy planning in view of perceived ongoing social change, it 
poses the following meta-research questions:  
 

(W)hat is the ideological basis on which the multiple patterns of language use resulting from 
Europeanisation, globalisation, and migration can be adequately accounted for? On which 
ideological basis can EM be planned and implemented in a Europeanised society beyond the 
nation state? (Rindler Schjerve & Vetter, 2012: 4) 

 
Heeding these signposts, the present study embarks on charting EUML3 as it emerges 
on the EP floor. Focusing on this particular and pivotal multilingual context of advanc-
ing, or as recent discursive delineations may hint, potentially stalling or retreating Euro-
peanisation, performed in deliberations often not aiming beyond the nation state, the 
study explores EUML through meanings of and by multiple patterns of language use. 
The situated meaning-making of these linguistic phenomena explored by participant ob-
servation is ultimately an investigation of language ideologies, understood as “the ideas 
with which participants and observers frame their understanding of linguistic varieties 
and map these understandings onto people, events and activities that are significant to 
them” (Irvine & Gal, 2000: 35).  
 
How participants and observers frame phenomena significant to them can only be studied 
in an emic perspective, which calls attention to the subjective epistemological element 
inherent in a language ideological approach, and connects it to ethnographic research. 
As it will be discussed later in this Section, experience-near emic observations collated 
with more experience-far etic insights by theory may reveal contradictions, and even 
raise the ontological critique of essential entities like discreetly delineated languages, and 
thus conventional multilingualism itself. However, the contradictions revealed by reflec-
tive research do not invalidate the relevance of agents’ beliefs accessible in meta-prag-
matic commentaries, which co-construct social realities shared in an emic involvement 
of the researcher. 
 
The research endeavor pursued here embarks on unpacking the discursive construction 
and semiotic performance of EUML from ethnographic observations and analyses of 

                                                 
3 It is noteworthy that even the interconnected and contemporary research projects DYLAN and LINEE have not 
come up with a single denomination to include the legal, political, policy and research aspects of the concept 
of multilingualism in the EU, meaning both the constituent Member States (complemented with the significant 
case of Switzerland for LINEE) and the supranational EU institutions and entities. This shows the relative nov-
elty of the concept, the mutability of perspectives on its constituent phenomena, and the disparate character 
of policy and research frameworks applied to grasp them. Converging contemporary terms of family resem-
blance denominating the concept are EU multilingualism (Krzyzanowski, 2014; EP Think Tank: 2017); Euro-
pean Multilingualism (Rindler Schjerve & Vetter, 2012); the multilingualism of the European Union (EP, 2007); 
European Language and Multilingualism Policy (EULMP) (Krzyzanowski & Wodak, 2011); multilingualism in 
the European Union (e.g. Mamadouh, 2002; Van Els, 2005; Gazzola, 2006, 2016); the EU’s multilingualism 
policy (EC, 2004); the application of Multilingualism in the European Union context (Athanassiou, 2006) and 
so on.  
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local LP practice. In this endeavor, the supranational institutional setting of the EP floor 
is deemed particular in the study of EUML. It is a site of local and trans-local discursive 
LP performances on multilingualism, and of multilingualism by agents, members of the 
European Parliament (MEPs), in performances open to meaning-making by publics out-
side of the institution, in line with the meta-research questions formulated in the LINEE 
stock-taking exercise. 
 
Exploring these LP performances, it needs to be borne in mind that EUML is not a 
straightforward subject of LP analysis. It may not be considered to be a full-fledged pub-
lic policy field of its own right in the first place as contemporary research (e.g. EC, 2006; 
Wright, 2007; Rindler Schjerve & Vetter, 2012; Wodak et al., 2012; Romaine, 2013) 
points out, due to the asymmetrical patterns of distribution of the relevant policy com-
petences between national and Community legislations and executives in a dynamic pro-
cess of perpetual negotiations, conflict and change (e.g. Shuibne, 2004; EC, 2011). 
Therefore, the distinction between language policy of the EU and language policy in the 
EU, by research dealing “primarily with the language policy of the European Union (EU) 
government and, secondarily, of the governments of the EU member states as far as it 
relates to the former” distinguished by Ammon (2012: 570) is a pertinent conceptual 
approximation of the terms framing the present analysis of EUML. 
 
Analyzing the two intrinsically overlapping yet hierarchical and potentially conflicting 
realms of LP competence, it is intriguing to observe how they take shape in legal practice. 
Based on the analysis of case law by court rulings, Van der Jeught (2015) differentiates 
between public and private policy realms in the scope of EU language policy (the first 
being relevant for communications with and among citizens, the second involving insti-
tutions), and claims that “EU public language policy is (...) comparable in scope to na-
tional language policy”, whereas “the scope of EU rules governing private language use 
is equally comparable to that in the EU Member States”. This leads to the conclusion 
that  
 

(i)n fact, EU and national policies differ rather in aims than scope: whilst EU Member States 
endeavour to defend their own national language(s) and impose their use, the EU strives to 
achieve European integration, and, hence to lift linguistic barriers as much as possible. (Van 
der Jeught, 2015: 103) 

 
This legal delineation corresponds to how contemporary sociolinguistics views EU lan-
guage policy as the “politics and policies promoting Multilingualism” in the EU 
(Romaine, 2013: 115).  
 
The comparable scopes of the policy agendas, however, do not mean that the different 
aims of these agendas would be realized on equal terms of policy-formation powers in 
shaping EUML. LP competence by the EU is carved out by hard limitations perpetually 
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defined in the jurisdiction of court rulings.4 The analysis by Van der Jeught establishes 
that  
 

(t)he scope of EU language policy is first of all limited vis-a-vis the EU Member States. Rules 
concerning the use of languages naturally fall within the latter, which may freely determine, 
in their Constitution or otherwise, their official language(s) and language policy. (Van der 
Jeught, 2015: 103) 

 
Defined by these hard limitations, a putative EU language policy and its competences in 
directly shaping EUML in the conventional understanding of top-down policymaking 
are rather weak.5 It is also noteworthy how undefined they are even in the confined 
realms of language management regimes for EU institutions themselves. The institu-
tional focus on emergent EUML pursued in the present study should in this sense heed 
the arguments that in spite of the oft-quoted Article 1/1958/EEC, the EU, legally speak-
ing, has no official languages; only its institutions do (Creech, 2005: 15). Besides, as 
emphasized by Athanassiou, there is only an EU stipulation of official languages for the 
language regime for written communications, but none for verbal ones (including status 
planning by selection for language regimes of interpreting), for which every institution 
is free to set up its own regime (Athanassiou, 2006: 10). Thus, even the status-planning 
powers of the EU as a policy entity to set EUML are extremely limited. 
 
The jurisprudence relevant to LP is not only significant to map out EU institutional LP 
competences in EUML. It is also important to take note of the insight that the legal 
interpretation of legislation “in which institutional multilingualism is given shape in re-
ality” (Baaij, 2012: 3) is ultimately a discursive practice with outcomes that are compa-
rable and potentially in conflict with the “narrative of the EU policy on institutional 
multilingualism” (Baaij, 2012: 1) exhibited in official LP documents and discourse. Be-
yond the fact that EUML is shaped in the legal practice of LP interpretations, there is a 
general sense of the discursive ontology of EUML rooted in the ubiquitous process of 
legislation and in the legal practice of the interpretation of laws in the EU and Member 
States which involves, as Šarčević (2016: 18) points out, “all actors participating directly 
or indirectly in the production, interpretation and application of EU multilingual legis-
lation at EU and national level (...) shaping the linguistic and cultural process during the 
dynamic development of EU law”. This process can be grasped in various epistemolog-
ical facets. It is not only that the application, that is, interpretation of law is a discursive 

                                                 
4 The often-cited Groener judgment is a case in point in this context. According to Baaij (2012), it is a firm 
confirmation of MSs’ competence to conduct their own language policy in given cases in contradiction to pub-
licly declared EU policy agendas and claims. (http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX 
%3A61987CJ0379).  
5 As the legal interpretations show, in the classical top-down LP perspective defined by Cooper (1989: 45), as 
the “deliberate efforts to influence the behavior of others with respect to the acquisition, structure, or functional 
allocations of their language codes” EU competences in promoting Multilingualism by agenda setting 
deliberations and financing language learning programs of acquisition planning is the strongest such compe-
tence, whereas impacts in the two other LP domains, corpus and status arise through practice, as a “side 
effect” of performing other policy tasks by EU institutions.  
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operation, but in the EU context including the 27 MSs in legislative terms, where the 
majority of the laws to be implemented are negotiated and legislated in EU institutional 
settings, it is a multilingual one, to be orchestrated across 24 language versions. As Bobek 
(2011) discussing the largest corpus of legal reasoning in history held in the archives of 
the European Court of Justice argues, in this immense corpus of multilingual discourse 
the individual language versions of the same law are not so much “equivalences of mean-
ing” but rather discourses embedded in contexts of legal and discursive traditions. This 
often renders the interpretation of laws by national courts a complex multilingual and 
multicultural exercise, with direct corpus planning impacts to national languages via ter-
minology change as Bengoetxea (2011) discusses. These corpus-planning outcomes 
emerge in the linguistic practice of legislative work, entextualized through both legal 
translation and multilingual drafting procedures (Pozzo, 2006; EC, 2010: 66) producing 
EU laws.  
 
In light of the legal sources of emergent EUML, both in the meaning of the legal basis 
for LP action, and the actual discursive processes of general law-making and application 
practice, it may be established that in spite of the limited direct LP competence by the 
EU, its institutions, while performing other legislative and policy tasks, elicit massive LP 
changes in actual practice. It is also evident that institutional language regimes are not 
free-floating but are related to changing societal patterns of language use. The language 
policy of the EU is thus caught in the conceptual tension between competing and con-
flicting interpretations of competence and aspirations from macro-level public policy 
agendas explicitly or implicitly aiming at social change, to household language manage-
ment arrangements of seemingly modest operational ambitions within institutions.  
 
The two realms are also distinguished as institutional and non-institutional (EU) multilin-
gualism (e.g. Van Els, 2001, 2005), the latter meaning “the use of languages within the 
member states, between the respective member states and between the citizens of these 
states” (Van Els, 2005: 268). This delineation drawn at the boundaries of EU institutions 
also assumes an order of difference between the two domains, as it poses that  
 

(l)inguistic communication which member states and their citizens conduct with other mem-
ber states and their citizens is many times greater than the communication conducted with 
or within the EU institutions. (Van Els, 2005: 270) 

 
The presumption of an institutional/non institutional divide and the particular way it is 
defined is a salient and substantive feature of the body of contemporary sociolinguistic 
LP research framing problems and their solutions in EUML, and a very important one 
among the conceptual dichotomies in its representation. It also prevails in studies focus-
ing on the particular field of the EP floor (e.g. De Swaan, 1999, 2007; Van Els, 2001, 
2005; Ammon, 2006, 2012; Wright, 2007, 2009). No matter how evident and practically 
fortuitous it may seem to distinguish between the two discreet domains, even an institu-
tionally focused research perspective on EUML cannot disregard the direct and organic 
ties of institutional phenomena of multilingualism to the socially enmeshed linguistic 
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practice and language ideologies of citizens outside the institutions. As Gazzola (2006, 
2014) cogently argues, referring to the concept of linguistic disenfranchisement (Ginsburgh 
et al., 2005), LP in the ‘institutional’ realm should closely adhere to the LP situation in 
the ‘non-institutional’, in Van Els’ terms, to avoid undermining the essential tenets of 
deliberative democratic society and shifting its costs to social groups of lower SES. In 
the backdrop of the increasingly political integration and multi-level governance which 
characterizes the EU since the Maastricht Treaty (1993), EU multilingualism, as 
Krzyzanowski (2014: 108) points out, “is faced with the challenge of becoming part of 
the intensified communication between the EU core and the many national (political 
and policy) milieus of the Union’s member states”. 
 
In spite of this intensified communication, the posed distinction between institutional 
and non-institutional EUML remains a salient leitmotif not only in research recipes, but 
also of argumentations in LP narratives exhibited in documents and speeches on the EP 
floor, as will be discussed in the analysis of discourse samples in the present study. The 
sharp distinction of institutional and non-institutional domains is also an important epis-
temological point of contrast with the defining research perspective on EUML the pre-
sent study follows, attending utterances on the EP floor exposed, and evidently meant 
to be exposed, to simultaneous meaning-making by different audiences within different 
contexts of various scales outside of the confines of the EP, among institutions and citi-
zens located in MSs. 
 
This dichotomy is salient in the backdrop of the fundamental incongruences across the 
LP representations of EUML by various disciplinary approaches, which make it an es-
sential and challenging task to identify EUML for the research design applied to analyse 
it.6 On the other hand, the research perspective and design inevitably defines its object: 
How LP is understood by the research enquiry determines what is seen of EUML. In the 
self-reflexive notion of an ethnographic perspective, it may be stated that what EUML 
is, depends on what data are attended to and factored in by the researcher. Focusing on 
observed social phenomena of contrasting linguistic forms in an inductive perspective to 
understand their social meanings accessible and available to participants in the given 
instance of the context, the research design of my study progresses towards mapping 
larger scales of EUML from situated live data, and towards sketching out framing hy-
potheses of social changes substantiated by observed EUML practice. Understanding the 
complexity of the phenomenon, its multifaceted and live connections to public spheres, 

                                                 
6 The incommensurate representations of EUML are related to different, often disparate purposes and objec-
tives attributed to LP by various groups of actors and stakeholders described by the LINEE fact-finding exercise 
as “competing discourses (…) contradictory trends and a lack of coherence in the perception of policy efforts 
by stakeholders” (Rindler Schjerve & Vetter, 2012: 156). Moreover, it is not only the envisaged policy objectives 
that are disparate; the existing situation itself invokes starkly contrasting understandings and scientific de-
scriptions which call for an attempt “to de-fragment research on multilingualism by advocating a multidiscipli-
nary approach to the question of linguistic diversity (...) at the level of both the general public and policy-mak-
ers” (Rindler Schjerve & Vetter, 2012: 8). 
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and the significance of dynamic language practice and attitudes of agents beyond de-
scriptive and prescriptive static LP conceptualizations, it is appropriate for research to 
refer to EUML as “different MULTILINGUALISMS (…) simultaneously performed in 
the EU contexts”, as Wodak, Krzyzanowski and Forchtner (2012: 179) conceptualize it. 
Their approach directs attention to the insight essential to the present study, that EUML 
is fundamentally more than a set of LP legislation and rules, codified by Member State 
or EU instances, or meant for institutional or non-institutional use, and is also emergent 
in the practice of everyday encounters by agents.  
 
My study of EUML in this respect is close to the epistemological conceptualization by 
the authors of the DYLAN project, methodologically framed by the “special focus (...) 
devoted to the European Union institutions, and in particular to their role in shaping 
new forms and conceptions of multilingualism in the rapidly-changing European context, 
be it at the supra-national and/or national level” (Krzyzanowski & Wodak, 2010: 115). 
The concept of EUML set in the present study, and the underlying research agenda de-
fining the epistemological entry point of data collection and analysis approximate to the 
research conceptualization applied in Work Package 2 (WP2) of the DYLAN project in 
“the study of policies and practices of multilingualism in post-enlargement EU institu-
tions” and of “visions and ideologies of multilingualism as constructed in EU internal 
and external language policies and practiced in everyday interactions in EU institutions 
such as the European Parliament and the European Commission” (Krzyzanowski & 
Wodak, 2010: 115). 
 
However, in spite of the similar perspective on the object of study, my conceptualization 
of EUML differs in two epistemological aspects of accessing and interpreting data from 
that of the DYLAN project. Firstly, it does not strictly adhere to the “multilevel perspec-
tive (...) on multilingualism of the European Union institutions” (Wodak, Krzyzanowski 
& Forchtner, 2011: 1), which is based on the layered typology of micro to macro contexts 
laid out in the Discourse Historical Approach or DHA model (Riesigl & Wodak, 2001; 
Wodak & Boukala, 2014) and applied in the so-called inside-outside perspective studies in 
the WP2 of the DYLAN project employ.  
 
Although the DHA model and findings derived from its critical discourse analytical ap-
plication are deeply relevant to, and heavily relied on by the present study, in particular 
for their attention to boundary making effects of distinction discussed in more detail in 
relation to the concept of LP research in the next chapter, there are conceptual differ-
ences in the two research strategies. My analyses, even when dealing with official LP 
texts, focus by the epistemological points of entry on closely attended local utterances 
understood more as a nexus of practice (Scollon & Scollon, 2004; Hult, 2015),7 character-
ized by the synchronic interdiscursivity across contexts of various diachronies and scales 

                                                 
7 These aspects are pertinently framed in the LP research perspective wherein Hult (2015) employs nexus 
analysis (Scollon & Scollon, 2004) of LPP as social practice. Hult (2015: 223) defines “the analytical task” to 
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of meaning-making, a perspective better accommodated by Agha’s specific concept of 
domain (Agha, 2007) applied to LP analysis by Mortimer (2016) and Mortimer and 
Wortham (2015). This concept lends itself to be operationalized for linguistic anthropo-
logical LP analyses of meaning-making8 in the multi-scalar domain of the EP floor to 
be introduced in Chapter 3. 
 
Secondly, and more importantly for delineating the research concept of EUML, whereas 
in the “inside-outside perspective” the critical discourse analyses of data, not only of key 
EU documents, but also of those gleaned in what Krzyzanowski and Wodak (2010: 116) 
understand as the “inside perspective (...) by means of fieldwork, ethnography and re-
lated methods (on) how the post EU-Enlargement institutions actually practice multilin-
gualism and apply its new meanings to the ‘inside’”, is confined to the propositional mean-
ings of utterances and texts, the essential feature of the perspective my analyses follow, 
is the attempt to involve their semiotic indexical meanings. These are available to discourse 
participants in given scales of contexts by the very forms of the signs in the lived practice 
of EUML. To highlight the difference of emphasis in the research perspectives with a 
primordial definition, also applied by the DYLAN WP2 authors, of language ideologies 
by Blommaert (1999), whereas DYLAN works study the diverse language-ideological 
debates “in which language is central as a topic, a motif, a target, and in which language 
ideologies are being articulated, formed, amended, enforced”, my research effort also 
covers “the socio-culturally motivated ideas, perceptions and expectations of language, 
manifested in all sorts of language use” (Blommaert, 1999: 1), including the non-refer-
ential, indexical meanings of forms in lived practice observed in an experience-near, 
emic involvement of meaning-making on the EP floor. This approach attempts to en-
compass, understand, and analyze the meanings of linguistic signs, propositional and 
semiotic, elicited by the total linguistic fact (Silverstein, 1985; Rampton, 2013) in the ob-
served practice of situated language use, in data the study understands as acts of LP.  
 
These epistemological tenets and the field of ethnographic research this study is dedi-
cated to enlist it under another umbrella term introduced by DYLAN and its more eth-
nographically accented derivative research exploring “multilingual encounters in Eu-
rope’s institutional spaces” (Unger, Krzyzanowski & Wodak, 2014: 1), a conceptualiza-
tion of research data observed  
 

                                                 
“trace discursive connections (…) across different sociolinguistic scales ranging from the individual to the in-
terpersonal to the communal/institutional to the societal” which are reflected in “diverse range of data such 
as field notes from participant observations, audio recorded (and transcribed) interactions and interviews, doc-
uments (including policy texts), and various kinds of multi-modal data such as photography and news media”, 
applying methodologies of the ethnography of communication, interactional sociolinguistics and critical dis-
course analysis. The application of this research perspective will be discussed in some detail in the Methodol-
ogy chapter. 
8 As Wortham (2012) explains, this approach does more, or other, than “relate micro to macro”, and instead 
tries to “describe various relevant resources– like models drawn from different spatial and temporal scales - 
that facilitate a phenomenon of interest, and (...) describe the ‘intertextual’ lines across events through which 
models move” (Wortham, 2012: 12). 
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in institutions (seen) as key sites for empirical research (...) because they are the spaces within 
which policy decisions are made and implemented, and where the individuals who are af-
fected by policies interact with the individuals charged with enforcing them. (Unger, 
Krzyzanowski & Wodak, 2014: 1)  

 
In the following analyses of ethnographic observations of LP performances by LP legis-
lators this often happens in the collapsed space “between policymaking and implemen-
tation” (Wodak, 2013). At the site of the EP floor, texts, contexts and meaning (Perez-
Milans, 2017: 4) explored by ethnographic LP research can converge into one instance: 
meta-pragmatic commentaries by agents when debating LP texts may directly impact 
these texts in contextualized legislative debates of meaning-making on the floor. 
 
As the above delimiting and defining peregrinations of the concept as a subject of LP 
analysis show, EUML is more than a set of LP regulations, rules and norms, and also 
more than the real-life outcome of such LP items. Thus, EUML is understood as an 
essentially broader set of phenomena than LP itself, particularly in the conventional 
sense of the top-down policy concept of language government/governance. The concept 
is better defined by an ethnographic understanding of language policy (e.g. Canagarajah, 
2007; Hornberger & Johnson, 2007; McCarty, 2011, 2015; Johnson, 2013), with an entry 
point epistemology focusing on the enactment and/or performance of LP by agents. This 
ethnographic understanding of the ontology of LP rooted in performance, and the piv-
otal epistemological status of sociolinguistic research endowed by this approach, will be 
the subject of a lengthy discussion in the next chapter. It may suffice at this point to 
signal the consequential distinction between the two dynamically overlapping, yet dis-
tinct concepts and their denotations applied in the present study: EU Multilingualism 
(EUML) and language policy (LP).  
 
In line with the above conceptualization, the different multilingualisms performed in EU 
contexts are accessed in the following analyses as a set of regulations (laws, directives, 
recommendations, institutional codes of conduct, etc.), a set of multilingual communi-
cative practices (oral and written) in various settings in societies and institutions in the 
EU, and a set of discourses (political, legislative, institutional, legal interpretational, aca-
demic, ‘lay’ or meta-pragmatic), often themselves samples of multilingual practice, that 
thematize and discuss relationships between the first two. These discourses, as will be 
seen in their observed institutional manifestations and presented in their analyses, often 
reveal tensions between contradictory ideological representations. They harbour, mani-
fest and constitute the “immense discrepancy that now exists between the regulations 
and practice of multilingualism of the EU” as Krzyzanowski (2014: 118) takes stock of 
a state of affairs my Research Questions embark on exploring.  
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1.2 Dichotomies in the language policy representations of EUML  
 
The analysis of EUML requires a critical review of the evolution of its conceptualiza-
tions in the recent past. Faced with the immense discrepancy between its regulations and 
practice, coming forth in official and participant discourses about the two, it is a serious 
challenge to research and policymaking to set the current terms of reference and task 
description EUML is to be defined in. Moreover, the LP analytical enterprise is made 
even more complex by the fact that EUML has been an elusive and shifting research 
target since its inception with the founding document of the Community, Article 1 of 
EC 1958 (EC, 1958).  
 
In its original phase, the policy field framing EUML emerged as a concept in the course 
of the primarily economic integration of the European Economic Communities, among 
states perceived as generally monolingual, and thus was confined to the operational lan-
guage regimes of EEC institutions to communicate with each other and with citizens in 
the official state languages. The principle, dubbed the “Westphalian paradigm” (Kraus, 
2008; Wright, 2009) of the post-war macro-political idea conceived in an International 
Relations perspective reinforcing the sovereignty of modern nation-states was translated 
into an economic project, based on parity, giving equal rights to each of the four official 
languages, Dutch, French, German and Italian, without distinguishing between official 
and working languages. The status-quo-based language regime of parity, conceived as 
the “symbolic affirmation of national languages on equal terms” (Arzoz, 2008: 6), has 
persisted, extended in the course of enlargements to 24 official languages of the EU. It 
has become the classic manifestation of “monolingual multilingualism” (Krzyzanowski 
& Wodak, 2011: 129), towards a concept of EUML defined as a “collective container of 
parallel separate monolingualisms” (Rindler Schjerve & Vetter, 2012: 54) on a suprana-
tional level of language diversity. Reflections on the sub-national linguistic diversity 
within MS societies, on the other hand, are only exhibited by the ideology formation in 
official EU discourses at a later phase, altering the “essentially political and national 
understanding of linguistic diversity” (Heller & Duchene, 2007: 5) that prevailed in LP 
research and discourses until the1990s. By then, however, diversity within states has 
come to be perceived by policy ambitions framed in post-assimilationist, universal terms 
of multiculturalism (e.g. Bauböck, 2003) and linguistic human rights (e.g. Fishman, 1991; 
Skutnabb-Kangas, 2000; De Varennes, 2001; UNESCO Declaration, 2001), and indige-
nous regional and minority languages (RMLs) have appeared on the ideological radar 
screen of the discursive policy agenda.  
 
The discursive perspective arguably focused more on RMLs than speakers, as 
Blommaert (2001) and Heller (2004) point out, in LP discourses about languages as self-
evident objects, rather than constituent practices (Duchêne, 2008: 261). These develop-
ments were marked in the wider European context of the Council of Europe by the adop-
tion of the European Charter of Regional and Minority Languages (ECRML) in 1992. In the 
closer scope of the European Community, the development is contemporary with the 
Maastricht Treaty, which in 1992 transformed the EC into the EU and opened a new 
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phase of its LP ambitions (e.g. Gal, 2012; Krzyzanowski, 2014; Gazzola, 2016). Since 
Maastricht, these ambitions have been increasingly informed by insights and concerns 
relating to objectives of political integration towards a European political community, 
introduced by the concept of Union citizenship, served by communications and under-
pinned with potentials of multilingual repertoires, and the economic benefit these reper-
toires may generate. Moreover, the increased perception, since the 1990s, of the preva-
lence of RMLs was also followed with some delay9 by a broadening of the scope of the 
policy awareness, at least on the level of research conceptualizations and policy recom-
mendations, beyond European indigenous RMLs, to standardized and non-standard-
ized immigrant languages (e.g. Extra & Yagmur, 2002; Vertovec & Wessendorf, 2006). 
These are also explicitly discussed in the text of the 2008 EP Resolution analyzed in 
Chapter 5 of this study. These major transitions of the EUML concept, coupled with the 
sweeping EU enlargement in 2004 which increased the number of official languages to 
21, and the salient proliferation of English, or rather Englishes (e.g. Ferguson, 2015) 
since, have all sequentially and incrementally weighed in to the perceived and real steep 
increase of linguistic diversity in the EU that has amounted to the heightened awareness 
of a LP challenge, or even threat. 
 
Interestingly, in official LP discourses of the EU responding to the challenge, the issue 
was not conceptualized as multilingualism per se until the 2005 Communication A New 
Framework Strategy for Multilingualism (EC, 2005a). As the conceptual history analysis of 
the semantic field of multilingualism in EU documents on LP by Krzyzanowski and 
Wodak (2011: 126) shows, although there is “an intense conceptualization of issues re-
lated to languages and multilingualism (such as language learning and teaching, linguis-
tic diversity, language skills)” between 1997 and 2004, the explicit term multilingualism 
is not present in the policy discourse of official EU documents of this period. Demon-
strated in an EC document from 2000, the findings show that the empty semantic field 
is determined by the neighboring concepts of “foreign language” and “language skills”.10 
 
Accordingly, ideology formation was translated into actual policymaking in the coordi-
nation of language learning and education, a LP remit of acquisition planning11 with the 
potential to change the entire linguistic status quo and frame of reference of LP in Euro-
pean societies. Edged out in the intergovernmental Council in opposition to the subsid-
iarity principle and the sensitivity of MSs to retain prerogatives in the policy areas of 

                                                 
9 The 2003 document Promoting Language Learning and Linguistic Diversity: An Action Plan 2004-2006, 
issued by the European Commission, is one of the first appearances of this awareness in the agenda setting, 
as Ahn (2007) points out, with “a number of references to including the languages of migrants into the dis-
course of the Community’s ‘linguistic diversity’” (Ahn, 2007: 10).  
10 The authors operationalize the Begriffsgeschichte model of Koselleck (2002) in the diachronic analysis of 
the semantic field of multilingualism, contextualized by neighbouring concepts (Nebenbegriffe) in official EU 
LP (EULMP in their terms) since 1997, focusing, for the 1997-2004 period, on the Commission’s 2000 Sum-
mary of the Eurobarometer Survey Europeans and their Languages (EC, 2000). 
11 How the power configurations of the LP dimensions of acquisition, corpus and status planning between the 
EU and MSs differ, is tangibly represented in the three-dimensional LP cube by Kroon (2005), discussed for 
the analysis of EU language policy by Ahn (2007). 
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culture and education, the promotion of language learning became a field of EU policy 
by the Council Resolution on improving and diversifying language learning and teaching 
within the education systems of the European Union (European Council, 1995). The 
evolution of the policy field continued with the Barcelona Presidency Conclusions (EC, 
2002), promoting the “mother tongue plus 2” (L+2) model of societal multilingualism 
in the EU.  
 
The 2005 Framework Strategy for Multilingualism that denominates for the first time the 
concept of multilingualism as an explicit EU policy objective has become a milestone in 
conceptualizing EUML and organizing a comprehensive LP field of competence. Be-
yond sustaining the skill-based perspective on languages and language learning as a way 
to promote the knowledge-based economy envisaged in the 2000 Lisbon Strategy, the 
policy document emphasizes the social cohesion and polity building aspects of EUML 
in its three aims, set  
 

to encourage language learning and promoting linguistic diversity in society; to promote a 
healthy multilingual economy; and to give citizens access to European Union legislation, 
procedures, and information in their own languages. (EC, 2005a: 3)  

 
The new ideological framing of EUML was continued in an emblematic policy agenda-
setting exercise invited by Commissioner Leonard Orban in 2009 as the EU Civil Society 
Platform on Multilingualism (EUCSPM), launched in 2011 as a breakthrough attempt 
towards a coherent, genuinely democratic public policy of stakeholder involvement.  
 
In addition to strategic LP proposals by the Commission, a legislative step was taken in 
2008 by the adoption of the European Multilingual Strategy (EMS) by the European Coun-
cil (European Council, 2008) towards attaining more coherence of EUML as a LP con-
cept  
 

… prepared in partnership with Member States meeting for the first time at ministerial level 
to examine language-related issues in Europe (which) led to an invitation to the Commission 
(...) to draw up proposals by the end of 2008 for a comprehensive policy framework on mul-
tilingualism (EC, 2011: 6),  

 
as the posterior LP evaluation review by the Commission characterized the event. As a 
result, the Commission document Multilingualism – an Asset and a Joint Responsibility was 
published in 2008, followed by the EP Resolution with the same title, the introductory 
plenary speech of which is analyzed in Chapter 5 of my study.  
 
The discursive evolution of the EUML concept as a dedicated subject of EU policy doc-
uments, meandering among versatile, disparate and often contrasting ideological orien-
tations and impacts, can also be traced in institutional organizational changes. After 
years of expansion and deepening, marked by the appearance of the explicit policy field 
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in the Culture and Education portfolio of the European Commission in 2004 and fol-
lowed by the publication of the Framework Strategy in 2005, the setting up of a distinct 
LP portfolio under Commissioner Orban in 2007 signified a further turning point in the 
extension of EU competences and an apparent upscale in LP ambitions. As the HLGM 
in its Final Report recaps it:  
 

For many years, the EU did not seek to establish a coherent and comprehensive framework 
for its various regulations, policies, practices and initiatives regarding multilingualism. It was 
the decision of President José Manuel Barroso to make “Multilingualism” part of the port-
folio of one of the Commission members and to assign him responsibility for multilingualism 
in education, culture, interpretation, translation, and publications that set the signal for the 
development of a coherent and comprehensive EU language policy. (EC, 2007: 5)  

 
In hindsight, however, the event may have been an eclipse,12 rather than a breakthrough 
of ambitions for a comprehensive policy competence and framework to encompass, al-
beit in an asymmetric fashion, acquisition, status and corpus-planning realms. In spite 
of the declarative achievements and further policy ambitions, including the Commis-
sion’s Feasibility Study13 (EC, 2005b) envisaging the setting up of an independent EU 
Agency for Linguistic Diversity and Multilingualism, and the convocation of the Multilin-
gualism Platform to promote the agenda setting of policy, there not only seems to be a 
lack of a coherent arrangement for the policy ingredients (Shuibne, 2004), but the Mul-
tilingualism Portfolio lost its status as a separate entity in February 2010 and returned to 
the EU Commissioner for Education, Culture and Youth, “leaving unimplemented most 
of the key provisions of the policies elaborated within the Action Plan Multilingualism: An 
Asset for Europe and a Shared Commitment”, as Romaine (2013: 119) critically evaluates 
the change.  
 
The further fragmentation of the policy concept was institutionalized in the set-up of the 
Juncker Commission in 2014, where four distinct commissioner portfolios hold at pre-
sent various detached elements of EU multilingualism.14 In the latest current phase of 
the development of EUML, the fragmentation seems to continue. This process, on the 
other hand, could be positively interpreted as a mainstreaming of horizontal LP consid-
erations in EU policies in order to establish “language policy as a transversal topic which 
contributes to all other EU policies” as the 2011 LP evaluation by the Commission ex-
plains the new LP perspective (EC, 2011: 4). It is also carried by the 2008 Commission 

                                                 
12 As the recent evaluation by Gazzola confirms, “The ‘golden age’ of multilingualism was probably in the 2007–
2010 period”, the decade when “linguistic diversity and multilingualism was much more visible than nowa-
days” (Gazzola, 2016: 12). 
13 “A Feasibility Study Concerning the Creation of a European Agency for Linguistic Diversity and Language 
Learning”. Final Report, 18 May 2005. (http://ec.europa.eu/education/policies/lang/doc/linguistic_diversity 
_study_en.pdf)   
14 A certain loss of visibility of the LP entity on the EP floor was observable in autumn 2014 in the series of 
public hearings of Commissioner Nominees, before their approval for the job. Attending the hearings, I recorded 
only a few LP related enquiries put by MEPs to Mr. Oettinger (Digital Single Market) and Mr. Navracsics (Culture 
and Education), and none to Ms. Thyssen (Employment) and Ms. Georgieva (Institutional Administration and 
Budget), candidates responsible for policy areas that inherited the ingredients of the Orban portfolio. 
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Action Plan and elaborated and specified further in the 2008 Council Resolution on the 
European Strategy for Multilingualism (ESM), which “endorses this policy and focuses, 
in particular, on lifelong learning, competitiveness, mobility and employability” (EC, 
2011: 4). The Council Resolution on the ESM sets its primary objectives as follows: 
 

1. Promote multilingualism with a view to strengthening social cohesion, intercultural dia-
logue and European construction; (…) 

3. Better promote multilingualism as a factor in the European economy’s competitiveness 
and peoples’ mobility and employability. (European Council, 2008: 2)  

 
However, the emphasis placed between the two objectives is rather clearly shifted, also 
exhibited in the EU policy organogram reshuffled in the new Commission in 2014 to 
give more priority to the latter, reflected in LP competences held by the powerful 
Thyssen portfolio Employment, Social Affairs, Skills and Labour Mobility.15 The recent eval-
uation of the ESM by Gazzola confirms this asymmetrical shift: pointing out that “(t)he 
first general goal of the ESM is promoting mobility of the labor force in the Single Market, 
employability and growth in Europe” (2016: 7). 
 
These policy priority decisions coincided on the institutional level of the EP with the 
debates on further strengthening the first qualifier, somewhat contradicting the second, 
of the officially introduced LP concept of Controlled Full Multilingualism. The changes in 
the EP started with the Cot Report in 1999, whereupon the preparation of the institution 
for the “big bang” enlargement continued with the convocation of an internal steering 
committee in 2001 and the adoption of the Podestà Report in 2003. This lead to the amend-
ment of the Rules of Procedures in 2004 with a more flexible interpretation of multilingual-
ism (Ricci, 2006) and the revisions of the Code of Conduct on Multilingualism (CCM) in 
2004 and 2008. The 2004 CCM introduced the policy of controlled full multilingualism and 
implemented corrective measures to full multilingualism in the operation of the language 
services. These LP changes were followed by significant cuts in the budget of the EP’s 
translation and interpreting services in two consecutive years, 2011 and 2012, and have 
continued since then, resulting in restrictions in the availability of services for the first 
time in the history of the language regime of EUML in the EP. These policy changes 
and the recurrent debates, one of them analysed in Chapter 6 of my study,16 are focusing 
on the efficiency and economy of language service delivery and challenge the necessity 
of full interpretation by default into/from all official languages, that is, the principle of 
parity. They propose instead a “mixed approach” (Ricci, 2006: 142) of restricted or 
asymmetrical regimes, and in sometimes self-contradictory policy narratives juxtapose, 
in a welcoming or alarmed tone, the expanding use of English as an oppositional alter-
native to the incumbent regime of EUML. These discourses may indicate a new, recent 

                                                 
15 Employment, Social Affairs, Skills and Labour Mobility, https://ec.europa.eu/commission/commissioners/ 
2014-2019/thyssen_en 
16 In the data sample of the Plenary speech introducing the EP Resolution “Towards the better organization of 
the interpreting services” (EP, 2013). 
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phase in the evolution of EUML and in the discursive construction of institutional LP 
in the EP. 
 
In this dynamic context of “competing discourses (…) contradictory trends and a lack of 
coherence in the perception of policy efforts by stakeholders” as Rindler Schjerve and 
Vetter (2012: 156) describe recent research, policy, and “lay” representations of EUML, 
most considerations and analyses appear to be caught up in an essential dichotomy of 
normative priorities clustered around the oppositional binaries of diversity and economy. 
The dichotomy is critically discussed by Moore (2011) as “the radical distinction be-
tween the symbolic value and instrumental value” of language, generated and resolved 
by modernist language ideologies of standardization in their “modes of governmentality” 
(Moore, 2011: 5). Moore identifies this discursive split as “an inheritance of the post-
Enlightenment project of ethnolinguistic nation-statehood in Europe” which is poised 
between the emblematic and utilitarian values, “associated with, and generated by (…) the 
use of languages” (2011: 3) accessible in multilingual practice and in policy and research 
discourses on EU multilingualism. The latter are described as “texts, which after all are 
themselves meant to be ‘interventions’ into the phenomena they describe” (2011:4) in-
cluding the HLGM Report discussed above. This critical view of the discursive ontology 
and historic relativity of taken-for-granted modernist linguistic ideologies shaping 
EUML is shared in critical LP research by Wright (2004, 2009), Gal (2006, 2012), 
Woolard (2008), Romaine (2013) and Silverstein (2010). As the data analyzed in the 
subsequent chapters will confirm, contemporary LP discourses setting the agenda for 
EUML often exhibit the diversity vs. economy dichotomy, as in the very title of the Reso-
lution to be discussed in Chapter 4 (EP, 2008) in the “shared commitment” and “asset” 
referred to.  
 
In particular, Gal (2012) describes the dichotomy as epitomized in the pride/profit poles17 
understood to work in a dialectical dynamism reproducing standardization processes of 
the monolingual language ideology of the modern nation state in a fractal recursion on 
a higher, supranational scale level, wherein analogous normative value is attached to the 
diversity of EUML. In the changing instances of language ideology, the “principles and 
values that implicitly authorize claims” (2012: 31), Gal identifies the 2008 HLGM Re-
port itself as one of the normative discourses which assign value to EUML in an “upward 
recursion” (2012: 34) analogous to the way value was, and is, assigned to the standard-
ized linguistic practice of monolingualism as the axis of differentiation in the ideological 
self-legitimation of the high modern nation state. Analogous to the native speaker of the 
standard national language in the high modern construct, the cultural contrast of value 
is assigned to the multilingual European speaker, the ideal type envisaged by current EU 
language policy in the L+2 norm of prestige resources, national state languages, pro-
moted since the Barcelona Council Decisions. Gal identifies the cultural contrast of 

                                                 
17 “Today, in European discourses of ‘pride’, language is framed as a cultural treasure, exemplary of tradition, 
usually a national tradition. In discourses of ‘profit’, the value of language is framed in narrower economic 
terms, as a means to material gain”, as Gal (2012: 23) explains the terms. 
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value progressing along this axis of differentiation in a language ideological phenome-
non comparable to the accruing of symbolic capital by distinction Bourdieu (1984, 1991) 
elaborated in his macro sociological and historical framing of language standardization. 
 
The outcome of these dynamics appearing “in discursive formations and institutional 
achievements” (Gal, 2012: 31), complete with discursive ionization and erasure (Irvine & 
Gal, 2000), is what Krzyzanowski (2014: 118) describes as “Mono- vs. Multilingual ide-
alism” framing EUML in taken-for-granted, essentialized discursive formations. Multi-
lingual idealism in this cogent line of argument would be driven by the same ideologies 
of universal normativity as monolingualism has been since high and late modern times 
of the nation state era. Analogous in ideological dynamics, however, the discursive con-
structs of differentiation co-existing on different scales are mutually exclusive and result 
in incongruent discursive formations. 
 
Another salient feature of this incongruence in LP making and LP research discourses is 
that the incommensurate dichotomy between pride and profit, or the symbolic and util-
itarian value claims, is often projected on another distinction between institutional and 
societal understandings of EUML. This is pointed out by Krzyzanowski and Wodak 
(2010) in a diachronic analysis of key documents issued between 1997 and 2007 on the 
“EU multilingualism policy” understood as “EU language policies constructed by the 
EU institutions”. This dimension is captured by the authors in their so-called inside per-
spective, contrasted with views of the outside perspective of “national milieus (national pub-
lic spheres, EU member states)” (Krzyzanowski & Wodak, 2010: 127). The comparison 
of the two perspectives exhibits a clear “Europe vs. EU discrepancy” between “positive 
descriptions of languages/multilingualism as elements of the wider European (mainly 
cultural) space, and (...) the rather negative perception of the increased multilingualism 
of/in the EU institutions (particularly after the 2004/7 EU enlargement” (Krzyzanowski 
& Wodak, 2010: 116). The findings confirm the salience of a split perspective where the 
pride/profit dichotomy is projected on a societal/institutional dichotomy as a key dis-
cursive construct underlying the controversies about EUML. In this split perspective, the 
pride or symbolic (equality, solidarity, fairness) aspect tends to be associated with socie-
tal expectations, whereas the profit or utility (efficiency, economy) with the institutional 
expectations posed to the LP for EUML. This appears in the LP research recipes for the 
EP discussed in the next section and is found to be present in the samples of EP discourse 
in the data analysis chapters of my study. 
 
The defining pride/profit dichotomy of contemporary normative language-ideological 
conceptualizations of EUML can also be traced back to the fundamental ideological di-
chotomy in the understanding of language as a tool or commodity, and language as a 
value in itself. The incommensurate concepts of language along its “instrumental” vs. 
“constitutive” understandings (De Schutter, 2007: 10) mobilize value systems that leave 
little room for maneuver for adapting LP regimes to changing actual circumstances and 
locally emerging practical communicational needs. They appear in policy and research 
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arguments for both priority options in complex and often self-contradictory narratives. 
One of the ideological poles, posed as the normative reference point of EUML, is linguis-
tic diversity, conceptualized as an absolute value encompassing unique and irretrievable 
worlds of human knowledge (e.g. Crystal, 2000). This concept is also connected to Neo-
Boasian (e.g. Mühlhäusler, 2002; Maffi, 2005) ideologies of language, as pointed out by 
Heller and Duchene (2007), who critically identify “a moral panic in the management 
of diversity” (2007: 5) in excessive discourses about language endangerment. The same 
normative urgency is implied by the concept of linguicide (e.g. Skutnabb-Kangas, 1988; 
Phillipson, 2003), or language death in the ecolinguistic tradition building on Haugen’s 
(1972) powerful conceptualization of language ecology, carried further into a projection 
of biodiversity, biolinguistic diversity (Nettle & Romaine, 2000), and language vitality 
(Moseley, 2010). The conceptualization is highlighted in this strand of research and of 
policy framings as a value in its own right, to be promoted and extended in the institu-
tional management of EUML to regional and minority languages (RMLs) beyond the 
current parity of official national languages. The ecolinguistic arguments also point at 
the significance of LP in upholding democratic principles in society, a line of thought 
based on the concept of linguicism, defined by Skutnabb-Kangas (1988: 13) as 
 

(i)deologies, structures and practices which are used to legitimate, effectuate, regulate 
and reproduce an unequal distribution of power and resources (both material and im-
material) between groups which are defined on the basis of language.  

 
The concept of ethnolinguistic democracy (Fishman, 1992) and related LP framings of lin-
guistic rights of speakers of minority languages (e.g. De Varennes, 2001; May, 2001) or 
legal arguments about linguistic human rights applied to the European or EU context 
(e.g. Kymlicka, 2001; Shuibne, 2004; Craith, 2006) are presented in normatively perva-
sive discourses that are blatantly incommensurate with LP management techniques and 
measures aimed at saving time and money. 
 
This normative character, specific for featuring the powerful point of view of the nation 
state, determines the incumbent policy narrative of the current political status quo of the 
parity principle, promoting the equality of official languages in EUML exigently and 
seamlessly conflated with states and citizens, to be symbolically expressed and safe-
guarded in institutional LP. The “EP Resolution on the use of official languages in the 
institutions of the European Union” (EP, 1995)18 is a textbook example of this principle, 

                                                 
18 The political declaration was prompted by the proposal of the French Minister of European Affairs at the 
wake of the enlargement of the EU with Austria, Sweden and Finland, to reduce the number of official lan-
guages from nine to five (English, French, German, Italian and Spanish), for the sake of efficiency and economy. 
The response, in the form of a Resolution, unusual to the occasion, drafted in an unusually direct and succinct 
fashion, was adopted with large majority by the EP. It stages the inventory of conventional prepositions and 
arguments in favour of Multilingualism as a norm to be sustained in institutional policies. Beyond reference to 
the legal provisions which underpin Multilingualism, it asserts that “technical and budgetary arguments can in 
no circumstances justify a reduction in the number of languages”, for “people belonging to a recognized lan-
guage group (...) must not be relegated to the status of second-class citizens”. Multilingualism is confirmed on 
a level of principle of non-discrimination, (conveniently glossing over the problem of European citizens who do 
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repeatedly re-affirmed in policy statements and legislation rhetoric since. This stance is 
also integrated in both pro- and anti-European political agendas and narratives, like in 
the general policy rhetoric of bringing Europe closer to citizens by addressing them in 
their (ascribed) native tongues, and Eurosceptic ones that cherish the national language 
as the symbol and bulwark of sovereignty of the nation state and an anchor of the essen-
tialist notion of national identity threatened by EU integration. Ironically, both ideolo-
gies are often brought on stage in rhetorical performances on the EP floor in a language 
other than the official national one of the speaker, mostly in English, as the open plenary 
speech record of MEPs shows,19 exhibiting another aspect of the discrepancies between 
LP regulation, practice, and discourses about them. 
 
Towards the other end of the discursive pride/profit dichotomy, at the economy or effi-
ciency pole, recently strengthened and intensified by concerns of the 2008 financial and 
fiscal crisis and its fall-out, linguistic diversity in the EU, and its real existing policy man-
ifestation, EUML, is seen as a variable rather than an absolute value, and its costs often 
disproportional to what it delivers. This is apparent in particular in the quantified insti-
tutional aspects of EUML, especially if presented to be detached from, and not directly 
impacting, non-institutional ones in the social reality of Member States (e.g. Van Els, 
2005). In this perspective, EUML is more of a challenge or a problem than an asset or 
functional solution. Discourses in this strand, both in research and policy deliberations, 
consider EUML perhaps practically necessary, but inefficient as a system, evident espe-
cially when focusing on the disproportional share of “small” languages in the cost/utili-
zation configurations of parity in institutions like the EP, or the stated and/or lamented 
insignificance of communications on a supranational level. These policy deliberations 
argue for quantitatively/qualitatively more efficient arrangements to somehow manage, 
reduce or “control” EUML, perceived as a problem calling for policy intervention and 
change as reflected in the LP labels “controlled” or “resource efficient full multilingual-
ism” in the two Codes of Conduct on Multilingualism for the EP issued in 2004 and 
2014. They usually arrive at propositions or de facto arrangements distinguishing official 
and working languages, that are critically termed “hegemonic Multilingualism” 
(Krzyzanowski & Wodak, 2010), in regimes dominated by core languages, or procedural 
languages (Fidrmurc & Ginsburgh, 2006). The candidates proposed by policy narratives 
to remedy the present regime in the EP are English (e.g. Wright, 2000, 2009; Van Els, 
2001, 2005; De Swaan, 2007; Gerhards, 2014) or configurations of English and French, 
with some researchers adding German (e.g. Ammon, 2006; Kraus, 2008), or arrange-
ments of the “big five”, including Spanish and Italian. It is noteworthy in this respect, 

                                                 
not belong to such groups), but also for this would “increase the distance between the public and the European 
institutions, which has already reached a disturbing level”. On an ideological standard the Resolution states 
that “the equality of the official languages and the working languages of all the countries of the Union (is) a 
cornerstone of the concept of a European Union, of its philosophy and of the political equality of its Member 
States” and asserts that “the different languages are one of the characteristics of European civilization and 
culture and an important aspect of Europe’s diversity and cultural wealth”. 
19 To be found in their individual links (activities/plenary speeches) under http://www.europarl.europa.eu/ 
meps/en/full-list.html 
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and not emphasized by research, that the configuration of the big five is currently in 
place, operating as standard practice, with procedural lingua franca languages integrated 
as pivots and relays in the hub and spoke system of the interpretation regime of the EP, 
but also used by the Commission Interpreting Service (SCIC) in European Council and 
Council working group meetings. This will be discussed in more detail in Chapter 4 de-
scribing the EP floor as the setting of the study. 
 
The subordination or relativization of diversity to the economy argument in LP deliber-
ations, however, does not necessarily imply the irrelevance of the former as a policy aim. 
In recent years, EUML has often been conceptualized by its diversity as an economic 
asset of the human capital harbored in European societies, a concept increasingly present 
in policy agenda setting since the Maastricht treaty (Gal, 2012; Rindler Schjerve & Vetter, 
2012; Romaine, 2013). According to Krzyzanowski and Wodak (2011), EUML has al-
ways been framed as an ancillary to the knowledge-based economy originally envisaged 
in the Lisbon Agenda in 2000, as opposed to the social cohesion and democratic society 
aspects of multilingualism. As research in the DYLAN project points out, argumentative 
attempts to bridge the gap between the two narrative strands competing to frame the LP 
of EU institutions (EUMLP20 in their terminology) result in official discourses “oscillat-
ing” between arguments about the cultural wealth of diversity, as opposed to its eco-
nomic benefits, as the ideological fundaments of the policy (Krzyzanowski & Wodak, 
2011: 132). Wodak (2008) also pointed out a discursive ‘rebranding’ of multilingualism 
as part of a new EU rhetoric tied to globalization and economic competitiveness in the 
knowledge-based economy, a positioning that would be carried on by the 2007 Final 
Report of the HLGM (EC, 2007). As discussed above, this pole of the ideological di-
chotomy has increasingly oriented the ESM and is reflected in the post-2008 changes in 
the EU institutions, and in the management of EUML by the interpreting and translation 
services of the EP specifically.  
 
As the analyses of data in the following chapters will show, these dichotomies in the 
policy representations of EUML continue to prevail, confirming the final conclusion by 
the LINEE project, which somewhat sceptically establishes that “(c)ompeting and con-
tradictory ideologies are at present informing the discourse on EM at the highest EU 
policy levels” (Rindler Schjerve & Vetter, 2012: 160). In terms of the pursuit of more or 
less multilingualism, the dichotomy also translates into the evaluation of the evidently 
growing significance of English in the institutions and societies of the EU. Along the 
fault line of this discursive dichotomy, either English is conceptualized as a threat to 
multilingualism and the values it embodies, or multilingualism (in this case understood 
as institutionalized parallel monolingualisms in the LP regimes of EUML) is seen as 

                                                 
20 The concept is introduced by the CDA-oriented study of the propositional meanings of top-down EU policy 
documents by the WP2 of DYLAN (e.g. Krzyzanowski & Wodak, 2011). EULMP is distinguished by the authors 
from analyses of “its implementation in selected contexts” (2011: 2) on the one hand, and from what they call 
“EU language regulations (regulating the use of languages in the institutions of the EU)” (2011: 2) on the other. 
Thus, it is more of a governance concept of LP pinned to the empirical level of supranational macro-strategies 
and less to the analysis of situated practice of agents enacting and performing LP. 
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“the ideological dead weight of the nineteenth century” (Coulmas, 1991: 27). From that 
perspective, multilingualism is understood as a threat to the efficiency and success of 
European societies (e.g. De Swaan, 2001), to the quality of communication in institu-
tions (Van Els, 2005), and/or to the European integration project, which would much 
better be promoted by public deliberation in one common language, aiming at a com-
munity of communication (Wright, 2000, 2009) towards a European Public Sphere 
(Gerhards & Hans, 2014) and, ultimately, a transnational demos (Van Parijs, 2004, 2008) 
generated by “politics in the vernacular” (Kymlicka, 2001: 213).21 
 
These considerations call for an acknowledgment, reaffirmation or promotion of the 
practice and status of English, including lingua franca functions, by means of an active 
LP by the EU in opposition to the incumbent parity principle. The most salient current 
discursive dichotomy in contemporary LP discourses may be this representation of a rift 
between EUML and English. Therefore, the present chapter aimed at clarifying the con-
cept of EUML should also shed light on the “elephant in the room” (Wright, 2009: 93), 
looming in all contemporary LP configurations EUML is conceptualized in. 
 
That English is increasingly predominant in the EU institutions in general, and in the 
legislative work of the EP in particular, is a widely acknowledged fact. Based on Dragone 
(2006) and the ECA Special Report 9/2006,22 Baaij (2015: 4) proposes that approxi-
mately 95% of legislation adopted in the codecision procedure, that is, with the full in-
volvement of the EP, is drafted in English. In understanding this figure, it should be 
borne in mind that the practice of legal drafting in the EP, including redrafting, is a dis-
cursive process progressing through texts that are the outcome of verbal debates and 
discursive struggles for authoritative entextualization on the multilingual EP floor. 
Gauging communicative practices in the European Commission in an ethnographic per-
spective, Forchtner (2014) upon the analysis of 28 meetings observed during 2009 estab-
lished that English was used in 47% of the time. Kruse and Ammon (2013) based on 32 
interviews with EU officials reckoned that their informants used English for 70-90% of 
their internal communication, and state that “(a)ll parliamentarians observe an increase 
of English as the sole procedural language” (2013: 171). This trend is confirmed by quan-
titative findings in the EP, like the background study annexed to the “Resolution on the 
more effective use of interpretation in the EP” (EP, 2013), stating that 29.1% of speeches 
in Plenaries between September 2009 and February 2013 were held in English. 
 
Taking into account that presumably only 84 out of the 766 MEPs23 have English as 
their L1, these data make evident that the English of the above-discussed dichotomy is 

                                                 
21  Romaine (2013: 134) points out that even advocates of linguistic rights as norms of social justice 
acknowledge this, quoting Kymlicka and Patten, who concede that “linguistic diversity is one of the most im-
portant obstacles to building a stronger sense of European citizenship” (2003: 6). 
22 http://www.eca.europa.eu/Lists/ECADocuments/SR06_09/SR06_09_EN.PDF 
23 Considered to be an approximate working assumption in the awareness of the fact that designation by L1 is 
a gross simplification of asymmetric and composite resource repertoires (e.g. Blommaert & Backus, 2011; 
Backus et al., 2013) of individuals, the figure takes UK and Irish MEPs without enquiring if it is indeed the case, 
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mostly performed in verbal utterances and written texts by speakers of an L1 other than 
English, widely defined as non-native speakers of English (NNSE). These resource de-
ployments are relied on by speakers and hearers of various L1 languages in various con-
figurations of interactional and discourse participatory frameworks, which also encom-
pass numerous English L1 speakers on the floor. These deployments of English thus 
fulfil the lingua franca function assigned to “a language serving as a regular means of 
communication between different linguistic groups in a multilingual speech community” 
(Holmes, 2008: 81), deployed in verbal communications on the EP floor hosting a speech 
community24 in the very local and practice-based sense of habitual and constitutive par-
ticipant interactions, and in the virtual (Canagarajah, 2007; Hülmbauer, 2013) or non-
territorial (Jenkins, 2009; Seidlhofer, 2011) sense.  
 
In fact, every utterance that qualifies by its perceived morpho-syntactical features as 
“English” in EUML practice on the EP floor, unless performed strictly in interaction 
between English L1 agents with everyone else listening to simultaneous interpretation, 
fulfils a lingua franca function, regardless of how the linguistic form of the utterance is 
assessed by participants and observers. As Saraceni (2008) points out, it is the function, 
not the form which defines English utterances as lingua franca English or LFE,25 and as 
Meierkord (2004) discusses, there is no a priori umbrella typology for LFE. On the other 
hand, on the EP floor evolving as a setting of meaning-making towards mutual identifi-
cations and positioning by semiotic differentiation, the local and broader orders of in-
dexicality of utterances are of defining significance. Therefore, as LP discourses and 
meta-pragmatic reflections on the floor portray a wide-spread participant convention of 
a native/non-native recognition by the form of linguistic signs, in an emic orientation to 
these “attitudinal/ideological judgments” (Mukherjee, 2005: 9), in the following I will 
often use the term LFE to denominate utterances in English in multilingual discourse on 
the floor that cannot be identified as one of the L1 varieties of English, national dialects 

                                                 
and if MEPs from other countries have English as their L1. It should also be noted that, based on my empirical 
longitudinal observation, even agents who tend to speak English or other lingua franca resources as daily 
practice on the floor, opt more often for their national language in Plenaries. Therefore, the 29.1% figure on 
English deployments gauged in there indicates significantly higher rates in committee, group and other types 
of meetings. 
24 The term used with caution here, in consideration of late modern reformulations (e.g. Rampton, 2009; 
Coupland, 2010), of the canonical variationalist a priori concept, discussed in more detail in Chapter 3 on the 
setting. 
25 In discussing these practices, I have opted, upon some hesitation, for the more generic and implications-
free denomination LFE instead of ELF, for I do not share all the salient tenets of the multifaceted and proliferate 
ELF scholarship. Some Agreements and disagreements with authors definitive in shaping the notion of ELF will 
be referred to in the present analyses of EUML practice. One shift of epistemological emphasis between the 
two concepts of LFE and ELF is consequential as to the status of language and practice it is emergent in. 
Whereas salient ELF researchers presuppose the conventional notion of a pre-given “language” that is used 
by various speakers, and the possibility of research of a corpus as the sum of these uses, post-structuralist 
linguistics grasps the ontology of the phenomenon (LFE) as pure emergent practice, “not a product located in 
the mind of the speaker (but) a social process constantly reconstructed in sensitivity of environmental factors” 
(Canagarajah, 2007: 94). It should be noted, however, that, according to Ferguson (2015: 13), ELF scholarship 
too has recently exhibited a change of focus from product to process. 
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of British or to a lesser extent American English in the EP context, in conventional 
terms.26 
 
This conceptualization follows the logic of the Research Questions of my study, pro-
gressing from LP regulations represented in LP discourses, written and spoken, upon 
analyses of LP practice to enquire the relevance of notions in the former. In analyzing 
lingua franca practices, this research angle explores in observed indexical valorizations to 
what extent the conventional norm of the superior authenticity and legitimacy of the 
native speaker would be found uncontested and relevant in observed EUML practice on 
the EP floor. In the case of English, significant as the most dynamic variable in current 
EUML practice, this enquiry leads to what Creese, Blackledge and Takhi (2014: 98) dis-
cuss as “the native speaker/non-native speaker dichotomy”, fundamental in the repre-
sentation and practice of EUML my study examines. In this perspective, the recent evo-
lution of EUML can be explored with a focus on English through empirical and ethno-
graphic enquiries of situated practices and participant reflections on them, gauging into 
the emergent ontology of a language ideological concept, to investigate if and how this 
resource type “relocates itself from a foreign language to a lingua franca”, as Saraceni 
(2008: 26) concludes.  
 
There are conflicting views on the issue in language ideological framings by authoritative 
contemporary sociolinguistic LP analyses of the EP floor, illustrative of, and consequen-
tial to, the incongruence of LP recipes proposed for the EP by research. 
 
De Swaan (2007: 10) sustains the salient superiority of native speaker competence vis-a-
vis non-native speakers of English in the evaluation of EUML practice on the EP floor, 
adhering to the foreign language paradigm: 
 

Even acknowledging disparagement is belittling in itself. (...) Such errors undermine one’s 
stature in conversation. Politicians who are constantly fighting over symbolic turf and pres-
tige are even more sensitive to the minor but repeated humiliations of stumbling in a foreign 
language. 

 
In opposition to this perspective, the notion of conventional native competence vis-à-vis 
foreign language skills is relativized in the framing by a broader pragmatic competence 
in the constitutive multilingual practice of the EP floor in the analysis by Wright (2007). 
Her conclusion is that it is often the L1 speakers who are at a disadvantage in EUML 
practice in the community of communication on the EP floor. This means in the partic-
ular case, that even in LFE practice only benefits English “native speakers who have 
learned how to communicate in a multilingual setting; and skilled non-native speakers”, 
as opposed to the disadvantaged group of “those native speakers who have not acquired 

                                                 
26 This denomination is used to avoid the typology of NNE LFE, in the awareness of the fact, that practically all 
English on the EP floor is LFE by function, and that in Canagarajah’s (2007) conceptualization of LFE, and even 
more in various definitions of ELF (e.g. Jenkins, 2000; House, 2003; Llurda, 2004), the distinction is irrelevant, 
as every speaker of LFE/ELF is considered to be a fully competent speaker of the resource. 
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the competence to operate in this environment; and those who have simply never learned 
English” (Wright, 2007: 112). 
 
The two assessments based on the insight into EUML practice on the EP floor reshuffle 
the boundaries of the native/non-native dichotomy, and position in a conflicting manner 
most of the empirical phenomena labelled “English” without or within EUML on the EP 
floor, along different and conflicting understandings of communicative competence, of 
multilingual social practice, and of language, ultimately. They show how disparate lan-
guage ideological framings of the very same practices prevail and set the scene for the 
discussion of the contradicting LP studies on EUML specifically dedicated to the EP 
floor discussed in the next section. 
 

1.3 Language policy solutions to the “language problem” of EUML in the 
European Parliament 

 
Faced with the perceived and real increase of linguistic diversity in the EU and exposed 
to the above-discussed dichotomies of representation, LP discourses treating EUML and 
language regimes in the EU institutions give evidence of the perception of changes that 
strain the incumbent LP arrangements. A sense of urgency characterizes deliberations 
discernible in official LP documents and speeches, as well as in LP research, since 
around the turn of the millennium. The sensation of a crisis seems to have surged first at 
the eve of the unprecedented 2004 “big bang” enlargement, which increased the number 
of official languages from 15 to 21, and then in the aftermath of the 2007-2008 financial 
crisis.  
 
The sociolinguistic studies dedicated to the LP regime of the EP before and after the 
2004 enlargement are, from a policy cycle point of view, pieces of ideology formation 
that set the agenda to be translated into actual LP measures. These discourses are in the 
interface between LP research and policymaking on EUML, “in the overlap between the 
ability to shape policy and the generation of scientific knowledge”, as Rindler Schjerve 
and Vetter (2012: 1) characterize the genre of these powerful (semi)institutional dis-
courses, also critically defined by Gal (2012), Moore (2011) and Romaine (2013). The 
actual LP measures that the EP has taken to shape EUML were adopted by the 2004 
amendment of its statutory document, the Rules of Procedure, and the revision of its 
internal LP regulation, the Code of Conduct on Multilingualism (CCM), on 19 April 
2004. These measures were the outcome of a policy cycle launched in response to the 
perceived discrepancy between the incumbent regime and the challenge emerging in the 
2004 enlargement on an unprecedented scale. Commenced by the Cot Report (EP, 1999) 
and a public hearing, an internal steering committee was set up in 2001, led by EP vice-
president Podestà, to prepare the institution for the enlargement and to devise a three-
year plan to that effect, laid out in the so-called Podestà Report (EP, 2001a). This work 
was evaluated in 2003 by the second Podestà report which updated budgetary forecasts 
and measures. The Working Document № 9, named “Linguistic policy: further options” 
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(EP, 2001b), annexed to the 2001 Report, outlines and assesses four potential LP scenar-
ios for policymaking. The estimated savings of these options are compared to the annual 
costs of multilingualism, amounting to EUR 274 million, or approximately 30% of the 
EP’s budget at the time. The scenarios range from “radical changes” through “interme-
diary” ones, to no changes to the regime in place, or even to retracting from the correc-
tive measures introduced by the Cot Report already implemented at the time, to “pure 
full multilingualism”. The four scenarios presented in the 13-page text of the Report in-
clude seven different LP regimes that can be summarized, with an emphasis on verbal 
communications supported by interpreting and less attention to written/translated com-
munication, as follows:  
 
The scenario labelled “radical changes” includes two options: 
  

1. Monolingualism, as a theoretical baseline of a single working language for the EP. 
The language not named by the text would most likely be English. It is pointed 
out that a monolingual regime would require the imposition of a language pro-
file on EP election candidates and the amendment of Council Regulation № 
1/58, and “possibly even the Treaty” (EP, 2001b: 3), which could lead to an 
“upheaval” (EP, 2001b: 3), as the report formulates. Not mentioned in the text 
is the fact that this regime would exclude the majority of European citizens from 
attending what Wright (2007) calls the process and some of the outcome of legis-
lation, both verbal and written. 

 
2. Nationalization, or shifting the financial and technical burden of providing lan-

guage services and maintaining the language regime to MSs, if they so wish. 
This may not be a real viable and sustainable option, not only because of the 
human resource and accounting difficulties it would imply, as discussed in the 
text, but also because it would lead to an extremely unfair and uneven situation 
in which, for instance, Germany and Austria would share the costs of German, 
while Estonia would need to pay single-handedly for Estonian. This would in-
evitably lead to losing languages, drifting towards an unplanned, reduced and 
asymmetric system. Moreover, regardless of who runs it, the system in place in 
2001 could not have been maintained without any change after the enlargement 
(see option 7).  

 
In the scenario called “intermediate”, with a limited number of working languages, there 
are also two options: 
 

3. Reduced multilingualism, meaning the use of six official and working languages, 
not named in the Report. They would certainly include the big five of English, 
French, German, Spanish, and Italian, endowed with lingua franca functions, 
in a classic arrangement of hegemonic multilingualism, or first- and second-class 
languages, in a linguicist regime of inclusion and exclusion, with different access 
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and functional rights to groups of speakers both on the floor and in public. Ac-
cording to researchers (Van Els, 2005; Ammon, 2006; Wright, 2009), if reduc-
tion became inevitable, MSs using the “big” languages would tend to favor this 
option, whereas MSs using other languages would rather accept an English-only 
scenario. 

 
4. Asymmetric systems, covering all 21 active languages of the MSs foreseen at the 

time, but only a limited number of (one, three or six) passive ones, meaning that 
any language may be spoken or written in, but only some listened to or read, 
making practical use of the concepts of receptive and productive multilingual-
ism (e.g. Posner, 1991; Backus et al., 2013). This would be a heavily procedural 
language-based regime dominated by a select few, not much less restrictive and 
hegemonic than reduced multilingualism. It would exclude from attendance, 
both on the floor and in the public, those who do not have competence in the 
core procedural languages.27 

 
The two further scenarios include one option each: 
 

5. Controlled multilingualism, whereby all languages are employed in both the active 
and passive mode. The technicalities of providing this coverage, however, in-
clude some asymmetric arrangements, like using pivot and relay languages in 
interpreting in the so-termed hub and spoke system, also in the bi-active mode, as 
well as procedural pivot relays specified by the text as English, French and Ger-
man, for written translation. An important effect of this regime is the renouncing 
of, or making concessions from, the essentialized norm of the exclusive superi-
ority of native-speaker competence in the bi-active mode.28 

 
The regime, moreover, introduces some institutional administrative practices that depart 
from the then incumbent ways of organizing the services for the full multilingualism 

                                                 
27 Procedural lingua franca oriented as it is, the regime would probably compel MEPs to speak up in their 
national languages, instead of the currently expanding practice of using English, if not wanting to lose their 
public audience back home. Yet, most of these audiences would not be able to understand anything else from 
the meetings, but their compatriots, a scenario totally at odds with any concept of an EPS, just like options 1 
and 3. 
28 In the bi-active regime, for example, an Estonian speech on the floor is interpreted by an Estonian native 
speaker interpreter (with Estonian as an A language, that is) into English (his/her B language) and this product, 
also called retour, is used by all other interpreters in the other booths as a relay to interpret into their native 
(A) languages. In the principles of the bi-active regime, the retour product is of equal value and quality (although 
less preferable in the current practice of organizing teams) to the product by an interpreter with English A and 
passive knowledge of Estonian (C). This principle is at odds with the ideology critically summed up as the “na-
tive speaker/non-native speaker dichotomy” (Creese, Blackledge & Takhi, 2014: 938) and would allow, in an 
extreme case of an asymmetric scenario with a single passive, most likely English, the abolition of the English 
booth altogether, with all speeches held in a language other than English interpreted by non-native interpreters 
in the bi-active retour mode from A into B. This potential extension of the bi-active or retour principle into an 
exclusive one not only relativizing, but eliminating native speaker production, however, raises caution in the 
policy text: “(o)f course it remains to be seen whether the solution involving a single working language with no 
native speakers working into that language is a sound one” (EP, 2001b: 9). 
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regime. The proposed changes in this scenario include wider use of outsourcing, both 
for translation and interpreting, including remote interpreting, plus an internal process 
of applying and accounting for the services that would raise awareness of their costs 
among users. As this policy-mix option was selected in the process, the EP’s highest 
policy executive body, the Bureau, adopted the LP implementation document, the 2004 
CCM and its 2008 revision, to replace full multilingualism laid down in the 1999 CCM by 
introducing the concept of controlled full multilingualism, an expansion and restriction of 
language services accessible to users.  
 
An important feature of the regime, already stipulated by the Cot Report, is that it only 
takes account of users specified as participants in the drafting process for translation, or 
physically present participants at meetings for interpreting. This definition is confined to 
MEPs, and thus the aim of the LP is to ensure equality among them, according to the 
principles of parity. Anyone else outside the institution is only very indirectly taken into 
account by way of the consequences of infringing on the equality among MEPs, a polit-
ical and publicity blunder that would cause “an upheaval which would have a direct 
impact on EU citizens” (EP, 2001b: 3). This definition of the end users does not include 
the public potentially attending and scrutinizing the process of legislation, otherwise 
available to them by new digital media technologies, and required by transparency leg-
islation in force. It presumes and sustains the strict compartmentalization of institu-
tional/non-institutional domains, in spite of the concerns for the EP’s democratic legiti-
macy mentioned in the introduction of the Report itself, as well as issues of democratic 
deficit acknowledged and deplored in LP discourses on EUML and confirmed by policy 
research. Focusing on the end users, understood only as participating MEPs, allows in 
turn for a differentiation among types of meetings and documents in terms of various 
degrees of multilingualism provided, already conceptualized by the Cot Report and ex-
tended by Podestà. 
 

6. Full multilingualism with management correctives, an option meaning that the sys-
tem that was in place for the 11 languages would be modified and extended to 
cover 21 languages. The management correctives, however, are not discussed in 
any detail, so it is difficult to envisage the system or fundamentally distinguish 
the option from the regime of controlled full multilingualism. 

 
7. Full multilingualism, that is, the continuation of the preceding regime with no 

management and technical correctives. This option, also called “pure full mul-
tilingualism”, would go back to the regime before the Cot Report, abolishing 
the corrective measures, like pivot and asymmetric arrangements of interpreta-
tion and relay in translation. As this would imply, for instance, 506 possible 
interpreting directions and full coverage of 20 languages by the team in each 
booth, and a fourfold increase of the budget (EP, 2001b: 10), pure full multilin-
gualism can be considered a theoretical maxim, useful for putting the option 
chosen into perspective, rather than a feasible model.  
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It is evidently not possible to evaluate in absolute terms the merits and quality of the 
individual regimes outlined in the Podestà Report. What may be analyzed is, once a 
political decision is made upon an ideology formation exercise and a fixed point of ref-
erence is established, which regime of LP delivery best serves that objective, and at what 
costs. This is the fundamental logic Gazzola (2006) follows in the linguistic economics 
analysis along the research framework and methodology introduced by Grin (1996, 2003) 
applied to the interpreting regime of the EP and of the Podestà Report options outlined 
above.29 The analysis arrives at the conclusion that the controlled multilingualism model 
is not significantly more expensive than asymmetric systems and would be the optimal 
solution, taking into account the probable majority stance on language ideology. The 
analysis thus ultimately confirms the conclusion of the political debate in the EP initiated 
by the 2001 Podestà Report and its LP management outcome in the 2004 Code of Con-
duct (CCM). 
 
The analysis of Gazzola is based on the idea, that any benchmark for an evaluation of 
the regime can only be established once a language ideological decision is made. In 
agreement to this insight my study presumes that the aims of LP are ultimately deter-
mined in what Blommaert (1999: 8, 10) defines as language ideological debates, that is “ide-
ology (re)production” in “loci of intertextualities”, taking place on the EP floor and be-
yond. The relevance and quality of a LP regime can only be evaluated within the frame-
work of the political, i.e., the language ideological outcome of these debates. Thus, LP 
is ultimately the outcome of a discursive exercise setting the language ideological frame-
work for the aims for which the means are then identified, and can in turn be evaluated.30 
The economic LP analysis comparing costs thus ultimately shifts the burden of proof to 
set a benchmark for policy formation onto a language ideological dimension, very much 
in line with the concluding policy research program of the LINEE report quoted above 
in the formulation of the Research Questions of my study. This perspective opens the 
ground for qualitative and interpretative analyses of ideology formation, to put into con-
text quantitative policy analyses. This is a very important insight and is fundamental to 
the conceptual framework of the present study exploring the interdiscursive and inter-
textual formation of these language ideological positions. They are approached in the 
immediate ethnographic entry point of observed speech events in the live practice of LP 

                                                 
29 Gazzola determines the model of the optimal language regime as a function of the aims and goals pursued. 
They are defined as depending on the variables of symbolic, communicational and institutional conditions 
framed in ideology driven scenarios “being defined by a certain outcome of the political debate on equality” 
and taking into account the instrumental and symbolic aspects of language, thus moving within the classical 
linguistic conceptual dichotomy to frame of EUML: “The methodology that I follow refers to public policy analy-
sis: first, it takes a certain institutional and political framework (or ‘scenario’) for given, this being defined by 
actors’ goals in a political debate. Second, within a given scenario it evaluates which language regimes, seen 
as a particular type of language policy, are best suited to comply with these goals, taking into account both 
dimensions of language” (Gazzola, 2006: 394). 
30 This is, after all, stated in the Report itself, which acknowledges: “Should this principle of equality be chal-
lenged in various particulars, or even abandoned, several other language arrangements would then become 
feasible” (EP, 2001b: 2) It should be noted, however, that in the actual policymaking practice exhibited in 
legislative discourses, it is not so easy to clearly distinguish them, and “actors’ goals” and “policies” or aims 
and means often appear to be mutable or even interchangeable, as will be discussed in Chapter 6. 
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performance on the EP floor, leading to and from institutional texts of LP discourse in 
the observed “historical episodes” of the “struggle for authoritative entextualization”, as 
Blommaert (1999: 9) applies the concept of Silverstein and Urban (1996) on the discur-
sive ontology of language ideologies. 
 
In the context of these historical episodes, most of the research on EUML discussing the 
language regime in the EP can be regarded as part of the same LP cycle running since 
1999. They are either contemporary with the Podestà Reports, dated 2001 and 2003, or 
are critically evaluating their result. One example is the study by Christiansen (2006) 
which, unlike the analysis by Gazzola (2006), evaluates the optional LP regimes for the 
EP from within a specific a priori ideological stance, claimed to be determined by the 
tripartite aims of functionality, democracy and language ecology. The study elaborates 
ten LP scenarios for the EP, including, as № 4, the controlled full multilingualism option of 
the Podestà Report. These scenarios are placed in a democracy continuum ranging from 
“linguicist, hegemonic, hierarchical language policies” represented by de facto asymmet-
rical and English-only regimes, found to be to some extent already in place on the EP 
floor, to “functional multilingual, democratic, ecological language policy” (Christiansen, 
2006: 26), which would foster the involvement of the public into democratic processes, 
and would promote language learning in MS societies. The least optimal LP in this aim 
configuration would be scenario 3, a monolingual regime, running on English only, the 
most optimal, with a combination of full multilingualism and the lingua franca resource 
of Esperanto.31 
 
The Podestà proposals of controlled full multilingualism, hallmarked in the study by the 
translation regime with relay languages, are evaluated as better than what the study iden-
tifies as the de facto LP in place in scenario 2, driven by the linguistic “free market” and 
“short term ad hoc pragmatic decisions” (Christiansen, 2006: 33). Besides better func-
tionality and a higher degree of democracy, depending on the number of speakers of the 
languages chosen as relay, the study evaluates the proposals better in terms of promoting 
language ecology (Skutnabb-Kangas, 1988; Tsuda, 1994), treated as a value of its own right 
on a par with functionality and democratic participation. Importantly, it argues that the 
status planning effects by institutional LP and the prestige endowed to certain languages 
for being selected as working languages in the EP would have a direct impact on the 
massive acquisition planning of learning those languages in society. 
 
Interestingly, even a study promoting linguistic human rights in the LP discussion of 
EUML in the EP, and thus the extension of multilingual regimes, tends to uncritically 
accept and repeat the argument that “the sheer number of interpreter booths in the 
European Parliament post-expansion might (...) be considered non-functional” 
(Christiansen, 2006: 25). This notion has become something of a common currency in 

                                                 
31 Although Esperanto is the cornerstone of significant studies on the reforming of EUML with a view to fairness 
and financial efficiency (e.g. Grin, 2003; Portuese, 2010), I do not discuss it in the present study, which focuses 
on the ethnographic analysis of practiced EUML wherein the resource is not present.  
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much of the LP research discussing the language regimes of the EU institutions. How-
ever, in the critical LP research of the institutional regimes of EUML, as well as in the 
LP making narratives to be discussed in my study, it is not always clear whether the 
taken-for-granted crisis of the LP regime is caused by the quality of communication or its 
costs. 
 
This taken-for-granted presumption of the inherent unsustainability of the language re-
gime accepted without further evidence is well illustrated in the doomsday rhetoric of “a 
dramatic increase in information loss and in awkwardness of communication, which are 
concomitants of the relay system”, that would lead to “(t)he oft-invoked Babylonian 
confusion of tongues in the EU (which) threatens to assume surreal proportions” (Kraus, 
2008: 133). At the same time, in other arguments of a general “rhetoric of crisis” Gazzola 
critically identifies “claims for the limiting of languages to be used (that) usually insist 
on the need to avoid an ‘unsustainable explosion of costs’” (Gazzola, 2006: 400). 
 
Meanwhile, the regime of EUML has been steadily working in the EP before and after 
the enlargement; and the repeatedly prognosticated dysfunctional collapse of the service, 
presented as simply unsustainable in LP narratives (whether for reasons of the quality of 
communication, its price, or the unsurmountable complexity and scope), has not hap-
pened yet. Nonetheless, as the present analyses of LP narratives will point out, the inter-
textual and interdiscursive cycles of Babel are integral components of the history of ar-
gumentative policymaking on language management rules. Conceptualized by 
Krzyzanowski and Wodak (2010: 162) as the “(t)opos of EU as a Babel Tower”, the 
construct remains salient, both in research and policy-political narratives on EUML to-
wards discursive language ideology formation.32 
 
Another highly relevant feature, dated around the time of the 2004 enlargement, is an 
urgency fueled by the sense of an imminent threat. In institutional LP discourses this 
phenomenon is conceptualized by Krzyzanowski and Wodak (2011: 116) as “topoi of 
cost and danger”,33 and can be grasped in the sense of a looming or imminent crisis 
which perpetually prevails and seeks solutions to the persistent problem of EUML. Often 
predicting rather than establishing an imminent danger, LP narratives arguing for the 
need for policy change enter the scene to solve the “language problem” they readily ac-
cept, in some aspects without much elaboration. For the EP it is often anecdotal evidence, 
“especially with regard to quality and difficulties of simultaneous interpreting” as Van 

                                                 
32 Krzyzanowski and Wodak associate the construct with hegemonic multilingualism, and explains its essence 
as follows: “(W)hile the state of multilingualism of the EU before the EU Enlargement is far from ideal, the 
further post-2004 growth of linguistic diversity of the EU institutions would make things even worse. The growth 
of multilingualism must therefore be prevented (and the old order of key ‘core’ EU working languages soon re-
instated) if the EU is to avoid an unspecified danger of collapsing or ‘stalling’ (i.e. becoming similar to the ‘Babel 
Tower’)” (Krzyzanowski & Wodak, 2010: 162).  
33 The authors describe the discursive construct as the topos “pertaining to the costs and inefficiency of full 
multilingualism or to its imminent dangers (‘Babel tower’) which, unless coped with, will soon cause the EU-
institutional system to come to a halt or even collapse (topoi of cost and danger)” (Krzyzanowski & Wodak, 
2010: 116).  
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Els (2005: 257) acknowledges, which underlies LP research narratives discussing how 
the present regime is encumbering (financial) efficiency and/or quality and is drifting 
towards Babylonian chaos and potential disaster.34 
 
In LP narratives of this discursive stance envisaging an imminent crisis to be solved by 
policy change, the distinction between the institutional/non-institutional realms is fun-
damental. An important work of this stance is the analysis of EU Multilingualism by 
Van Els (2001, 2005) seen as a “predicament”. In this line of argument the problem that 
may be caused by a “discrepancy between the languages of the EU institutions and those 
of the peoples they represent” (Van Els, 2001: 327) is downplayed as one of the “popular 
arguments” defending a “myth” that “changes in language policy in one domain, in this 
case the EU institutions, should necessarily have consequences for other domains, in 
this case particularly for the language use in the member states themselves” (2001: 350). 
 
This line of argument furthermore defies the “possible ‘loss’ suffered as a consequence 
of abolishing the largely symbolical use of a number of ‘minor’ languages, and proposes 
instead “the ‘profit’ that might be made by the European Parliament in terms of com-
municative quality, (...) efficiency and credibility in general” (Van Els, 2001: 327). 
 
Once the point is made along the dichotomy of the symbolic/utilitarian notions of lan-
guage, it is an easy argumentative operation to criticize the symbolic aspect thus posed 
as a retrograde high modern construct, and to relegate the diversity of EUML as an ap-
pendix of the nation state era, void of purpose within EU institutions. It is also evident 
that a restriction of the full use of all official languages in the EU institutions would not 
cause attrition or language death of the robust official languages of MSs in any realistic 
time frame, and that the corpus planning effects on these languages by the wide-spread 
use of English would only be deemed “contamination” from a short-term, ideologically 
essentialist or purist point of view. The possibility that EUML in the patterns of language 
use and interpreting/translation configurations in the EP are not only of symbolic value 
to citizens, but may or may not enable them to immediately understand the proceedings 
and debates in progress on laws made for them in their name, right now, according to 
the current language patterns of competence in societies, is somewhat neglected by this 
spatial and temporal macro-perspective, perhaps also disregarding the affordances of 
new media in this relationship. Importantly, this LP research perspective postulates an 
“institutional domain” with “EU working languages” as distinct from the “outside”, 

                                                 
34 De Swaan employs such evidence in assessing EUML practice on the EP floor, arguing that “(t)here is a host 
of impressionistic and autobiographic accounts that detail the handicaps of speaking in a foreign language, 
even by those who have reached apparent mastery” (2007: 9). Van Els, who also presumes that “(e)ven when 
there is a complete simultaneous translation (sic) facility, the quality of the communication may be a great deal 
less good than is normally supposed” (2005: 274), more self critically points at this bottleneck of past and 
contemporary EUML research in the EP: “For all these cases, it is true that we have nothing more than relatively 
anecdotal evidence. The time is now ripe for applied linguists to carry out some empirical research in this area. 
It would be of great benefit to the debate on reducing the number of working languages if we were able to 
make some empirical statements on the quality of communication in a setting with a full simultaneous trans-
lation service” (Van Els, 2005: 275). 
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where messages (written and verbal) are “sent to member states and citizens” (Van Els, 
2001: 350) by EU institutions in the official languages, and from a much larger non-
institutional sphere of societal multilingualism conceptualized with no connection to EU 
institutions whatsoever.  
 
Nonetheless, the question posed as a mere rhetorical one by Van Els (2005: 270), 
“whether the use of languages in the institutions of the EU can and will influence the 
languages and language use in the member states, directly or indirectly?” is answered 
with a clear “yes” by the empirical analysis of Kruse and Ammon (2013).35 The study 
found that the internal communications inside the institutions cannot be separated from, 
and in fact have a clear impact on, external communications of the institution with citi-
zens, media, governments, national parliaments, and their derivatives in the media, and 
claims to show how “the choice of working multilingualism progressively penetrates into 
the entire community” (2013: 162). The findings indicate that in terms of LP practice, 
the EU institutions have a strong societal impact in spite of their weak LP competence, 
and the delineation of institutional realms from societies ‘out there’ are problematic in 
terms of actual social practice. Instead of the defining distinction within/without insti-
tutions, the authors find a “stark discrepancy between the EU’s language policy and lan-
guage politics” (2013: 163, my emphasis), the former being formal LP regulations and 
declarations, and the latter “the actual handling of languages in institutions, and the 
attitudes of EU officials” (2013: 165).  
 
Besides the findings of Kruse and Ammon (2013), the relations between multilingual 
discourse on the EP floor and publics in MS societies are also discussed by reception 
studies outlining the concept of the EPS (e.g. Michailidoulou, 2015). The discursive di-
alogic potential of EP speeches to address various publics is moreover explored by the 
ScaPoLine (Nølke et al., 2004) school of discourse analysis, based on Strömbäck’s (2008) 
concept of mediated and mediatized public discourse, discussed in more detail in Chap-
ter 4. 
 
In spite of these findings, influential contemporary research discourses upholding the 
distinction between institutional and non-institutional EUML, and associating the utili-
tarian aspect of language with the former and the symbolic with the latter, continue to 
hold sway and propose various recipes for the EP to remedy the situation diagnosed to 
be untenable. 
 
An intriguing theoretical solution in this vein is the so-called “Danish proposal”, dis-
cussed by Van Els (2003: 340), which excludes the use of the actual speaker’s native 

                                                 
35 Being one of the few empirical LP studies of the EP, the multidisciplinary analysis gauged agent attitudes 
with questionnaires and interviews, and processed corpora including 600 speeches held in Plenaries (between 
1/3/2009 and 30/05/2009), and in committee meetings (between 1/4/2009 and 30/4/2009), 568 docu-
ments by 18 of the then 34 inter-parliamentary delegations, and 996 plenary speeches by 27 EU commission-
ers between 1/9/2008 and 1/10/2009, external communication by the EP through websites, and its written 
communications with the Bundestag. 
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language from the floor. This recombination of the full, reduced and asymmetric options 
of the Podestà Report would probably lead in the longer term to a quasi-monolingual 
LFE speaking parliament, especially after Brexit, with some widely known languages 
like French, Spanish and German and a sporadic appearance of other languages. The 
arrangement, elegant as it may be in its situated fairness and simplicity, would not allow 
significant savings, would be difficult to enforce, and more importantly, disregards the 
public outside the confines of the parliamentary floor. This disruption between floor and 
publics is relevant in various degrees to other, more realistic research proposals on the 
reform of the EP language regime, which share the solution through differentiation 
within the realm covered by EUML in the current language regime. The differentiation 
is proposed according to domains and sub-domains (Van Els, 2005: 276), levels (De Swaan, 
2007: 9) or purposes of communication (Wright, 2009: 161), with distinct configurations 
and various degrees of reduction of the incumbent regime of multilingualism to the ben-
efit of English. These functional distinctions are most clearly laid out by De Swaan, a 
member of the HLGM think tank invited by the EC in 2006 to reshape LP efforts. The 
splitting up of EUML is proposed according to four spheres, the public institutional (e.g. 
EP Plenaries), the closed institutional (e.g. EP committees), the domestic civil society and the 
transnational civil society levels, characterized by different configurations between multi-
lingualism and English.36 
 
Although the purpose of the present chapter is to define the concept of EUML in the 
backdrop of contemporary LP literature, and not to critically evaluate the latter, some-
thing that will be done in the conclusions following the analyses of the data, the question 
on these distinctions is a valid one in conceptualizing EUML on the mediated and me-
diatized EP floor endowed with affordances of the new media. The tenets of deliberative 
democracy and accountable governance make it difficult to argue why a web-streamed 
debate of the AGRI committee, concerning for example the future regulation of milk 
quotas, would not be directly attended on-line or viewed later by actors of the sector, 
including milk farmers who vote for particular MEPs to represent their interests, and 

                                                 
36 The splitting up of EUML is explained as follows: “It is necessary to distinguish four levels of language use in 
the EU. First of all, there is the public, institutional level of the EU, most importantly the European Parliament 
in plenary session, and the Commission in its direct dealings with the citizens. Secondly, there is the closed, 
institutional level of the EU, especially the meetings of the Parliamentary committees and of the officials in the 
European bureaucracy. In the third place, there is the level of domestic civil society, where the citizens com-
municate within their national society. And, finally, there is the level of transnational civil society within the 
Union, where the citizens communicate across borders” (De Swaan, 2007: 9). Full multilingualism is proposed 
only for domains described as follows: “In conclusion, the Parliament must fully respect the multilingual nature 
of its citizenry, both in plenary sessions and when issuing regulations that directly affect the citizens, or when 
corresponding with them, at least in principle. This does not rule out all sorts of cost-cutting measures, practical 
arrangements to promote efficiency or to encourage direct, mutual exchanges between representatives. But 
the principle stands and must be acknowledged” (De Swaan, 2007: 11). 
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who are at times directly addressed from the EP floor.37 This affordance and the rele-
vance of discourse accessible to the public contradicts Van Els’s view that “ultimately it 
is a question of a limited elite group of citizens who have direct dealings with (EU) in-
stitutions” (2005: 272). It is also difficult to decide how these utterances in the AGRI 
committee meeting are theoretically, potentially and sociologically related to the pro-
posed domestic civil society and the transnational civil society levels in the terms of the above 
distinction of levels of EUML by De Swaan.  
 
In practical terms, the question of how to slice up EUML for LP management purposes 
in the EP boils down to drawing the line between various Parliamentary session types, 
ranging from the Plenary to technical, or in camera meetings and other forms of non-
public communications. This, after all, may be better proposed from a research perspec-
tive within the institution, like that of the ethnographic study by Wright (2007). Analyz-
ing the situated language attitudes and language behavior of agents broken down by L1 
groupings of MEPs, with a focus on English L1 speakers and lingua franca English, it is 
one of the few ethnographic studies on EUML practice in the EP, with accounts of 
agents’ assessment of the interpreting service. The ethnographic perspective deployed by 
Wright’s analysis takes into account the difference along the publicity of communica-
tions, ranging from Plenary speeches to corridor talk, a communicational differentiation 
that approximates to the distinction between frontstage and backstage in the analysis of the 
discursive and social practice of MEPs by Wodak (2009: 7).38 The differentiation allows 
Wright to distinguish between the “internal process” that does not need to be public and 
fully covered by language services, and “the political product” (2007: 21) that should be 
presented with the complete deployment of multilingualism, in a more grounded manner 
than the domain distinctions deductively proposed from a macro-sociological perspec-
tive by Van Els or De Swaan. Within the dichotomy of Wright’s differentiation, the big 
question, relevant to some extent to all of the above studies attempting to remedy the 
problem of EUML, remains, where to draw the line between process and product in 
terms of formations in EP work practice, and how much multilingualism service, trans-
lation and interpreting should be provided for them by LP management.  
 
This dichotomy also positions the perspective my study follows. The above LP research 
proposals sustain a more or less insular differentiation of a posited institutional EUML 
and mostly disregard the synchronic scales of meaning-making by audiences of public 
performances of EUML on the EP floor. In contrast to them, my study only encompasses 
data that are public performances of EUML, broadcast Plenary and committee speeches 

                                                 
37 Regardless of the question how many citizens are actually watching broadcast meetings at a given time, the 
very option of following an internet link and observing debates, as will be discussed in Chapter 4, is a prereq-
uisite of the principle of democracy, bearing in mind that the majority of laws applicable to citizens are drafted, 
redrafted, amended and negotiated in open debates in the EP institutions by their elected representatives.  
38 These distinctions can be approximated to what Wodak terms in her comprehensive anthropological study 
of the EP as the “frontstage” and “backstage” modes of MEP communication and performance (Wodak, 2009: 
7). Derived from Goffman’s distinction, the terms denote publicly staged discourse on the floor, “largely sym-
bolic and highly ritualized representation of politics” (Wodak, 2009: 127), as opposed to preparatory discus-
sions behind the scenes, also analyzed recently by Busby and Belkacem (2013). 
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and exchanges, and not the non-public backstage mode of communication in Wodak’s 
terms, which includes some of Wright’s political “process”.  
 
Secondly, as discussed earlier, the perspectives of the above studies on EUML only en-
compass the bare necessities of the transfer of denotational meaning across codes, re-
stricted to the so-called conduit model of interpreting and translation in EUML practice, 
and disregard the indexical dimension of EUML. This dimension is only hinted at in 
terms of language proficiency and as the rhetorical advantage of the native speaker. The 
fact that EUML and its constitutive entities are indexical resources of meaning-making, 
utilized by speakers and hearers who, also those conventionally labelled monolingual, 
have composite repertoires of various resources in asymmetrical configurations, is not 
taken into account by them. In contrast to these perspectives on EUML, the presumption 
of my analyses is that in practiced EUML indexical presuppositions and implications, 
as well as the resource use patterns themselves, are widely and perpetually taken up and 
used on the floor and beyond, to make meanings in the discursive and political work of 
positioning and differentiation. This is an essential aspect of the ethnographic LP re-
search perspective which is introduced in the next chapter. 





CHAPTER 2 
 
The concept of language policy 

The purpose of the following chapter is to calibrate the concept of language policy (LP) 
applied hereafter to the research of EUML, in view of the array of complex and often 
disparate multidisciplinary approaches in contemporary LP theory and research which 
follow various focus configurations across regulations, beliefs, and practices pertaining 
to language use. Oriented by ethnographic LP research, the application discussed in this 
chapter identifies the sources of LP in social practice and discursive performance beyond 
the textual representations of top-down regulations and codes of conduct on EUML. 
The LP research perspective introduced here moreover encompasses the indexical mean-
ings of the locally deployed linguistic forms of contrast to complement the perspective 
on propositional assessments given to them by participants. The two together, public 
multilingual talk, and talk on talk, defined in the following as acts of LP, are understood 
to elicit symbolic and social boundaries of differentiation between individuals and 
groups in encounters, taking effect in contrasting deployments of linguistic forms that 
make up EUML. Section 2.1 introduces this concept of boundaries, and Section 2.2 the 
different perspectives by conceptual emphasis to approach LP phenomena from various 
angles. These perspectives identify ontological and epistemological sources of LP phe-
nomena in discourse (Section 2.3), in social practice (Section 2.4), in performance (Sec-
tion 2.5), in indexical positioning (Section 2.6), and in how code alternation effects the 
identification of agents and the contextualization of events (Section 2.7) in discursive 
practice.  
   

2.1 Approximations to language policy for researching EUML: Differentiation 
and boundaries 

 
As explained above in the exploration of the concept the present study is to analyze, 
EUML is not only the object, but also the outcome, the context, and the substantive 
practice of LP. The emphasis studies on EUML place upon these perspectives depends 
on how they understand and define LP. Therefore, it is of importance to provide a thor-
ough clarification of the notion of language policy (LP)39 adopted, and LP research pur-
sued in the present study. The concept that as an inductive working definition orientated 

                                                 
39 I the present study, I shall use the term language policy (LP) unless quoting or paraphrasing other studies. 
This terminological choice concurs with the denomination of the policy field in EC terminology, and moreover 
relies on the general usage of ethnographic approaches to the field (e.g. McCarty, 2011; Johnson, 2013) and 



46 Babel Debates 

 

my observational attention allowed access to LP in observed encounters through dis-
courses and interactions of agents. Thus, working amidst the multifarious phenomena 
of communication in the field, I scanned these phenomena in search for acts of LP. Ab-
stracted to the bare bones of a working definition, for an act of communication to be 
considered an act of LP, it either needs to discursively reflect on a relationship between 
linguistic form, its own or that of other communicative acts, and assigned positions in 
social space in the presence of institutional exposure to change, or it needs to become 
the object of such reflection. To take this concept a step further, a first-blush delineation 
of the immediate object of LP research that frames the following analyses of acts of LP 
establishes them in observable patterns in the representation of sociolinguistic situations 
organized around alternating varieties of resources recognized by participants as con-
trasting and causally/deictically related to positions in social space. These discourse par-
ticipants need not necessarily be physically present at the act of articulation, the utter-
ance voiced and potentially entextualized, to render it a LP act by reflection. That is, the 
articulation and its assessment may be remote from one another in time and space. How 
this articulation is perceived in the backdrop of existing patterns, if it is considered rather 
a reproductive enactment, or more of a reconstructive or co-constructive performance of 
them, is a consequential distinction made in LP research frameworks and conclusions 
connected to broader social theories about human agency and social structure. Ap-
proached from the discursive reflections on the relationship between linguistic form and 
social position, LP can also be grasped as discourses with the effect of posing groups for 
institutional organization from representations of the speaking subject, and of the lin-
guistic resources subjects use. 
 
Therefore, in the perspective of LP research espoused in the following, the provision “All 
Members shall have the right to speak in Parliament in the official language of their 
choice” (Rule 158, article 2, Rules of Procedure of the European Parliament), is just as 
much an act of LP, as the utterance “Ihr Österreichisches Englisch ist gar nicht so 
schlecht” (Your Austrian English is not that bad at all) and, just as much as the com-
mented intervention itself,40 discussing a totally different matter, unmindful of the ensu-
ing turn of meta-pragmatic evaluation by an interacting participant which would render 
it a LP act. 
 

                                                 
takes recourse to the tripartite conceptual definition (management/beliefs/practices) by Spolsky (2004) in 
which the term subsumes planning. As explained in the chapter, the concept is to be defined in the overarching 
broad sense, subsuming conventional realms from language planning to practical policy measures and, 
primarily, implementation or practice, which may not be planned at all. This overarching concept is explicated 
in the ethnography of LP by McCarty (2011: 7) meaning “language planning and language policy not as 
separable but as mutually constitutive” and “as an integrated dynamic whole that operates in intersecting 
planes of local regional national and global influence”. 
40 Uttered in the Employment Committee on the 02.12.2014 following a speech which happened to discuss 
matters of the “European network of Employment Services, workers access to mobility services and the further 
integration of labour markets” (my transcript, Video record retrievable at:http://www.europarl.europa.eu/ep-
live/en/committees/video?event=20141202-1500-COMMITTEE-EMPL). 
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By this definition, a great variety of oral and written social interactions and discourses, 
most notably acts of LP highlighted for salience by participant reflection, inevitably re-
veal boundaries of differentiation between subjects and groupings that through the very 
recognition and shared representation by participants define their relational position and 
mutual identification. Contemporary sociolinguistic and linguistic-anthropological re-
search on multilingualism does recognize and investigate the boundary effects of multi-
lingual practice captured in contrastive instances like code switches, recognized as such 
by participants in a subjective salience in “semiotics of distinction involved in social 
boundary work” (Bailey, 2007: 259). The Barthian insight on the arbitrariness of the 
perceived salience of signs for distinction and the boundary effects of contrasting forms, 
as Heller (2007) points out, slants a new research perspective on multilingualism 
 

away from a focus on the whole bounded units of code and community, and towards a more 
processual and materialist approach which privileges language as social practice, speakers as 
social actors and boundaries as products of social action. (Heller, 2007: 1) 

 
For the specific case of EUML, the same boundary paradigm is concluded in the analyt-
ical framework enquiring language ideologies underlying EUML by Gal, in the semiotic 
organization along “an axis of differentiation that allocates contrasting values to linguistic 
forms” (Gal, 2010: 22) in multi scalar recursions dynamically indexing positionalities in 
contexts of use, towards “discursive formulation and institutional achievements” (Gal, 
2010: 29). This insight is based on the concept of language ideology as an essential cor-
relate of the social effect of differentiation (e.g. Irvine & Gal, 2000), a linguistic anthropo-
logical paradigm that can cater for the sociolinguistic analysis of symbolic and social 
boundaries emerging in multilingual practice, approached in its discursive sources and 
outcomes.  
 
The effect of differentiation is particularly salient once reflected on by speakers in acts of 
LP. Ethnographic LP research is a very sensitive perspective to note on these meta-prag-
matic reflections by agents evaluating the social meanings of linguistic forms deployed 
in encounters, in an epistemological research perspective producing, as Pérez-Milans 
(2017: 6) formulates, a “fine-grained description of social interactions whereby partici-
pants co-construct and negotiate boundaries in their attempt to achieve a common un-
derstanding of the activity at hand” to be studied in “language policy processes (...) in-
voked performatively by actors’ situated engagement with daily normative conventions 
and associated types of social persona in institutional settings” (Pérez-Milans, 2017: 8). 
The discursive and social effects of this boundary work result in a LP terrain on the EP 
floor, mapped up as such by the present ethnographic LP study exploring EUML. 
 
Following this logic LP can be studied by analytically progressing from observed practice 
of performance to its effects, in the assignment of relational positions in social space, de-
lineated by boundaries of differentiation. This logic of LP research can trace boundary 
making, as framed in sociological theory by Tilly (2002: 214), to  
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concentrate on circumstances in which at least some actors on each side of such a boundary 
reify it by naming it, attempting to control it, attaching distinctive practices to it, or otherwise 
creating a shared representation. In this sense (…) a symbolic boundary becomes a necessary 
component of social boundary.  

 
In this angle, an act of LP can also be understood as the accomplishment or reification 
of social boundaries, including some element of institutionalization, through the perfor-
mance of symbolic boundaries by the deployment of contrasting forms in communicational 
resources available to speakers and accessible to hearers for local meaning-making across 
various scales of contexts, participatory frameworks and audiences, potentially relevant 
to the given LP act. The sum of these relevant contexts of meaning-making, defined by 
Agha (2005) as social domains of the utterance, is discussed in the framework of LP re-
search by Agha and Wortham (2005), Wortham (2005), and Mortimer (2016).  
 
In this social semiotic model, differentiation by the contrastive voicing effects of a figure 
performed through characteristic forms of speech amounts to a meta-pragmatic stereo-
type, a register for the social domain of discourse participants able to recognize the index-
ical valorization in the social range of this indexical effect. In this perspective LP can be 
described in the terms of “(i)nstitutional processes of various kinds (which) frequently 
seek to stabilize features of registers - their repertoires, indexical stereotypes, social do-
main of users – by codifying their normative values or restricting access to them” as 
Agha (2005: 47) explains the macro-sociological and political aspect of registers. The 
explanation continues pointing at the dialectic relationship between implication and en-
tailment, agency and structure, in performances: “(Y)et, registers frequently change in 
their defining features through communicative activities that mediate their social exist-
ence” (Agha, 2005: 47). This insight will be explored in more detail in the discussion of 
the ontological aspects of LP enactment and performance by interacting agents later in 
this chapter, underpinning the epistemological claims of the ethnographic LP research 
pursued in the study. 
 
Boundaries are understood in the research framework of my study as being perpetually 
performed in social practice between actors in social and communicational engagements. 
The public, mediated and confrontational arenas of parliamentary floors are particularly 
salient domains of boundary making and its expression in institutional achievements. 
The accomplishment of positionalities, relational, political, and discursive, is explored 
in linguistic analyses of parliamentary discourse in various conceptual frameworks (e.g. 
Chilton & Schäffner, 2002; Bayley, 2004; Van Dijk, 2004) including those by Harris 
(2001) and Ilie (2001, 2003, 2010) that understand participants of parliamentary dis-
course as communities of practice (CofPs).41 Sociolinguistic studies of the EP floor, some 

                                                 
41 Originally formulated as a cognitive sociological concept (abbreviated COP) by Lave and Wenger (1991), it is 
applied in sociolinguistic research by Eckert and McConnell-Ginet (1992) (abbreviated CofP) defined by them 
inductively from joint endeavour rather than demography. This conceptualization of “an aggregate of people 
who come together around mutual engagement in an endeavour (ways of doing things, ways of talking, beliefs, 
values, power relations – in short practices – emerge in the course of this mutual endeavour” (1992: 464) is 
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introduced in Chapter 1, approaching the constitutive performance of EUML also un-
derstand agents as communities, in terms of communication, practice or language. These 
approaches, especially late modern re-conceptualizations of speech communities seen as 
the outcome of multilingual or hybrid linguistic practices will be further discussed in 
Chapter 4 of my study introducing the anthropological setting of the EP floor. Among 
these research framings of LP encompassing constitutive discursive and social practices, 
the potential conceptualization of the EP floor as a community of practice deserves 
prominent attention. 
 
The following analyses explore EUML performances, and approach positionality from 
direct effects of observed situated communicational practice. They include analyses of 
how shared social practices of meaning-making in the course of joint endeavors generate 
communities by the performed salience of indexicality in contrasting resource forms, and 
meta-pragmatic reflections on them. This framework connects semiosis and social cate-
gories, emerging “in terms of members’ subjective experience of the boundaries between 
their community and other communities (by) the range of activities that members par-
ticipate in and contribute to the construction of these boundaries” as Meyerhoff (2002: 
526) defines CofPs delineated for participants and observers by boundary effects. Thus, 
the socio-linguistically applied CofP concept (e.g. Eckert & McConnell-Ginet, 1992; 
Holmes & Meyerhoff, 1999; Eckert, 2000) offers a framework accommodating agency 
and change to analyse observed meaning-making of social semiosis, including the range 
pivotal for a LP analysis, alternating variation of linguistic resource forms, focusing on 
“(l)anguage (...) understood as but one vehicle by which speakers construct, maintain, 
or contest the boundaries of social categories and their membership in or exclusion from 
those categories” (Meyerhoff, 2002: 527). 
 
In this perspective the CofP concept lends itself both as a conceptual framework to in-
ductively map out emerging relational positions in evolving social space around jointly 
negotiated enterprises in various parliamentary formations, through observed sociolinguis-
tic incidents of mutual engagement, and as an analytical tool to interpret deployments and 
negotiations of the shared repertoire, “the cumulative result of internal negotiations” 
(Meyerhoff, 2002: 528), in observed language behavior and multilingual practice as LP 
performance in the EP floor, with outcomes of symbolic and social boundaries defining 
actors and groupings, big and small, for themselves and others. This approach relating 
to boundary outcomes coincides with sociolinguistic analysis of CofP membership at-
tributed to scarce resources, an approach attending aspects of gate-keeping and access to 
the CofP, and to its internal hierarchy (e.g. Eckert & Wenger, 2005; Myers, 2005; Moore, 
2010), where “gaining legitimate peripheral participation is a matter of sanction from 
within the hierarchy” (Davies, 2005: 557). The sociolinguistic attention to CofP dynam-
ics leads research to enquiries into the perceived authenticity (Woolard, 2008; Wang & 
Kroon, 2017) of semiotic performances in crossing boundaries, a perspective applied in 

                                                 
more an explanans than an explanandum in contrast to the conventional deductive notion of speech com-
munity. 
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the analysis of situated contrasting resource deployments in Chapter 7 of my study. For 
an inductive empirical exploration of bottom-up LP emerging in social practice and dis-
cursive performance, the CofP is a very appropriate conceptualization. EUML being the 
point of focus, the negotiated deployment of resources in overlapping shared repertoires 
in the constitutive dynamics of observed groups deserves specific attention as these re-
sources emerge by symbolic and social boundary effects. 
 
Symbolic and social boundaries are defined in cultural sociology (e.g. Bauböck, 1992; 
Lamont & Fournier, 1992; Alba, 2005; Pachucki et al., 2007) and connected to concep-
tualizations of essential differentiations in social life in the interdisciplinary continuum 
from cultural anthropology to political theory (e.g. Barth, 1969; Brubaker & Cooper, 
2000; Tilly, 2002; Brubaker, 2009; Wimmer, 2009, 2013) with relations to various 
branches of social theory from social psychology (e.g. Tajfel & Turner, 1979), and cog-
nitive psychology (Zerubavel, 1999; Brubaker et al., 2004). Boundary work as an essen-
tial and universal mechanism42 of social life of differentiation by relational positionality 
delineating self and other, and Us/Them through symbolic resources available and/or 
accessible to interactants. Essential this social process may be, for the following analyses 
the exploration of boundaries is more of a means than an end: I do not primarily seek to 
demonstrate or catalogue social boundaries, or their changes and shifts achieved by sym-
bolic means of acts of LP. Instead, the analyses of ethnographic data of LP acts trace 
symbolic boundaries discursively and indexically accomplished in verbal and written 
exchanges, to investigate how they attain salience of positionality, identification and 
contextualization in particular multilingual settings of participatory frameworks and au-
diences in and around the EP, to ultimately explore what social meanings can be at-
tributed to LP, that are not explored by most conventional analyses and conceptualiza-
tions of EUML. The boundary paradigm is of heuristic utility to denominate and frame 
insights from semiotic and discursive interactional analyses that encompass otherwise 
overlapping and disparate theoretical approaches and models of various classes and 
scales of interactionally emerging relational positionality across the micro to the macro 
contexts. At this point it is important to note how symbolic boundaries propositionally 
or indexically employed and/or accomplished by LP acts may come to be perceived as 
social boundaries that can be saturated with sociological categories in meaning-making. 
Lamont and Molnar (2002: 169) define the two endpoints of this back and forth transi-
tion as  
 

                                                 
42 Within this broad interest of social theory in “similarities in boundary processes across a wide range of social 
phenomena, institutions and locations” as Lamont and Molnar (2002: 169) describe the general research 
concept, a more empirical and situated epistemology is gaining ground. Lamont et al. (2015) in their review of 
contemporary theories, and operationalisations, of the boundary concept specify the focus to the exact details 
in the particular situated emergence of boundaries: “While (...) authors understand the relational process as a 
universal tendency, sociologists are concerned in analysing precisely how boundary work is accomplished, i.e. 
with what kinds of typification systems (…) covering similarities and differences, groups mobilize to define who 
they are” (2012: 7). This outline for research is applicable to an ethnographic approach to LP performances 
understood as a particularly salient system of typification. 
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(…) symbolic and social boundaries (that) should be viewed as equally real: the former exist 
in the intersubjective level whereas the latter manifest themselves as groupings of individuals. 
At the causal level, symbolic boundaries can be thought of as a necessary but insufficient 
condition for the existence of social boundaries (…) Only when symbolic boundaries are 
widely agreed upon can they take on a constraining character and pattern social interaction 
in important ways (…) (and) can they become social boundaries. 

 
The crucial instance of transitions between symbolic and social boundaries can be cap-
tured in a sociolinguistic focus through the enregisterment of linguistic forms in social 
practice. Enregisterment is defined by Agha (2004, 2007) as “processes and practices 
whereby performable signs become recognized (and regrouped) as belonging to distinct, 
differentially valorised semiotic registers by a population” and thus “the term register co-
vers (or replaces) what is traditionally considered as, for instance, ‘languages’ (…) vari-
eties and argots” (Agha, 2007: 146). This covers an array of features that are rationalized 
and organized into labelled clusters by the recognition of discourse participants in prac-
tice as the analyses in one particular field of semiosis, that of sociolinguistics, explore 
how symbolic boundaries and social ones dialectically communicate in language use. 
The interaction between symbolic and social is thus a two-way street between communi-
cating vessels, and LP can be meaningfully analyzed alongside the dialectical symbolic-
social boundary process in both directions.  
 
Seen from the terrain of sociological categories in a top-down policy perspective one can 
explore how social boundaries are articulated in symbolic ones by semiotic resources, 
clustered into registers, dialects or “languages” denoted and arranged in LP ensembles 
with the ultimate aim of maintaining or changing social boundaries, in the perspective 
of classical LP concepts. Conversely, in a bottom-up perspective, termed critical and 
ethnographic, it may be traced how symbolic boundaries emerging in situated interac-
tion by shared practices of semiosis and meaning-making, in observable dynamics shap-
ing communities by practice, come to be perceived by participants as social ones reiter-
ating or contesting the configurations prescriptive LPs have registered.  
 
Not only groupings of their users, but languages themselves can be understood to be 
delineated as the effect of discursively constructed boundaries of typification, “(o)nce 
named languages have been properly allocated to the socio-historical realm of boundary- 
making efforts by actual or emerging nations (or by existing or aspiring states)”, as 
Otheguy et al. (2015: 304) point out. In a critical diachronic perspective on the social 
construction of languages, they are not essential linguistic objects, but are emerging as 
the collective representation of bounded and discreet entities sedimented through the 
communicational practice of interacting agents deploying partially overlapping idiosyn-
cratic repertoires towards identification (that of speaker and of language) by boundaries. 
In this critical perspective, LP can be conceptualized as being about the normative po-
licing of boundaries, delineating groups of speakers and languages themselves, to be 
changed or perpetuated. Adopting this perspective opens avenues for research to connect 
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interactional semiotic practices of identification to macro-sociological ideological enti-
ties of differentiation in a sociolinguistic understanding of LP acts, mapping up bound-
ary effects in the ethnographic perspective on observed situated practices of repertoire 
performance. 
 
In the following LP analyses symbolic boundaries and their social potentials are traced 
both in intersubjective semiotic behavior, including “language behavior”, of situated LP 
performance, and in the discursive construction of LP dialogically emerging in the inter-
textual organization and inter-discursive polyphony of utterances and deriving texts, LP 
acts of meta-pragmatic and meta-linguistic reflection on language use itself on the EP 
floor. 
 
Boundaries can be drawn both by propositionally naming differences, and semiotically, 
by indexing them. LP in this approach is the process of symbolic boundary work in per-
formances attended or co-constructed by participants, mobilizing resources, eminently 
those explicitly and conventionally conceptualized as distinct LP entities of multilingual-
ism (i.e. the ones widely recognized as denotational codes, languages and dialects), and 
its unfolding institutionalized outcomes, and sources, assigning social boundaries also 
accessible in institutional arrangements and policy texts, for scales large and small. These 
processes can be analyzed on the reflexive-discursive plane, as propositional talk on talk. 
Talk itself, un-reflected and “bald” is, however, also a terrain of drawing boundaries, 
and is evaluated as such once subjected to recognition, by participants or by LP research 
as it gets “on record”, to paraphrase the politeness categories by Brown and Levinson 
(1980). Situated talk, verbal exchanges on the EP floor in the given case, exhibits and 
deictically accomplishes positions of speaker to participants, which are indexed in the 
linguistic forms deployed and taken up in the speech event. These semiotic positions are 
demarcated by emerging symbolic boundaries, which are of different order than propo-
sitionally accomplished ones, and may, taken apart, even contradict them. The same 
utterance expressing alignment and adequation by referential meaning on a proposi-
tional level, may index dis-alignment and distinction on a non-referential, deictic-semi-
otic one, by a certain code-choice, for instance praising the Austrian interlocutor´s lingua 
franca English, and claiming competence in it, while sticking to German. The partition 
of discursive and semiotic categories, however, is analytical, “artificial” segmentations, 
for in interactions we usually make sense of the whole package of an utterance as one 
unit. To identify how this set as a whole, the “total linguistic fact” of “irreducibly dia-
lectic (...) nature” (Silverstein, 1985: 220) is perceived, interpreted and evaluated in the 
given instance and setting of its emergence requires an ethnographic approximation to 
the relevant participatory frameworks around the event of its articulation. The results of 
the two complementary analytical perspectives of LP research map up EUML as discur-
sively constructed and socially performed in everyday interactions on the EP floor. In 
this dual perspective, the discursive and semiotic-indexical accomplishment of bounda-
ries demarcating self from other, and ingroup from outgroup towards policy claims are 
discussed in the following from the experience-near, emic position of the participant-ob-
server attending and often discursively co-constructing or mediating these boundaries 
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from the interpreters’ booth in an emic position, discussed in Chapter 4 on Data and 
Methodology.  
 

2.2 The sources of language policy 
 
The first working definition of LP acts, serving as a sensitizing concept to screen obser-
vations and spot key incidents for analysis, evidently approaches LP from the observed 
situated communicative practice. However, actors’ presumed beliefs in the relations be-
tween resource forms in linguistic practice and positions in social space inevitably effect 
social significance of distinction and association, and potential change in relationally 
positioning self and other, also assigning ingroup and outgroup boundaries. This recogni-
tion connects observed practice to the dimension of the conventional normative sense of 
LP that “can be realized at a number of levels, from very formal language planning doc-
uments and pronouncements to informal statements of intent (i.e. the discourse of lan-
guage, politics and society)” (Spolsky, 1999: xi).43 This normative-regulatory sense of 
LP is explored by Cooper’s (1989) classical defining questions, which are pertinent to a 
modernist-positivist, top-down framework of policy analysis, based on actors’ assump-
tion of intentionality and instrumental causality progressing in the policymaking process: 
“What actors attempt to influence what behaviors of which people for what ends under 
which conditions by what means through what decision making process with what effect?” 
(Cooper, 1989: 98). 
 
The outcome of these enquiries is evidently not external to LP, even if primarily ap-
proached and observed in the present study as immediate communicative and discursive 
practice and as its effects in constitutive boundaries accomplished. This aspect can be 
explored by approaching the field from the perspective of regulatory or prescriptive texts 
of legislative or institutional LP documents and organizational arrangements of imple-
mentation, from national constitutions and language laws to school decrees and lan-
guage management arrangements for individual institutions. One such text is the Code of 
Conduct on Multilingualism of the EP, which can be subjected to LP research to identify 
each of the above entities of government, and the decision-making process, along a pu-
tative policy cycle, consisting of overlapping stages of agenda setting, policy formation, im-
plementation, and evaluation (Hill, 2005; Howlett, Ramesh & Perl, 2009) to explore chains 
of intended and unintended effects and overt and covert interests of social groups in-
volved, as regulatory texts are explored by a body of critical LP research.  
 
Analyzing policy regulations and their implementation as (attempts at) describing and 
solving problems in society, however, may not suffice in getting a grip on what public 

                                                 
43 The normative-ideological sense of language government is enquired in the specific inverse usage of lan-
guage planning, subsuming language policy, understood as language management rules, in the definition by 
Kaplan and Baldauf (1997) concluded as “a body of ideas, laws and regulations (language policy), change 
rules, beliefs and practices intended to achieve a planned change (or to stop change from happening) in the 
language use of one or more communities” (Kaplan & Baldauf, 1997: x). 
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policy is in the context of contemporary social theory and sociolinguistic perspectives, 
as “post-classical” LP research reminds us:  
 

Technical or rationalist approaches to language planning analysis fail to capture the per-
formative and discursive dimensions of language planning (...) remaining at the descriptive 
level of policy texts and their formal declarations of intent. (Lo Bianco, 2008: 155) 

 
In the contemporary re-framing of the field, Lo Bianco proposes instead a three-dimen-
sional representation of language policy: text, discourse and performance (Lo Bianco, 
2008: 155), or policy intentions, interpretations and implementation (Lo Bianco & Aliani, 
2013: 3). These are to be captured in research data in “the three levels (…) respectively 
manifested as formal texts, iterative debate and communicative behavior” (Lo Bianco & Aliani, 
2013: 3, my emphasis), echoing Spolsky’s tripartite notion of language management, be-
liefs, and practice (Spolsky, 2004, 2009) as complementary, and often inconsistent, aspects 
that make up LP. 
 
If EUML is conceptualized ultimately, as I attempt in the present study, as a set of (LP) 
prescriptions, a set of (LP) practices, and a set of (LP) discourses on the other two, the ana-
lytical-conceptual challenge amounts to the meaningful connection of these dimensions 
of representation. My research questions address their relationship. Each of the three 
sources can be posed as the primary dimension and terrain of LP research to subsume 
the other two. While ethnographic policy analyses focus on practices as potential sources 
of the other two dimensions, discourse-analytical policy interpretations approach texts 
of regulation and practice as availabilities to situated human knowledge conditioned by 
the limitations of discourse formations. Meanwhile, technocratic or legal analyses of LP, 
and most policymaking44 to be sure, take regulations as their entry point.  
 
Taking the observed situated communicative practices, parliamentary speech and ex-
changes on the floor, as the primary point of entry into the field, the present study focuses 
on the processes wherein LP is discursively constructed prior to and in the instance of being 
semiotically performed as a chronotope utterance (Blommaert, 2015; Blommaert & De 
Fina, 2016), entering the here-and-now of its articulation attended by participant recog-
nition that renders it a LP act.  
 

                                                 
44 This does not mean that all LP making is necessarily pursued in top-down language government. Recent LP 
research for policy, while necessarily assuming a technocratic instrumental effect along the policy cycle, as the 
only meaningful dimension to any policy-making aimed at social change, can advise the process, in contrast to 
modernist exercises of language government, in a bottom-up approach, with strong stakeholder involvement 
in governance by deliberation, and with ethnographic detail of charting LP situations and aspirations on the 
ground. A recent example is the LP mapping exercise organized by the UNICEF/University of Melbourne in the 
Language, Education and Social Cohesion (LESC) project, part of the UNICEF’s 2012-2016 Learning for Peace, 
Peacebuilding, Education and Advocacy (PBEA) Programme in ASEAN states in contract with some of the gov-
ernments of the multi-ethnic and multilingual countries in the region to redraft legislation. (http://www.unicef.org 
/videoaudio/PDFs/REOI_EAPRO_RO_LESC.pdf) 
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This instance, observable in the field as the articulations of LP acts, be they discourses 
on LP, or recognized enactments or performances of LP, is a pivotal epistemological 
point of entry. From this time-space window it can be traced back how the utterance 
carries other voices from past utterances and texts, regulatory and discursive, available 
as contexts and/or accessible as scales for meaning-making to the speaker and/or hearer 
in the instance of the utterance under analysis. It is the situated practice of presenting it 
to others in social interaction, which performs the LP act to them for interpretation, 
reconfiguring the progressing context. 
 
This situated utterance, conditioned by, and conditioning its context, is thus understood 
in the LP research concept applied here, as a heteroglossic chronotope enveloping previ-
ous discourses, deriving from the trajectory of speaker’s history. Likewise, the meaning- 
making of it by hearers (or readers) is also conditioned by their histories. It is also a 
chronotopic exercise in the dialogic contextualization and identification unfolding in the 
speech event co-constituting its setting of “a stratified sociolinguistic diversity” where 
“(t)he dialogical principle evidently applies to uptake of speech (…) and such uptake 
involves the interlocutors own historically specific ‘verbal-ideological belief systems’ and 
can only be done within the interlocutors own specific position in (that) stratified socio-
linguistic system” as Blommaert (2015: 8) outlines the dialogic process whereby its in-
terdiscursivity is enveloped in the time-space window of the observed idiosyncratic LP 
act. These acts are analyzed in the time-space window of situated observation of chrono-
topes,45 which, as Blommaert (2015: 9) explains,  
 

invoke and enable a plot structure, characters or identities, and social and political worlds in 
which actions become dialogically meaningful, evaluated and understandable in specific 
ways (where) (s)pecific chronotopes produce specific kinds of person, actions, meaning and 
value (and) (d)ecoding them is in itself a chronotopic phenomenon, in addition, in which 
other historicities convene in the here-and-now historicity of understanding. 

 
Contemporary LP research applying Scollon’s ethnographic nexus analysis (Scollon & 
Scollon, 2007; Scollon, 2008) shares this insight into chronotopic utterances as dialogi-
cally co-constructing the situation of their articulation, conditioned by the availability of 
contexts and accessibility of form for meaning-making by participants/audiences. The 
pivotal epistemic status of the observed situated utterance, as a confluence of historic 
trajectories of past discourses dialogically entering the here-and-now, is identified in this 

                                                 
45 To flash up a cursory LP act from the EP floor, the remark “You have an antipodean accent, do you?” opening, 
in a markedly RP idiolect, an intervention in the multilingual exchange of the CULT committee causing some 
startled silence among interlocutors, including the addressed, in the policy debate, and therefore repeated in 
repair, may sketch out in small how chronotopes work. The utterance in shaping his persona to others, opens 
a glimpse into the history of the speaker (a voice to be loosely sketched as UK, English, Estuary, Conservative, 
Westminster, inter-Commonwealth, etc.) into a timespace window on the British Empire, so to speak, in my 
participant reading, from a context available in full detail to some in the room, in an utterance accessible, oddly 
more in its indexical, than its semantic component, in various indexical orders for scales smaller than the one 
relevant to the debate, the anomaly nevertheless momentarily reshuffling the flow, dynamics, and positions of 
the debate, passed on in silence by everyone, except for the brief off the mark reply by the addressed: “Yes, I 
studied in Australia.” 
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model as a nexus of practice. It is analytically accessible in processes of different modalities 
and scales around the utterance in the interaction order of its emergence, the historic body 
of the speaker, and the discourses in place at the articulation. Hult (2015), relying on the 
nexus analysis framework, conceptualizes the connection of sociolinguistic scales for a 
methodological model of LP analysis of discursive and semiotic histories and trajectories 
entering the world of the here-and-now in utterances of social action grasped in the given 
act of LP. 
 
In a Bakhtinian framework of a discourse-analytical perspective, the heteroglossic es-
sence, or polyphony of utterances articulated in given contexts of exposition to audience 
interpretation, is approached in varieties of enunciation analysis and its application to pol-
icy formation in political discourse (e.g. Nølke et al., 2004; Angermüller, 2014). This 
approach will be employed in my study in gauging the intertextual and inter-discursive 
processes in which LP is discursively and dialogically constructed and entextualized into 
regulatory language management provisions. Enunciation analysis based research fo-
cuses on the heteroglossic essence of situated utterances in texts and, as Angermüller 
(2014: 4) explains it,  
 

zoom(s) into (…) the complex, polyphonic play of voices staged by utterances of discourse 
(…) to account for the traces the subject leaves in its utterances – a subject which must not 
be confounded with a constituted origin or source of meaning (that is the “author” or “actor”) 
but which should rather be seen as a set of shifting and unstable places and positions which 
the discourse participants process as they enter discourse. 

 
LP analyses attentive to symbolic and social boundaries emerging in interaction should 
not lose sight of the hint by this analytical framework focusing on the positioning prac-
tice by discourse participants. The shifting positions in the unfolding polyphonic play of 
discourse mobilizing intertextual and semiotic resources attended by interlocutors and 
observers on the EP floor can be explored by various methods of discourse analytical 
approaches to subject positions in unfolding discourse. Distinction of/by linguistic form 
being one of the most salient positioning resources in the field of EUML practice, the 
significance of discursive subject positions in understanding situated LP is evident. Ulti-
mately, my working definition of LP as acts of communication discursively reflective of 
relationships between linguistic form and social position can be approached from the 
discursive reflections themselves: LP thus can be defined as public discourses by which 
social groups are posited for institutional frameworks through differentiation of speaking 
subjects and of the language forms they use. 
 

2.3 Language policy as discourse 
 
LP, like other public policies, has been going through re-interpretations in the contexts 
of changing social theory that has shifted or enlarged the scope of LP research beyond 
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the “neoclassical approach” (Tollefson, 1991) and the technocratic-positivist understan-
ding of the conception, role, and functioning of LP with regard to societies and individ-
uals. This reflects the broader paradigm shift in social theory, dubbed the linguistic turn, 
that has come to attend the discursive nature of policy, or the public policy planning and 
analysis process, in society. According to these ideology-conscious, post-positivist per-
spectives on techniques of administration (e.g. Hajer, 1993, 2006; Fischer, 2003; Dryzek, 
2004), policymaking is essentially an argumentative and discursive process of governance, 
with the deliberative involvement of stakeholders opening up bottom-up dynamics to 
complement the technocratic notion of top-down administration of classical modernist 
policy conceptualizations of government. Moreover, researchers working within the in-
terpretative turn of public policy analysis are aware of the opaque nature of language 
deployed in this process. Policymaking, that is, policy analysis and planning, is defined 
as a necessarily selective, power and interest-ridden representation of reality, setting pol-
icy agendas and resulting in inclusion and exclusion where language is not merely a 
transparent vehicle of a priori concepts. As Fischer and Forrester (1993) pose the critical 
question of argumentative policy analysis on the discursive essence of policy representa-
tions: 
 

If analysts’ ways of representing policy and planning issues must make assumptions about 
causality and responsibility, about legitimacy and authority, and about interests, needs, 
values, preferences, and obligations, then the language of policy and planning analyses not 
only depicts but also constructs the issues at hand. (Fischer & Forrester, 1993: 5)  

 
Therefore, in this paradigm the agenda of policy research is poised to  

 
pay close attention to the actual performances of argumentation and the practical rhetorical 
work of framing analyses, articulating them, constructing senses of value and significance, 
and so we illuminate the discretion involved in such institutionally staged, organizational 
performances. (Fischer & Forrester, 1993: 6) 

 
Sharing this critical awareness, the present analyses of LP in the making observes the EP 
floor as a site evidently lending itself for researching institutionally staged, organiza-
tional performances of argumentation in the public arena. The discursive negotiations of 
the meanings of LP can be traced from situated deliberative interactions to their out-
comes, entextualized into codified LP rules. This is pursued here with regard to two 
pieces of LP legislation in data samples of two Plenary speeches in Chapters 5 and 6. LP, 
however, is not only made as the argumentative-rhetorical (re)production of discourses 
about the objects of LP and relations among them. Language use itself in staged perfor-
mances is also LP in the making: the speeches and interactions on the EP floor can be 
understood as the semiotic performance of acts of LP that participants potentially inter-
pret in relation to discursive policy conceptualizations. The focus in analyzing a multi-
lingual encounter in a parliamentary hearing in Chapter 7 of the present study follows 
this insight. My LP research enterprise thus approaches utterances on the EP floor in a 
dual perspective. Staged performances are observed as negotiations of meaning with LP 
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as their object, but also as performances in the illocutionary-ontological sense wherein 
the performances themselves reproduce LP in interaction as their own medium. In the 
second approach, the direct object of the negotiations is not necessarily LP per se; ex-
changes on the floor rendered LP acts by participants’ reflections on social meanings of 
positioning by contrastive linguistic forms can be about any policy. In fact, all policy 
negotiations on the EP floor are enacted in this medium, thus LP in the multilingual 
setting can be considered a pivotal policy species, a meta-policy in the interpretative an-
alytical sense wherein all other public policies are discursively formed. LP, understood 
as the set of regulations, management rules and conventions of practice, codified and 
uncodified, and explicit discussions of them, are the framework for the dramaturgy of 
negotiations in the observed performances. LP as the rules of engagement is setting the 
stage for attaining interactional positions and contexts in/by linguistic resources for pol-
icy deliberations and co-constructing the discursive positions from which every policy is 
discussed and formed. Thus, LP in the EP can be seen in a performative epistemological 
perspective, discussed in Section 2.5, as a meta-policy that co-determines the rules and 
outcomes of other public policies constituted in multilingual discursive engagements. In 
this respect LP, as the framework of the rules of the game, the organizational context of 
all other policy discourses in the discursive medium of EUML, is unique among public 
policies in the EP.  
 
While LP may be a meta-policy among public policies in a discursive framing, it is not 
exempt from the contingencies all policies, approached as discourse formations, are sub-
ject to in that very framing. Public policies posed as the discursive construction of legit-
imate social practice enter an ideological dimension beyond the conventional positivist 
notion of rationalist and value-free administration. LP as a public policy can be under-
stood as a decentered/decentralized rhetorical-deliberative process of governance with 
stakeholder participation displacing or amending the technocratic paradigm of govern-
ment, but also with a critical circumspection as to the contingencies of its discursive on-
tology. The critical post-modern framing of public policies defines them not only as de-
liberative-argumentative processes of governance, but also as discursive enactments of gov-
ernmentality, and re-conceptualizes the relationship between this process, human subjec-
tivity, situated epistemic contingencies, and the possibility of social action for policy 
makers and (en)actors. The critical research approach to their discursive formation sheds 
new light on public policies, reminding researchers of the need “to appreciate the way in 
which policy ensembles, collections of related policies, exercise power through a produc-
tion of ‘truth’ and ‘knowledge’, as discourses” as Ball (1993: 48) points out. In a Fou-
cauldian perspective, the radical option of a critical framing of policy research culmi-
nates in the possibility of an agency of discourse-cum-policy over the agency of speakers, 
the governed actors of LP: “In these terms we are spoken by policies, we take up the 
positions constructed for us within policies” as Ball (1993: 22) concludes. 
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LP discourses in this perspective are not about what they claim to name and order in the 
world, but socially constituent representations of their objects, subjects, actions and re-
lations among them, reproducing and perpetuating the discursive formations. They set 
the conditions of possibility of what can be thought, said, understood in a given position 
and moment in time about social arrangements of communicative resources and prac-
tices, or about “languages”, “speakers”, and “multilingualism”. LP in that respect is the 
outcome of discursive practices on the EP floor understood in the ethnographic dis-
course-analytical perspective formulated by Macgilchrist and Van Hout (2011: 4) as 
“(micro-)practices of knowledge-building and hegemony constitution in key sites of dis-
course circulation and citation”. Critical interpretative policy analyses treat such circu-
lation and citation of discourses as the discursive performance of hegemonic formations, 
discursive “regimes of truth”, the conditioning borders of possibility for knowledge and 
social action. The paradigm shift induced by social theory in policy studies is reflected 
in research on language ideologies and hegemony-conscious critical schools of LP re-
search, termed critical language policy (CLP) (Tollefson, 2006), epitomized in the con-
temporary LP notion of language governmentality by Pennycook (2006) in a post-structur-
alist theoretical paradigm.  
 
While LP acts may be conditioned by discourse formations that set the limits of what we 
can think and say about our and other peoples’ speech and being in the world, or about 
“language” and “society”, these formations are neither eternal nor self-sustaining. They 
are sustained by our everyday discourses, and they perpetually change, as we see in hind-
sight in a diachronic perspective. The conditionality of the conditioning is succinctly 
pointed out in the discursive policy research program for international relations by 
Milliken (1999: 230): 
 

even if dominating discourses are “grids of intelligibility” for large numbers of people (…) 
all discourses (are) unstable grids, requiring work to “articulate” and “rearticulate” their 
knowledges and identities (to fix the regimes of truth) and open-ended meshes, making dis-
courses changeable and in fact historically contingent. 

 
Discourse formations are unstable and can be dislocated, boundaries of contrast and 
chains of equivalence are discursively constructed and re-constructed through local ar-
ticulations. Understood as discursive struggles for hegemony in giving meanings to 
nodal points of political communities and collective identities, the discourse theory by 
Laclau (1990) is operationalized to conceptualize transnational language ideologies by 
Glasze (2007) and in a critical conceptualization of EU Multilingualism by Williams 
and Williams (2016). This framework is relied on in my analyses of boundary accom-
plishment in discourse samples of EUML, Plenary speeches on LP, in Chapters 5 and 6. 
 
Contemporary LP research is conscious of the discursive ontology of its object, and the 
potential of discourse analytical enquiries into its phenomena of interest. As Barakos 
and Unger (2016: 1) plainly frame it, “(l)anguage policy is a multi-layered phenomenon 
that is constituted and enacted in and through discourse”. The recent umbrella concept 
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of discursive approaches to language policy (DALP) proposed by the author-editors lays out 
recent research frameworks based on various discourse analytical traditions, pursued in 
studies with interdisciplinary applications of critical discourse analyses to LP texts in 
their social contexts, with a focused attention and sensitivity to language ideologies. 
 
Among these applications the Discourse Historical Approach (Reisigl & Wodak, 2001, 
2009; Wodak, 2001) is perhaps the most elaborate, comprehensive and systematized 
framework of critical discourse analytical enquiries into language use as social action of 
differentiation. Originally not applied to LP as such, but rather to analyses of discursive 
politics and policymaking as a terrain of hegemonic struggles of differentiation by ana-
lyzing powerful texts of political discourse, including parliamentary speeches, the DHA 
model focuses on the discursive construction of “us” and “them” or ingroup and out-
group delineating the other as the essential effect of discourses on identity and difference. 
LP conceptualizations, written and oral, as defined in my analyses of boundary making, 
are evidently such discourses.46 
 
The DHA theory and method explicitly employed to LP analysis is claimed to be an 
example of discourse-ethnographic orientation in the critical discourse-ethnographic ap-
proach to language policy, recently introduced by Wodak and Savski (2018). This applica-
tion of the comprehensive and robust research framework of typification by the DHA to 
the analysis of LP in EU institutions, among them the EP, by the authors emphasizes 
the necessity of a context-bound understanding of language use and “the integration of 
fieldwork and ethnographic methods” (Wodak & Savski, 2018: 94-95) in the research 
design. The ethnographic observation of contexts, however, appears to serve more a tri-
angulation to validate the context-relevant information gathered in text analyses, in or-
der for discourse analysis (of texts) not to “miss important contextual knowledge which 
may be salient for the interpretation of meanings” (Wodak & Savski, 2018: 107) than a 
primary epistemological entry point of analysis. In spite of different research sensitivities 
and entry points, fundamental results from DHA based research on EUML, most of 
them concluded in the DYLAN project, are relied on, whereas others are confirmed, by 
my study, like the discursive construct of “hegemonic multilingualism” (Krzyzanowski 
& Wodak, 2010, 2011), and the topos of danger and loss in its argumentation. 
 
Approaching LP discourses from an emic self-positioning of the researcher with a view 
to social pragmatics in anthropological settings of meaning-making, the present study 
interprets data more in their chronotopic interdiscursivity than in a formalized concept 
of layers of context, without questioning the research validity of that framing. Focusing 

                                                 
46 Pertinent to the conceptual framework of my study, in her analysis of the EP, and the performance of politics 
by MEPs therein, Wodak (2009) defines discourse in the framework of the DHA as being  
“ - related to a macro-topic (and to the argumentation about validity claims such as truth and normative validity 
which involves social actors who have different points of view); 
- a cluster of context-dependent semiotic practices that are situated within specific fields of social action; 
- socially constituted as well as socially constitutive; 
- integrating various differing positions and voices.” (Wodak, 2009: 39) 
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on the analysis of social identifications accomplished in acts of LP by their propositional 
and indexical effects observed in their idiosyncratic contexts of articulation across heter-
ogeneous scales, my analyses of LP as discursive social action fit more into the research 
framework as conceptualized by Mortimer and Wortham (2015) and Mortimer (2016) 
with the analytical insight into interdiscursivity and intertextuality of data by their chro-
notopic nature. 
 
The situated analysis of these articulations and re-articulations of discourse about LP 
can only be done in the local practices of meaning-making. There are competing possi-
bilities of interpretation in the “play of practice” (Milliken, 1999: 230) for hearers in 
every chronotopical utterance of a speaker invoking heteroglossic assemblages of past 
voices in the here and now of the event, and implying competing identifications and 
contextualizations for them, more or less in line with, or regardless of, a speaker’s inten-
tion. These identifications and contextualizations would then, in turn, impact the ensu-
ing utterance as the speech event unfolds. The locally relevant, competing options of 
meaning-making that render utterances acts of LP, both in top-down policymaking and 
bottom-up policy enactment on the EP floor can only be gauged from a local point of 
view. Observations of these acts are therefore subjected to situated emic interpretative 
analyses in the present study to show their impact on the discursive conceptualization of 
how EUML is, and can be, thought of, as a discursive construct perpetually contextual-
ized by social practice. 
 

2.4 Language policy as practice 
 
Notwithstanding the relevance of the critical insight to its formation as a discursive con-
struct set by and setting the discursive grid of intelligibility, as pursued by critical lan-
guage policy analysis, the emergence of LP may be approached from a differently 
skewed perspective, or in a shift of focus in the same perspective. Cooper’s defining LP 
questions may be re-read with actors collapsed into people, attempting to influence their 
own47 behavior, which in turn needs to be interpreted by others in the given interaction, 

                                                 
47 Although not adhered to or applied in my study, the Language Management Theory (LMT) (Neustupný, 1983; 
Jernudd & Neustupný, 1987; Neustupný & Nekvapil, 2003), should be noted here as one of the first theoretical 
moves in LP research extending the scope of classical modernist LP models of social engineering to the lin-
guistic choices and behaviour of individuals, including personal self-correction, verbal monitoring and manage-
ment of one’s expressive alternates. It is a theoretical shift “which takes LP into radically new territory with 
links to human consciousness and social psychology”, as pointed out by Lo Bianco (2010: 146), who describes 
the tradition of modernist “classicist” LPP models rationalist teleology claims as policy ideology “where the 
recommendations should always prevail over the preferences of language users, insisting that scientific criteria 
of efficiency, modernity and instrumentalism should prevail over ‘nostalgia and sentiment’” (Lo Bianco, 2008: 
145). LMT apprehends, with elegant simplicity, the policy realm as a continuum from the micro, immediate 
“on-line” level to organized or “off-line” macro management and is in explicit refusal of Spolsky’s (2004) tripar-
tite framework and distinctive language management concept (Sloboda, 2009). Instead, it defines an extensive 
understanding of language management, or cultivation, subsuming the dimension of practice, and to some 
extent, beliefs, objectifying language as outside the LP process of management action defined as “any behav-
iour towards language: explicit and implicit, conscious and unconscious, carried out with or without authority” 
(Nekvapil, 2006: 96) recently applied in Davies and Ziegler (2015). 
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impacting their behavior in ensuing turns, opening up an infinite variety of possibilities: 
LP, a discursive (re)construction of the thinkable and sayable about its own forms may 
be, needs to be implemented, acted on, enacted, and performed by agents in everyday 
communicative-cum-social practice of verbal (or written) exchanges, in order to become 
social reality. This angle of a conceptual and research logic is pursued by LP conceptu-
alizations and research focusing on local practice and subjects’ meaning-making, coined 
in the specific concept of the ethnography of language policy (ELP) (Hornberger & Johnson, 
2007; Johnson, 2009, 2013; McCarty, 2011, 2015) to explore how LP is produced, re-
produced, and negotiated in live interaction. The “epistemological, theoretical, method-
ological and praxis foundations” of this perspective, described by McCarty (2011: xiii), 
do not understand LP “as a disembodied thing, but rather a situated sociocultural pro-
cess – the complex practices, ideologies, attitudes, and formal and informal mechanisms 
that influence people’s language choices in profound and pervasive everyday ways” 
(McCarthy, 2011: xii). The analytical exploration of multi-scalar, dynamic and constitu-
tive transitions between symbolic and social boundaries accomplished in communicative 
practice in a multilingual setting may befit this program. The ethnographic focus is thus 
on attending the enactment of LP by agents in actual practice, and the attempt of grasp-
ing their making meanings of it in an epistemological approximation of “thick participa-
tion” (Sarangi, 2007) in the field by the researcher. The practice of enacting EUML on 
the EP floor is analyzed as one that perpetually evolves, in orientation to, but also po-
tentially amending, normative conceptualizations of LP in preferential choices of speak-
ers, as perceived by hearers, across alternates available to them in the given spatial and 
temporal instance.  
 
Moving along the angle of this perspective, the present analysis, as pointed out earlier, 
strives to approach the process wherein LP is discursively constructed prior to and while 
it is semiotically performed in the instant of observation. Attending the observed LP 
enactments in particular participatory frameworks in the setting, the analysis reflects on 
both the discursive constructs of LP at hand in the instance of the enactment, and their 
re-emergence in that same instance, as performance. The methodological rich points 
(Hornberger, 2006, 2013) of observed practices of LP performance on the EP floor are 
of two types. They are either meta-pragmatic reflections on ongoing talk, key incidents 
(Kroon & Sturm, 2007) that directly backchannel (Inonu, 2006) to the discursive realm 
of LP formation, or semiotic performances by alternating choices across resources of 
linguistic forms available in the instance of articulation, which are interpreted as LP in 
the making by the participant-researcher. Although these analyses approach LP as acts 
of performance, both in the epistemological sense as a pertinent research outlook on 
(semiotic and discursive) practice, and by the ontological assumption of the ultimate 
emergence of LP in (social) practice, its findings on enactment or performance are only 
meaningful in the light of what is believed, by participants and/or participant observers, 
to be enacted or performed. In other words, the observations of practice in an ethno-
graphic LP enquiry evidently make sense only within normative orders meant for prac-
tice and, as much as accessible, within actors’ perception of their and others’ practices 
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vis-à-vis the normative orders interpreted as relevant to them. The latter relation is what 
Makoni and Pennycook (2012: 441) define as “what the speakers believe they should 
and ought to talk about, and how they analyse their talk”. The reflective meta-pragmatic 
and discursive dimension of the critical LP concept, reminiscent of Spolsky’s tripartite 
perspective, is distinguished by Makoni and Pennycook (2012) from the “material do-
main of language effects”, and “the real, situated linguistic form deployed as part of the 
communicative resources by speakers to serve their social and political goals” (2012: 
441).  
 
In this critical perspective, the socially interested agency of actors, observable in perfor-
mance of the “real, situated linguistic form”, is relative to pre-existing regimes of truth 
in publicly circulating discourses, or the power of Discourse conceptualized in the con-
cept of language governmentality, inherent in the “social and political goals” speakers (be-
lieve to) pursue and traceable by discourse analysis of meta-pragmatic rationalizations, 
that is, “how they analyze their talk”. This power emanates, among other sources, from 
institutionalized and/or entextualized discourses and regulations setting social bounda-
ries concluded under “the material domain of language effects” that derive from the body 
of laws and regulations conceptualizing LP in conventional policy analyses. In terms of 
how the agency of actors is weighed, what happens in observed interactions is thus per-
haps less of a performance than an enactment of the discursive construct of LP “played out 
in the capillaries of everyday practice” as Rampton (2014: 12) paraphrases Foucault in 
describing a process closer to enactment. There is, however a deeply performative sense 
of agency attributed to speakers while they enact policy with the illocutionary force of a 
speech act performing LP. In the Critical Language Policy (CLP) framework the ontol-
ogy of the putative objects of LP, such as language, identity, or community “opens up 
the issue of performativity which emphasizes the point that language use is centrally an 
agentive act, an act of reconstruction rather than of reproduction, (…) not so much the 
repetition of prior grammatical structure as it is a semiotic restructuring as a claim to a 
particular identity” (Pennycook, 2006: 70). This ontological concept of the agency of 
speakers is evidently stronger than what enactment is attributed to in much ELP work, or 
what governmentality is sustained by in the CLP concept. In the terms of this perspective, 
the outcome of what actors are assumed to think they are doing can be approximated to 
enactment of LP, complying, subversive or unmindful as it may appear to be, whereas 
what they actually do, in the scale-jump of the critical researchers’ discourse, is perfor-
mance of LP, or of what it is constructed of. The emic-etic position of the participant 
observer is one sitting on the fence of this discursive-epistemological fault line.48 The 
ethnographic findings on observed practices may be critically confined to the realm of 
“what the speakers believe they should and ought to talk about, and how they analyse 

                                                 
48 Critical Language Policy itself may be framed as a discursive intellectual and research program of detach-
ment from, and transcending entailment of, incumbent discourses, an attempt of “fixing the grids of intelligi-
bility” on knowledge of LP. By cogently and convincingly positing the actual speech as performative act it seeks 
to deconstruct beliefs in taken for granted discursive formations of ontologies (e.g. of policy or language) un-
cloaked as mere discursive constructs or “inventions”.  
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their talk” (Makoni & Pennycook, 2007: 22), a life world shared by the participant, de-
lineated and transcended by critical theory, to which there is access to relativize those 
findings entering in a leap risking the vulnerability of speculative introspection, towards 
an etic position of experience-far detachment.  
 
Taking into account the ambiguity of use in authoritative ELP studies, the semantic dif-
ferentiation of the two terms enactment and performance deserves a quick overview at this 
point in setting the conceptual framework for the present analyses, with a view to onto-
logical consequences to agency. The uses of the term by authors, inconsistent as it seems 
to be, may be graded along a continuum of the strength of agency attributed to partici-
pants, speakers and hearers of acts of LP. In the reconceptualization of the original re-
search metaphor of the “LPP onion”, laying the ground for the ELP research program, 
in defining its perspective the authors  
 

illustrate through (...) examples that ethnographic research can, metaphorically speaking, 
slice through the layers of the “LPP onion” (Ricento & Hornberger, 1996) to reveal agentive 
spaces in which local actors implement, interpret, and perhaps resist policy initiatives in var-
ying and unique ways. (Hornberger & Johnson, 2007: 509) 

 
This description of the research terrain may imply a rather passive concept of agency, 
more like acting on pre-existing policy entities, close to an “appropriation” of LP as 
Ramanathan and Morgan (2007: 449) define “localized enactments of LP (as) distinct 
articulations on the ground”. The weak agency of LP appropriation in the here and now 
of the actual utterance is nevertheless ascribed the potential to incrementally divert and 
change discourse formation processes in a historical scale perspective to achieve the per-
formance of new policy, in a theoretical perspective understanding “locality (...) not just 
the end point of top-down directives but also the genesis of bottom-up initiatives, which 
cumulatively and over time transform traditional flows and frameworks of decision-mak-
ing” (Ramanathan & Morgan, 2007: 459).  
 
As of the conceptual framework, relevance of the application of the two terms “enact-
ment” and “performance” of LP, although they potentially incur an essential shift of 
emphasis in terms of how the nature of the agency of actors may be understood in regard 
to pre-existing institutional patterns and discursive “grids of intelligibility”, their usage 
by LP research, as the examples show, is neither a consistent nor exclusively distinctive 
denomination.49 In the dual perspective of the ethnographic analysis pursued here, it is 

                                                 
49 This instability of shifts in usage is traceable along ELP authors mostly observing young subjects in educa-
tional institutional contexts as de facto policy-makers. The essential and defining novelty of ELP may exactly 
be grasped in exploring local actor-agents from an emic closeness of intimacy to show for instance: “how 
Dorian, Jared, and Justin, as individual agents were carrying out and making language policy in their everyday 
social practices” as Nicholas (2011: 54) enquires. This is a move toward the very active and productive notion, 
wherein the term enactment means a very strong agency in the performance of LP by “heteroglossic voices 
(which) represent the delicate and resilient balance youth enact as they negotiate their hybrid cultural and 
linguistic repertoires, create their broad-ranging identities and re-define language boundaries” (Gilmore, 2012: 
124). 
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both. The use of the two terms keeps, on each occasion, the potential shift of emphasis 
and the implied research perspectives in mind. 
 

2.5 Language policy as performance 
 
As discussed above, the perspective of understanding policymaking as “institutionally 
staged, organizational performances” (Fischer & Forrester, 1993: 5) of argumentation 
and rhetorical work with the outcome of discourses that frame phenomena and percep-
tions of reality by selection and sense-making in policy narratives, is applicable to the 
discursive emergence of LP. In the conventional sense, LP understood as the arrange-
ments pertaining to the eligibility and employability of certain clusters of linguistic re-
sources in practice with strong symbolic inferences in this rhetorical work, and in the 
deriving formation of discourses, can be considered in a multilingual argumentative 
arena to be a meta-policy with relevance to all other argumentative exercises of policy-
making. Performance in this concept, “staged” and “organizational”, although it has an 
illocutionary implication, focuses more on the epistemological aspect of framings (Rein 
& Schön, 1993; Yanow & Van Hulst, 2016) in the discursive construction of senses of 
reality for policy entities, and their public representation in key sites of discourse produc-
tion and consumption. This is the research perspective in which LP in the EP would be 
analyzed in Chapters 5 and 6 in two data samples of Plenary speeches of language ideo-
logical debates. The analyses explore how meanings of LP are constructed in discursive 
processes along struggles for entextualization in the legislative-discursive pipeline of 
adopting pieces of LP legislation in parliamentary work.  
 
However, LP understood as situated practice of policy enactment, the way ethnographic 
LP research approaches it, where agents’ utterances and meaning-making co-constitute 
LP, implies an ontological aspect of performance in a semiotic-illocutionary sense, 
where LP comes into being in and by utterances that qualify thereby as acts of LP. In 
this paradigm, the dramaturgical may collapse into the illocutionary. The two overlap-
ping meanings of performance are distinguished in social epistemology by Butler (1990) 
as performance, the repetitive enactment of pre-existing patterns by a subject, and performa-
tivity as the repetition of enactments that constitute the patterns, and the subjectivity of 
the actor, to the perception of others. This distinction in performative agency coincides 
with a paradigm shift in sociolinguistics from static notions of society and correlations 
with linguistic forms, beyond the “second wave” (Eckert, 2012) of the discipline towards 
what Baynham (2012) coins the “performative turn of sociolinguistics”.50 This sociolin-

                                                 
50 The third wave perspective also shared by Blommaert’s (2010) concept of mobile resources in a sociolin-
guistics of globalization, is pertinently concluded by Baynham as follows: “I have argued that the current turn 
in sociolinguistics is performative, involving a shift from the notion characteristic of classic sociolinguistics that 
linguistic items correlate with stable elements of context, to one in which the language/context relationship is 
understood as performative, enacted, co-produced and linguistic instability is matched as it were by contextual 
instability” (Baynham, 2012: 1). 
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guistic framework may be best characterized by “the movement from context to contex-
tualization” as Bauman and Briggs (1990: 67) heralded the shift in perspective, arguing 
that  
 

communicative contexts are not dictated by the social and physical environment but emerge 
in negotiations between participants in social interactions (in an) ongoing contextualization 
process (which) can be discerned by attending to the “contextualization cues” that signal 
which features of the settings are used by interactants in producing interpretive frameworks. 
(Bauman & Briggs, 1990: 68) 

 
This understanding of the contextualization process underlies my analytical approach to 
the reflexive recognition of relations between linguistic forms and positions in social 
space by participants, which transforms acts of communication into acts of LP. In this 
research framework contextualization cues are identifiable in linguistic form, as 
Gumperz (1982, 1992) defined them, towards the constitution of the situation and the 
identification of interactants to each other and to observers, as the discursive situation 
unfolds through contextualizations which, to go back to the conceptualization of 
Bauman and Briggs (1990: 69), 
 

involve an active process of negotiation in which participants reflexively examine the 
discourse as it is emerging, embedding assessments of its structure and significance in the 
speech itself (and) (p)erformers extend such assessments to include predictions about how 
the communicative competence, personal histories, and social identities of their interlocutors 
will shape the reception of what is said.  

 
Utterances, in the dynamic-performative sociolinguistic concept, emerge in contextual-
ization achieved in practice by meaning-making through cues (locally meaningful deictic 
forms of language) of performance by a speaker in assessing (designing and projecting) 
an audience. This utterance in turn goes through an analogue process of contextualiza-
tion performed by hearer (and scales of hearers in trans-local mediated audiences) who 
may react in an ensuing utterance in the unfolding chain of interaction events. In a lay-
ered sociolinguistic system like the EP floor, the linguistic resource multiplicity and con-
trast, defined as EUML is a priori given, and is reified and multiplied as a variable factor 
by simultaneous interpretation. In the EUML setting, the availability (contextualization 
potentials) and accessibility (scales for significance) of chronotopical utterances for mean-
ing-making by cues are particularly manifold, resulting in an ambiguous and instable 
system of significances by various cultural backgrounds. The sociolinguistic setting per-
formed in re-contextualizations is normatively polycentric and indexically multi-scalar 
for parallel local and trans-local audiences of the same utterance. In these circumstances, 
from a LP research point of view, the proper staging51 can endow a performance with 

                                                 
51 Coalescent in practice as they may be in a speech event, not every performance has the same power of 
performativity, as any scientific or aesthetic study of situated communicative practice plainly reveals. The in-
stitutional-organizational stage and the discourse histories determine this power, as Bauman and Briggs 
(1990: 64) point out: “(t)he illocutionary force of an utterance often emerges not simply from its placement 
within a particular genre and social setting, but also from the indexical relations between the performance and 
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strong illocutionary force: It is LP in the making. In this perspective, the ELP under-
standing of performed LP coincides with sociolinguistic performativity by contextual-
ization, and the dramaturgical, ethno-poetic understanding of artful, skilled performance. 
This is especially apparent on the EP floor, an audaciously ambiguous and unstable set-
ting of language use, where sociolinguistic agency approximates to the political one, and 
MEPs and audiences are performing and co-constructing the setting itself in discursive 
processes of “informal governance” co-constructing the “living institution” of the EP as 
it is conceptualized from the point of view of political science by Hajer (2006). LP as 
performance, staged public representation of situated communicational practices in mo-
bilizing linguistic resources, creates the discursive and semiotic (symbolic-ritual) frame-
works, sets the scene, so to speak, for other policies to be performed as discursive-delib-
erate actions on the EP floor.  
 
This argumentative policy analytical perspective endows LP with the status of a meta-
policy in “the political process (…) analyzed as staged performances (where) informal 
governance is a constant negotiation of the rules of the game and an attempt to compro-
mise the unclear systems of signification towards a mutually agreeable policy text”, as 
Hajer (2006: 44) describes the EP floor.  
 
This legislative practice on the EP floor studied in the perspective of interpretative polit-
ical science lends itself for an understanding of performativity as a constituent force fram-
ing policy. Hajer’s explanation read with LP in mind, policymaking in the EP can be 
conceptualized along late modern, third wave sociolinguistic understandings of EUML 
performed in discourse and interaction through which:  
 

(a)nalysing policy and politics as performance can help to understand politics and policy 
making in today’s world (where) (p)erforming not only co-determines which rules are 
followed in the process, it also co-determines which definition of reality is followed, what 
temporal-spatial frame is seen as ‘appropriate’, and what constitutes legitimate intervention. 
(...) (I)n situations of institutional ambiguity, in which there is an absence of clear and 
generally accepted rules and norms, the performative can become a dominant force. (Hajer, 
2006: 52)  

 
LP as performance in discursive interaction co-constructs by relational positionality the 
identification of actors, contexts, and interactional outcomes as policy texts, and perpet-
ually re-creates “living institutions” of polycentric discursive norms and multi-scalar po-
tentials of audiences of meaning-making, what ultimately the EP floor is. This perfor-
mance of actor identifications, contexts and texts can be best analyzed at instances when 
performance turns on itself in meta-pragmatic rationalizations: Observed policy deliber-

                                                 
other speech events that precede and succeed it” which include “past performances, readings of texts, nego-
tiations, rehearsals, gossip, reports, critiques, challenges, subsequent performances”. My LP analyses of ple-
nary speech performances take heed of this discourse-historical (intertextual and inter-discursive) perspective 
as will be explained in some detail in the introductions to the analytical chapters. 
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ations of formal and informal governance aimed at codifying LP, understood as lan-
guage management rules entextualized into legislation are such pivotal key incidents. 
The research perspective applied to them covers LP performance as both the discursive 
process and its entextualized outcomes, and the dramaturgical dimension of perfor-
mances. The LP analysis in the three empirical chapters is moving from the Plenary 
speech “Multilingualism: an asset for Europe and a shared commitment”, analysed in 
Chapter 5 primarily as LP discourse and text, towards the speech event of a Parliamen-
tary hearing in Chapter 7 treated in an interactional encounter, informed by “a drama-
turgical point of view (in which) politics is a sequence of staged events in which actors 
interactively decide, how to move on” as Hajer (2006: 45) outlines a research program 
encompassing discourse, dramaturgy, and deliberation.  
 
These performances, aspects of which are approached as dramaturgical in the discursive 
sense, illocutionary in the sociolinguistic, and institutionally constitutive in the political 
science one are, for actors themselves, accomplishments of relational into social posi-
tionalities through linguistic forms. The recognition of these positionalities may be the 
object of these performances, in direct deliberations of LP, where LP is the object/ out-
come of negotiations of governance, that is, negotiations of rules in an ongoing policy-
oriented discursive practice in the EP. Unrecognized, the positionalities other policies 
are deliberated from by actors are, to a great extent, also accomplished in performed LP, 
in which case LP is the medium of informal governance. In both manifestations, ulti-
mately entextualized into LP regulations of some sort in the first sense, and into ethno-
graphic observation descriptions around transcripts of speech in the second, LP is about 
actors’ accomplishment of relational positionality in and by language use. Positionality 
by differentiation and association being the essential momentum of LP in this perspec-
tive, it deserves some investigation into ways it comes to be accomplished in situated 
practices in the EP floor. 
 

2.6 Language policy as indexical positionality  
 
In my working definition of LP acts, reflexive recognition of the relation between lin-
guistic form and assigned position in social space by speaker and hearer/reader with 
institutional implications, was set as a necessary condition for an act of communication 
to become an act of LP. Once this relation enters recognition during a social encounter, 
it is inevitable that, in one way or another locally meaningful signs would come to iden-
tify speaker to hearer(s) by symbolic boundaries, connected to social ones as indexicality 
kicks in, and by default, as Silverstein (2003: 202) reminds us,  
 

…we think macro-sociologically of conventional or institutionalized qualitative and perhaps 
quantitative frameworks of social differentiation – partitions and gradiations of social space, 
we might term them – that are presupposed/entailed in-and-by the specifics instantiated in 
micro-context as it develops during an interaction.  
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This dialectic transition, the back and forth of presupposition and entailment between 
micro and macro contexts relevant to the sign forms deployed in the interaction is the 
core of what LP performances are about in the perspective of the following analyses. The 
multilingual floor of the EP being the setting, it focuses on how interactional micro-
contexts emerging in parliamentary exchanges among MEPs deploying semiotic re-
sources available to them are connected to various scales of macro-contexts as partici-
pants indexically contextualize them to scales accessible to them in the given moment of 
the act to evaluate and identify the performing speaker. The contextualization of speech 
and speaker by others in creating the social situation unfolding in the chain of events in 
the interaction is conceptualized in the order of indexicality (Silverstein, 2003) of utterances.  
 
Let us briefly attend a speech event, an act of LP on the EP floor52 with a speaker ad-
dressing a peer audience. The deictic linking of linguistic form with co-occurring social 
meaning is available to the speaker as an nth order of indexicality in the context he be-
speaks. The link can even be recognized and meta-discursively reflected on in talk about 
one’s talk, in a meta-pragmatic lay rationalization of one’s speech, or ethno-metapragmat-
ics (Silverstein, 2003) as various sample data from the EP floor would explore. However, 
a member from the audience of the speaker will necessarily come to perceive another 
phenomenon construed by the indexality of the same linguistic forms, to him/her in an 
(n+1)th order, whereby the same feature can be recursively transposed as interaction un-
folds into consecutive contexts of the progressing speech event. The linguistic form 
linked to social meaning in social identification of speaker and context, may encompass 
an immense array and variety of signs of multimodality and sociolinguistic scales in 
ways of speaking enregistered (Agha, 2005) into socially valorized categories, including 
code choice across available resources, epistemologically clustered by enregisterment it-
self as dialects and/or languages in the multilingual setting. A speaker whose first lan-
guage is (widely recognized to be) “Dutch” may decide to say something in “English” 
in a given situation, where he has the option to use both resources, as intelligibility by 
(various levels of) participant competence and/or inter-communicability by simultane-
ous interpreting is available in the given participatory framework(s). Through the utter-
ances he conveys something about his ideas (presumed to be the conventional referential 
business), his assessment of the given interactional setting and, implicitly or explicitly, 
about himself therein. For others attending, the utterance, with its idiosyncratic acoustics 
including phonological, lexical and morpho-syntactical features, as much as segmenta-
ble from the particular multimodal semiotic performance, will inevitably index traits of 
an identity, and re-configure the communicational and social setting into an altered, new 
context. This (n+1)th order of indexicality of the linguistic form of the utterance-perfor-
mance may be very close to, or embarrassingly far away from, but by necessity not iden-
tical with the nth order of indexicality of these forms available to the speaker himself, 

                                                 
52 Recognized as such not only by me, the researcher attending the event on the 23th March 2013 at 11:34 
hours, but also by participants evaluating it during the speech event in ensuing turns, as will be presented in 
the data sample discussed in Chapter 5. 
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who, consciously or not, chose them to realize his talk. The social meanings, more spe-
cifically, identifications others indexically pick up from the linguistic or broader semiotic 
features or contextualization cues (Gumperz, 1982, 1992) invoked in/by the utterance of 
the speaker, would, by symbolic boundaries of alignment and dis-alignment delineate 
his persona, the situation, and connect it to larger, macro-sociological frames of beliefs 
about groupness and social structures that can be described in terms of social boundaries. 
Indexicality can thus be conceptualized as a transmission chain by which micro-contex-
tual semiotic valorizations are translated by agents into/from macro-contextual category 
evaluations thus reified but also changed by every utterance in the relevant exchange. 
Returning to the example of the English speaker from the Netherlands, how hearers will 
assess traits of his performance exhibiting linguistic forms widely clustered and catego-
rized as lingua franca or non-native English, with further potential typological-dialectal 
fine-tunings for various audience scales, would tell them a lot about him, about the dis-
cursive norms in the setting, being just modified by the given utterance itself, and link all 
this to their value-laden beliefs about “English” as an expanding global practice, and 
identity potentials within/outside it, in the assignment of multidimensional social space. 
 
A cogent framework of how the micro-sociological sum of indexically relevant features 
of an utterance come to be perceived/valorized on the macro-sociological plane is 
grasped in the sociolinguistic concept of voice with various degrees of authority. In dis-
cussing LP conceptualizations of EUML, the essential research question defined by 
Woolard (2008: 3) is particularly pertinent:  
 

In analyzing discourses about linguistic policies in multilingual settings, one crucial question 
is what makes languages authoritative in community members’ eyes and ears. By 
authoritative, I mean that, by virtue of the language they use, speakers can command and 
convince an audience, whether that language has institutionally-recognised legitimacy or not. 

 
The answer may lie in the process of identification in discursive boundary work accom-
plished by the hearer/reader through semiotic indexicality of speech, what Agha (2005: 
39) defines as “figures performed through speech as an equivalent of voice”. The utterances 
of our speaker in the idiosyncratic resource, labelled non-native English in the first ap-
proach, by accomplishing a voicing effect in the perception of many hearers in the setting, 
parties to the multilingual encounter, including interpreters, may incrementally add up 
into the representation of a larger stereotypical social category of a voice. Role (dis)align-
ment to this voice, once recognized and registered as such, affects their potential availa-
ble relational positions set by social boundaries in the given social space. Voices become 
enregistered (Agha, 2005, 2007) as a repertoire of speech forms widely recognized as in-
dexing the same “social voice” by many language users. If this process of social catego-
rization operates on social-demographic terms, we arrive at the more or less stable defi-
nition of register in classical sociolinguistics. As the deictic coupling of register and con-
text is perceived to become unstable in late modern experience, in situations blending 
what are presumed to be language communities in the practice of actual speech commu-
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nities or communities of practice engaging in verbal and written discourse, the indexi-
cally accomplished identifications by the enregistered voice may be contested, unstable, 
on the move. This may be particularly relevant to the EP floor of polycentric normativity 
and multi-scalar significance potentials (cf. institutional ambiguity and multisignificance; 
Hajer, 2006). Returning again to the example taken from the speech event sample dis-
cussed in Chapter 7, the speaker may be identified along social boundaries to include or 
exclude, in the variety of available potential personas by style (Coupland, 1980, 2007) 
that operates in the given semiotic ecology, European multilingual (EUML) as it may 
be, in relation to other locally available styles for relational identification. He may, ac-
cordingly, come to be perceived as a global finance chief with expertise in EU admin-
istration/a supranational, European public figure/an EU top official with Dutch back-
ground/a Dutch public figure acting in foreign territory, etc. to flag up a few potential 
raw macro-sociological categorizations for the same sample to be discussed and ana-
lyzed later in Chapter 7. Importantly, for any participant, these identifications of the 
speaker co-occur with various boundaries of adequation or distinction, accessible for an 
analysis of discourse to some extent if they choose to speak up, and with a contextual-
ization of the event itself. The potentially relevant contextualizations of the speech event 
may range from a scene of global capital in action and setting its agenda, to a European 
arena of eye-to-eye peer negotiations, or an extension of a Dutch context into a foreign 
encounter of argumentation and assertion of interests, to flag up again a few raw bound-
ary dimensions that may be available for contextualization in the historical present for a 
participant.  
 
The identification of speaker by hearer is a crucial moment in contextualizing the situa-
tion and achieving self-positioning by cues of semiotic signs, eminently categorizable 
linguistic forms and their delineations, the things LP is about. In the framework of my 
study exploring EUML through observed micro-contextual dynamics wherein the sym-
bolic boundaries defining interactants and the context of their interaction emerge in 
hearer’s perception positioning the speaker in relation to him/herself, and the speaker to 
his/her audience, that consociate with social boundaries that surface on the LP agenda. 
These dynamics are evidently unfolding on various overlapping and incongruent levels 
and processes in interaction and discourse. A cogent model to apprehend these overlap-
ping and incongruent processes coming to being in the social practice of language use is 
elaborated by Bucholtz and Hall (2004, 2005, 2010) who focus their attention on the 
emergence of identities in interaction. My focus being the representation and recognition 
of the semiotic, more strictly linguistic resources deployed, and perceived to be deployed 
in these processes by participants, rather than their putative outcome, the present ethno-
graphic LP analyses attend more to languages than to identities. Moreover, they explore 
the perpetually unfolding process, rather than static outcomes, to research positional 
identification indexed in/by languaging, rather than identity in/by language.53 

                                                 
53 Sensing a certain inflation of the concept of identity, a wide-spread insight in anthropological and ethno-
graphic theory (Gleason, 1983; Brubaker & Cooper, 2000; Joseph, 2004, 2013), Brubaker and Cooper (2000: 
3) talk of “(t)he cascading (...) proliferation of identitarian claim making” in both social/political practice, and 
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Whereas the model of Bucholtz and Hall (2004, 2005, 2010) concentrates on how iden-
tities emerge in interaction, what I attempt to follow is how in these interactions lan-
guages emerge as representations that participants, while going through mutual identifi-
cations to be sure, claim to recognize, distinguish and solicit to become distributed in 
reference to LP in the conventional sense. These LP representations are accessible for 
analysis as discourses positing social groups for institutional frameworks through differ-
entiation of the speaking subjects, and of the linguistic resources they use. 
 
Among the semiotic processes of identification, Bucholtz and Hall (2004) prominently 
enlist “tactics of intersubjectivity” (2004: 382) which encompass various, often overlap-
ping or contradictory outcomes across dimensions of relationality, including macro-so-
ciological categories, specific local, ethnographically accessible positions, and transitory 
interactional stances and roles. Whereas adequation and distinction, among these tactics, 
are fundamental to ethnographic sociolinguistic analyses of LP along an axis of differ-
entiation by contrasting semiotic-linguistic forms deployed in interaction, the other two 
are also significant. The authentication/denaturalization and authorization/illegitimation 
pairs are also present in LP discourses as the ethnographic exploration of data in the 
following analytical chapters (No. 5, 6, and 7) would show.  
 
Further categorizations of these sociolinguistic dynamics of identification by Bucholtz 
and Hall (2010) include the indexicality principle and the positionality principle, also relied 
on in the analyses of data in my study. The positionality principle is nailing down the 
unit of analysis in the relational instance of delineating self and other in discursive inter-
action, whereas the indexicality principle focuses on how linguistic forms are deployed 
and taken up to construct identity positions, looking at semiotic links between linguistic 
forms and social meanings. Importantly, the linguistic forms of distinguishable struc-
tures in the model, “may vary, from grammar, phonology, and lexis, to style, to entire 
linguistic systems such as languages and dialects” to be “associated with particular social 
identities” as Bucholtz and Hall (2010: 27) explain. The indexical processes in/by which 
identity relations emerge are categorized into five groups of phenomena, which are:  
 

                                                 
research. According to them, this has blurred and blunted the concept as an analytical tool so much that it is 
hovering between the strong (towards the essentialist) and weak (towards the constructivist) poles of mutually 
contradicting premises in a semantic continuum. In a similar vein Rampton et al. (2015: 14) call on research 
to focus on actual and tangible acts of meaning-making by people in the “wiggle-room”(Erickson, 2001) of 
interaction instead of generalizing into sweeping categories “left vulnerable to (…) the dramatisations of dom-
inant idioms”, whereby “(m)antric talk of ‘multiple, fluid, intersecting and ambiguous identities’(…) provide no 
real recovery from analytical confusion”. Resolving the conceptual-terminological issue, Joseph (2013) con-
vincingly argues, that (linguistic) identification captures better the research concept than (linguistic) identity 
for being “semantically verbal”, albeit grammatically a noun. His pertinent insight also applies to “language”, 
a “mass noun”, which in fact is semantically verbal, in the sense that it designates a process, “a doing some-
thing being prototypical” (Joseph, 2013: 38) focusing more on processes rather than entities, expressed in the 
processual verb languaging (Joseph, 2013). This coincides with the idiosyncratic coinage by Jørgensen (2008, 
2010) in the specific sense of crossing and deconstructing boundaries of “languages” thereby. For this reason, 
unless quoting other sources, I use the analytical terms identification or identity work instead of identity(es) in 
the following. 
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(a) overt mention of identity categories and labels; (b) implicatures and presuppositions 
regarding one’s own or others’ identity position; (c) displayed evaluative and epistemic 
orientations to ongoing talk, as well as interactional footings and participant roles; and (d) 
the use of linguistic structures and systems that are ideologically associated with specific 
personas and groups. (Bucholtz & Hall, 2010: 21) 

 
In my LP analyses each of the above discursive accomplishment categories of differen-
tiation are identified in key incidents, however not all of them are understood to be cov-
ered in the strictly propositional realm, but rather in the semiotic, to which my concept 
of indexicality is essentially enlisted. This concept of indexicality is somewhat stricter 
than how Bucholtz and Hall (2010: 21) define it as “a linguistic form that depends on 
the interactional context for its meaning”. To assign some typical events in the above 
model categories, when an English speaker addresses the other as “French” (a) is, in my 
framing a strongly propositional labelling, but not strictly indexical. Polite addressing of 
the same interlocutor in token French fragments introducing a turn in English (b) is both, 
whereas code choice by switching to seamlessly address him in French (d) is more of an 
indexical adequation, within the larger understanding of discourse actions between the 
two endpoints of a referential-semiotic continuum of interpretation of the total linguistic 
fact. The distinction, co-occurring with scales of uptake for audiences in the field where 
some have access only to mostly referential layers of the propositional through simulta-
neous interpreting, and others to indexical details of style, is after all a matter of percep-
tional, analytical and transcript detail in the scope of research. Ultimately every utter-
ance is indexical if subjected to a sufficiently fine-grained (socio-)linguistic analysis 
and/or participant accessibility to indexical details by competence and recognition. In 
the same time, all utterances with all the infinite regress of indexicality orders potentially 
entailed are encompassed in a discursive realm conditioning intelligibility in a perspec-
tive where “discourse is bigger than language” (Pennycook, 1994: 115). 
 
Ultimately, the discursive effect of all utterances encompasses meanings that can be seg-
mented by analysis as propositional and indexical. My analyses sustain the duality of 
assessment perspectives approaching utterances with an analytical distinction between 
the two poles of constitutive identifications by boundary making, the propositional, and 
the deictic, analyzed also in blending. Many of the key incident points explored in the 
following are meta-pragmatic rationalizations of speech by speaker, or hearer in turn, 
discursive instances of talk when talk propositionally reflects on its own indexicality. 
 
In performing LP as an axis of differentiation, similarity and difference require one an-
other to come into existence. The same dynamics of unfolding positioning works along 
the other pair of the model, distinction which “focuses on the identity relation of differ-
entiation” (Bucholtz & Hall, 2005: 591) a mainstay of both sociolinguistic and cultural 
anthropological research including theories of boundary drawing, in/by resources, most 
notably language(s). Understood as distinctly recognized code, “language is an espe-
cially potent resource” for such accomplishments and their explication. And here too, 
like in adequation, the semiotic selection from available resources is arbitrary: “Just as 
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adequation relies on the suppression of social differences that might disrupt a seamless 
representation of similarity, distinction depends on the suppression of similarities that 
might undermine the construction of difference” as Bucholtz and Hall (2005: 600) point 
out. 
 
Thus, the model elaborated by Bucholtz and Hall, notably the adequation/distinction 
process is a conceptualization consistent with my analyses of how symbolic boundaries 
are perpetually drawn as interaction unfolds, in an epistemic continuum from the refer-
ential to the indexical, in their way towards social boundaries of categories with a direct 
LP-making relevance, that in turn are fed back into the very same boundary making 
process as ideological templates in 
 

the complex, real‐time process whereby linguistic forms associated in the first instance with 
interactional stance taking may come to be ideologically tied to larger social categories, as 
well as how linguistic forms that have become linked to particular categories may variously 
exploit or set aside such associations as speakers deploy these forms for their own 
interactional purposes, 

 
as Bucholtz (2009: 147) succinctly defines this perspective. 
 
Stance-taking, the interactional momentum of complex relational positionality processes 
by evaluation to/for participants, and to discourse itself, has come to be foregrounded 
as an analytical concept in its own right by strong theoretical work in contemporary 
linguistic anthropological research (e.g. Ochs, 1992; Du Bois, 2007; Englebretson, 2007; 
Jaffe, 2007, 2009; Johnstone, 2009). As definitions are proliferating (Engelbretson, 2007: 
1), exactly what evaluative elements of interaction are meant under the term is better 
understood inductively from dedicated works of ethnographic research, than as an a pri-
ori or deductive framework of categorizations or taxonomies. An aggregate of these ap-
plications may extend to posit stance as encompassing all identification and contextual-
ization accomplishments surfacing in interaction below explicit socio-political category 
labels54 they are supposed to index as their sums or outcomes. Another common trait of 
many authoritative analyses of stance is that they often attend speaker intentionality 
more than how speaker performances are evaluated by audiences and observers. 
 

                                                 
54 The connection of the interactional socio-pragmatic instance in the micro, to the sociological categories in 
the macro is not a one to one correlation and is translated through intermediary variations of transitory roles 
and positions defined in various interpretations of stance, also captured in the positionality principle of 
Bucholtz and Hall (2010: 21). Stances are subject positions attained in semiotic multivalence of interaction in 
what Ochs (1992: 342) terms “direct indexicality” simply defined by Du Bois (2007: 163): “I evaluate some-
thing, and thereby position myself and align (disalign) with you”, deriving from interpretations of Goffman’s 
concept of footing. The best definition perhaps is given by Du Bois (2007: 163): “Stance is a public act by a 
social actor, achieved dialogically through overt communicative means of simultaneously evaluating objects, 
positioning subjects (self and others) and aligning with other subjects, with respect to any salient dimension of 
the sociocultural field.” 
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In my analyses the dialectical communication between symbolic boundaries accessible 
for research in interactional relational accomplishments, positionalities of various orders 
and scales that may be approximated to various definitions of stance, translated into/ 
from social boundaries as ideological templates of meaning-making, the concept of mul-
tilingual interaction being one of them, are the framework of observations. In this sense 
my focus is on processes of stance nailed down by Du Bois (2007) as “enactment of 
stance” performed as “we deploy overt communicative means – speech, gesture, and 
other forms of symbolic action – to arrive at a dialogic achievement of stance in the 
public arena” (Du Bois, 2007: 171). In this process accruing in consecutive scales, utter-
ances and co-occurring behavior carry cues for their own indexical contextualization in 
“positioning self and others and aligning with subjects with respect to any salient dimen-
sion of the sociocultural field” (Du Bois, 2007: 163). 
 
These social boundaries, once recognized by institutional actors have a direct impact on 
LP-making in the normative sense, meaning language management regulations for the 
organization of resources, under the denomination “official languages of the EU” in the 
institutional regime of EUML in the EP. The connection between interactional bound-
aries, parts of which are discernible by research as stance-taking, and large-scale conven-
tional LP practiced, and recognized to be practiced, in code-choices, is pointed out in 
the interpretation of Jaffe (2009) with direct relevance to practiced LP of EUML where 
evaluated objects are the abstract linguistic concepts themselves: “Patterns of code 
choice can also be interpreted as stances in which language ideologies are simultaneously 
a resource and an object” (Jaffe, 2009: 17). 
 
This particular interpretation of stance via code-choice points out how positionality at-
tained in semiotic means of repertoire selection or discursive reflections on them can 
focus on code-choices. These are understood as contrasting transitions across resource 
clusters enregistered as such within repertoires accessible and available to participants in 
the multilingual setting of the EP floor. These practices perform LP from/into ideologi-
cal framing templates, as symbolic and social boundaries presuppose and entail each 
other in dynamic practices observable in code choices and code switches. These symbolic 
and social boundaries perpetually drawn as interaction unfolds in EUML can be inves-
tigated at key incidents of code choices and code switches performed by speakers, co-
occurring with observable interactional, socio-pragmatic phenomena of semiotic behav-
ior.  
 

2.7 Language policy as identification and contextualization by alternating 
codes 

 
In the plainest of interpretations, the LP of multilingualism is about the selection of lan-
guages for speaker, and by speaker. And indeed, on the level of LP regulatory texts in 
effect for EUML, and in most discourse about them, the entities of communicative re-
sources that are the objects of regulation are defined as languages, “official”, “national”, 
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“minority and regional” or “lesser used” ones. Selections among these resources, from 
very long stretches of discourse amounting to the life of an institution, to very short ones 
within the boundaries of a morpheme uttered in speech, are the LP acts these regulations 
posit as their primary theme. Thus, from a situated point of view, the LP enactment and 
performance of EUML may be positioned in the terrain of alternating and contrastive 
practices of differentiation across boundaries between languages, termed code choice for 
whole discourse units, and code switching for shorter, typically intrasententional instances 
within one unit. They are together denoted as code alternation events for the discussion 
in the present analysis.  
 
Evidently, the resources that accomplish contrast for differentiation and association by 
linguistic form in the perception of participants may be analytically clustered in various 
sociolinguistic or structural levels and scales. Once perceived, these contrasts and asso-
ciations by differentiation of linguistic forms are assumed to invoke some social meaning 
in terms of the partition of social space relevant in the given instance of context for dis-
course participants. LP in that respect is the discursive realm where the constitutive 
boundaries between contrasting resources or codes are drawn as salient symbolic ones, 
and boundaries accomplished through them in social practice are registered. For this, 
alternating practices need to be realized across communicative resource varieties per-
ceived as contrasting by virtue of sharedness in meaning-making, at least in terms of 
recognition by a certain configuration of participants in the communicative event.55 The 
multilingual EP floor, seen as a semiotic ecology dynamically changing by enregisterment, 
where one particular plane of differentiation is that of “languages”, currently 24 of them, 
the perspective on code alternation events is pivotal for conventional LP conceptualiza-
tions by research and policymaking. Analyses of LP in this sense are analyses of alterna-
tions among these items in participant repertoires, code switch or selection events, stip-
ulated, recommended or imposed, prescribed, described, requested, criticized, proposed 
or condemned in LP discourses, interconnecting code, stance, and language ideologies. 
 
The inventory of epistemological frameworks to account for pragmatic meanings con-
veyed by code alternation phenomena, the taxonomies of their formal and functional 
features, and the methodologies applied to explore them are manifold.56 In view of mul-
tilingualism, understood as a norm rather than an exception in late modern globalized 
contexts, code alternation phenomena can be explored, beyond their cognitive aspects, 
by identifying the linguistic and social factors involved, as presented in the review by 

                                                 
55 What may be recognized in the speech sample below as Portuguese on the EP floor by most participants of 
the local community of EUML practice and domain of meaning-making, may be accessible as displaying fea-
tures of a Galician dialect by those among them who have some knowledge of Spanish, and may be judged as 
a practice blurring the boundaries between Galician, Spanish and Portuguese by those who have intimate 
competence of those resources. Retrievable at www.ephttp://www.europarl.europa.eu/plenary/ EN/vod.html 
?mode=chapter&vodLanguage=EN&startTime=20180314-10:07:30-938#, at 11:39:34. 
56 For summaries see Alvarez-Cáccamo (1998), Nilep (2006), Woolard (2007), Bullock & Torobio (2009), 
Gardner-Chloros (2009). 
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Gardner-Chloros (2009), drawing on grammatical, pragmatic and psycholinguistic re-
search to complement a sociolinguistic perspective.  
 
In terms of understanding contextual social meanings of code alteration, research ap-
proaches span from conversation-analytical studies to deductive macro-sociological cat-
egorizations. The former explore the organization of talk with a focus on meanings con-
veyed that primarily depend on the “segmental environment” of utterances (Auer, 1995: 
116), where context is subsumed to interaction, whereas more macro-sociologically in-
formed framings of alternation phenomena explained by societal norms identify context 
as subsuming interactions. My analysis of LP performances in and by code alternation 
events explores the pragmatics of observable social effects of differentiation, rather than 
putative speaker intentions, or the conversation-internal dynamics revealed in turn tak-
ing,57 in a perspective approximating to Heller’s (1988:3) primordial sociocultural defi-
nition of a 
 

dynamic model in which codeswitching (...) can be seen as a resource for indexing 
situationally-salient aspects of context in speakers’ attempts to accomplish interactional goals 
(and) (…) a means of understanding how such verbal resources, through use, acquire 
contextual social, discourse or referential meaning. 

 
In order for the social effect of differentiation to happen, the linguistic forms deployed 
need to be perceived as contrasting by discourse participants themselves. Any set of for-
mal features of semiosis, captured or not in transcripts of entextualization, may fulfil the 
alternating contrastive function of codes switched if discourse participants recognize 
them as such, in Bourdieu’s sense of practice, that is, actors’ own understanding of their 
actions. This is close to how language ideology is grasped by Silverstein (1979, 2003) as 
laymen’s meta-pragmatic rationalizations of their speech. Entering the public domain 
and accessible as discourse on LP, there are ample meta-pragmatic commentaries on the 
EP floor, verbal and written, of how interactants analyze their talk in the terms of Makoni 
and Pennycook (2007). An ethnographic approach to these practices should attend par-
ticipants’ views on face value, even if theoretically doubting some of their epistemologi-
cal validity, like that of the perceived strict compartmentalization of codes, and tend to 
view EUML in a perspective open to understandings of multilingualism conceptualized 
as translingual practices (Canagarajah, 2013) or translanguaging (Otheguy et al., 2015). 
This conceptualization of EUML practice as deployment patterns of semiotic resources 
that agents draw on from their complex idiosyncratic repertoires may not be at all ori-
ented by concepts of code-mixing and code-switching, as the perspective on languaging 
(Jørgensen, 2008) shows.58 Seen from these idiosyncratic repertoires of agents, and the 

                                                 
57 This is also due to the nature of the data: It is very seldom that adjacency pairs evolve in discourse on the 
EP floor, characterized by longer stretches of speech by ratified speaker turns within the allotted speaking time, 
as it will be discussed in Chapter 4 on Data and Methods. 
58 A similar perspective is concluded in the recent concept of translanguaging, defined by Otheguy et al. (2015: 
281) as “the deployment of a speaker’s full linguistic repertoire without regard for watchful adherence to the 
socially and politically defined boundaries of named (and usually national and state) languages”. 
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diachronic phenomenology of the overlap collectives of these repertoires in contact, the 
very entities switchings between are postulated, are arguably rather social constructs 
with fuzzy boundaries, than distinct lexico-structural objects. Nonetheless, the entities 
understood as constituents of EUML are defined in conventional LP, and in most dis-
courses about them, as discreet languages.  
 
In spite of the focus on languages, an ethnographic LP analysis of observed EUML prac-
tice should keep in mind that any feature, linguistic in a stricter sense, or behavioral-
semiotic, more broadly speaking, can fulfil the identification and contextualization role 
as an axis of differentiation (Gal, 2012), conventionally attributed to code-switching. As 
Alvarez-Cáccamo (1990: 4) explains the “constitution of communicative codes and discur-
sive voices” as broad semiotic regimes of 
 

co-occurrence and interplay of specific signaling systems” in which “several, simultaneous 
threads of signification run parallel in code choices”, whereby (p)honological and prosodic 
registers, languages, dialects, and styles intertwine in a web of situated meanings, thus con-
certedly opening a space for interpretation of what is being said. 

 
Elaborating on the notion of contextualization cues in multilingual practice, although fo-
cusing eminently on code-switches in the conventional sense, Gumperz also includes a 
broad range of prosodic semiosis evolving in speech events characterized by the perpet-
ual reframing by participants. Contextualization is defined by him as  
 

speakers’ and listeners’ use of verbal and nonverbal signs to relate what is said at any one 
time and in any one place to knowledge acquired through past experience, in order to retrieve 
the presuppositions they must rely on to maintain conversational involvement and assess 
what is intended. (Gumperz, 1989: 1) 

 
The definition encompasses both information accessible and explored in conversation-
analytical perspectives, and the shared indexicality of meaning-making in given domains 
by what Auer (1998: 10) calls “conversation external knowledge”, acquired through past 
experience, accessible by observation and interpretative analysis of the unfolding idio-
syncratic situation. The definition also lays bare that any device of semiotic system con-
trast59 can achieve the effect of cueing into context, and it is exactly their possible de-
ployment as contextualization cues by/for participants in the given encounter, which 
defines them as such.  
 

                                                 
59 Gumperz originally defined alternating contrasting practices as the “juxtaposition within the same speech 
exchange of passages of speech belonging to two different grammatical systems or subsystems” (1982: 59), 
but in other works, as discussed by Nilep (2006), he broadens the scope to include any features of prosody, 
also included in his transcription system, approximating to Goffman’s notion of footing. Footing devices include 
code switches in Goffman’s conceptualization: “For speakers, code switching is usually involved” in footing 
shifts, “and if not this then at least the sound markers that linguists study: pitch, volume, rhythm, stress, (or) 
tonal quality”(Goffman, 1981: 128). 
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Focusing on the perceived plane of languages in EUML practice evolving on the EP 
floor, code alternation events are not only instances of speaker identification, but they 
imply a particular framing for the message to be understood, a shift in footing as the 
participatory framework model of Goffman (1981) explains it. As stark contextualiza-
tion cues, code alternation acts trigger shifts to a new interpretative framework for the 
decoding or unpacking of the full meaning of the utterance to participants. In other 
words, the speech event is marked by the alternating choice as invoking a particular con-
text of sense-making for the perception of those engaged in the given communicative 
and social interaction. 
 
A new context, invoked by a code alternation event accessible analytically-conceptually 
in a contrast of linguistic form as a contextualization cue, and a shift in footing, inevita-
bly re-positions the speaker to hearers in the partition of social space, amounting to a 
shift in identification with a new or altered set of attributes associated with him/her. 
These attributes also rely on macro-sociological contexts and categorical-stereotypical 
beliefs, and alter (either blur or render more salient) the boundary perceived between Self 
and Other engaged in the interaction. This LP interplay of the perceived code-alternating 
practice as a contextualization device in orientating to and altering norms is how local 
shifts in footing take social significance by cuing in new contexts. The process is explored 
in the perspective of the present study as the discursive transitions between symbolic and 
social boundaries, an effect Gumperz captured in the mutable salience of we/them 
codes60 in his anthropological model of multilingual practice, understood here as enact-
ment and performance of LP par excellence. 
 
The full meaning of the utterance in this research perspective encompasses what analyt-
ically may be dislodged into referential-denotational and broader pragmatic and indexi-
cal social-meaning aspects of the single sociolinguistic datum or the total linguistic fact. 
Each of these aspects of meaning can be shown to be altered by the shift in context as 
the meaning of the whole datum is altered. Simultaneous interpretation is an important 
constitutive feature of the observed setting of the EP floor, also because it renders code 
alternation acts relieved from the immediate concerns and constraints of the explicit in-
telligibility of utterances. It is taken for granted that the intended message is conveyed 
“to get the communicational job done, (...) a job understood as denotational”, as 
Woolard (2007: 78) sums up the conventional view, no matter which of the 24 official 
languages is chosen, including an undefined number of varieties and hybrid or trans-
lingual performances, as long as interpreters can be expected to attempt comprehending 
them. Thus, “automated” denotational availability for all participants ensured and taken 
for granted, an increased salience of motivations for attaining pragmatic and social 

                                                 
60 As Woolard (2007) discusses in her review of Gumperz’s conceptualizations, the we/them code distinction 
is not meant to be a one-to-one association to stable sets of macro-sociological categories but is rather a 
pragmatic resource of dynamic and multi-scalar relational conversational positioning and identification. 
Woolard moreover argues that this dynamic mutability of the contextual social meanings of the same form 
renders Myers-Scotton’s marked/unmarked taxonomy of code-switches a circular explanation. 
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meanings by indexicality may be presumed to be at play when these preferential choices 
are made and taken up.61 
 
The deictic association between the deployed specific communicational code among a 
bundle of phonetic, prosodic and broader semiotic resources (including language selec-
tion per se) and the context thereby “cued into” (implying positions attained to the 
speaker by taking up significations of we/them codes connecting the micro-interactional 
features to macro-sociological categories) is evidently not a static and systematic one-to-
one correlation. As seen in the dynamic concept of indexical fields (Eckert, 2012), the 
same formal feature may perform different discourse tasks and imply different social 
meanings and identification potentials in different situations. Therefore in analysing 
these features, with a focus on observed code alternation performances as key incidents 
of EUML practice, one should factor in and attend to other co-occurring linguistic, prag-
matic, semiotic and behavioral features on the one hand, and the progressing discourse-
internal rules of the interactional game unfolding, on the other.  
 
This approach, operationalizing multidisciplinary means to identify the idiosyncratic so-
cial and discursive effects coinciding with code alternation phenomena in observed so-
cial practice, follows the late modern critical sociolinguistic understanding of these 
events of differentiation captured by Blommaert (2006: 519) in:  
 

(t)he phenomenon now often called code-switching (which) can be seen in a new light when 
we adopt indexicality as a feature of analysis. Often, the shift in (denotational–‘language’) 
code occurs alongside generic and stylistic shifts, and such packages provide complex and 
layered indexicalities (cf. Rampton, 1995). The actual communicative deployment of code-
switching and other forms of contrast and equivalence in linguistic form can be looked at 
anew.  

 
Heeding this insight, the following analyses of EUML performance on the EP floor code 
alternation events are treated as methodological rich points (Johnson, 2011) co-occur-
ring with other semiotic cues of contrast and equivalence, analyzed in a variety of meth-
odologies. As it will be discussed in Chapter 4, the multidisciplinary toolbox applied for 
the interpretative analysis of data samples in the following chapters includes various con-
ceptualizations of face-work (Goffman, 1967; Spencer-Oatey, 2005; Joseph, 2013) and 
frameworks of politeness and impoliteness (e.g. Culpeper, 1996; Ilie, 2010) in interactional 
observations organized along the concepts of communities of practice (e.g. Meyerhoff, 2002; 
Eckert, 2005) on the EP floor. Indexical positionality by code alternation events is more-
over conceptualized in categories of tactics of intersubjectivity (Bucholtz & Hall, 2004, 

                                                 
61 In the observed setting, various contexts may be invoked and triggered by the forms (codes) within the same 
speech event, due to the availability of simultaneous interpreting, and for the polycentricity of multi-scalar 
audience potentials of meaning-making on the EP floor. Therefore it is difficult to distinguish between the 
function types of situational and metaphorical switching (Blom & Gumperz, 1972), where the first shifts the 
frame, and the second may create new context. The same feature of the setting of EUML performance makes 
it difficult to apply the markedness model of Myers-Scotton (1998) to observed code alternation events. 
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2010), stance (Ochs, 1992; Du Bois, 2007; Jaffe, 2007) and in terms of discourse-analyti-
cal subject positions (e.g. Nølke et al., 2004; Blackledge, 2005; Angermüller, 2014), ac-
complished towards various scales of intersubjective, political and macro-sociological 
identifications. As an outcome, these analyses explore boundary effects of LP practice 
in the anthropological setting of multilingual meaning-making where EUML is per-
formed. This setting, the EP floor, is introduced in the next chapter. 





CHAPTER 3 
 
The EP floor as a polycentric and multi-scalar setting of 
language policy performance 

The following chapter is an introduction to (in Section 3.1), and discussion of, the lin-
guistic anthropological field of the EP floor, its natives, and the available theoretical 
framings of their observable communicational and social engagements progressing to-
wards community and boundary formations. This discussion of the setting is presented 
against the background of a critical overview of the relevant research literature in insti-
tutional anthropology and sociolinguistics. While research frameworks applicable to the 
socio-pragmatic analysis of local encounters of agents on the EP floor are discussed with 
a focus on their conceptualization as communities of practice in Section 3.2, understand-
ing the discursive effects of these encounters also requires attention to broader reception 
potentials of mediatized parliamentary speech. Frameworks to conceptualize the uptake 
of observed (language) policy performances on the EP floor by various publics are there-
fore also outlined in Section 3.3 of the chapter, including conceptualizations of the Eu-
ropean Public Sphere(s). Section 3.4 continues with a review of contemporary studies 
on parliamentary discourse in general, and recent analyses of EP discourses in particular. 
In the backdrop of these theories and their applications in discourse analytical and socio-
linguistic policy research to the EP in contemporary literature, the chapter aims at tuning 
the research perspective on the setting the rest of the ethnographic language policy study 
would follow. In order to prepare the ground for the analytical Chapters 5, 6, and 7, it 
explains and presents in Section 3.5 how the EP floor works as a discursive and semiotic 
setting of social representation and meaning-making by local and trans-local mediated 
publics. The polycentricity and layered multi-scalarity of discourse uptake and re-con-
textualizations of policy performances on the floor is demonstrated in the end in an eth-
nographic vignette by the discussion of a data sample in Section 3.6. Thus, the chapter, 
introductory as it is, embedded in a literature review, includes the analysis of a situated 
speech event of discourse production and multi-scalar and polycentric uptake to set the 
scene for the exploration of observed LP performances in the actual analytical chapters 
of the study. 
 

3.1 Introduction of the EP floor: Some facts and figures 
 
According to the statutory document of the institution, the Rules of Procedure for the 8th 
term (dated September 2015),62 the EP at present is constituted of 751 MEPs, elected 

                                                 
62 http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sipade/rulesleg8/Rulesleg8.EN.pdf 
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from the population of 375 million eligible voters in the 28 member states (MS) of the 
EU. MEPs are elected for a five-year term from a party list, as individual candidates or 
in mixed systems, according to the national electoral arrangements in place in the given 
MS, observing some common principles established in EU law. The turnout during the 
2014 elections for the present term was 42.54% of all European voters. The apportion-
ment of seats follows the principle of digressive proportionality whereby the bigger the 
MS, the more votes are required for a mandate, ranging from Germany with 80.9 million 
inhabitants and 96 seats (previously 99 seats), i.e. one seat for 843,000 inhabitants, to 
Malta with 0.4 million inhabitants and six seats, i.e. one seat for 70,000 inhabitants. The 
mean value of this rate for the 28 MSs is 656,300 inhabitants per seat. Except for Belgium, 
France, Germany, Italy, Ireland, Poland and the UK, all MSs form single constituencies. 
The data analyzed and discussed in the present study were observed during the parlia-
mentary term that lasted until 2019, when the EP had 766 MEPs. With 48.5% of current 
MEPs being elected for the first time in the 2019 elections, some of the participants 
whose utterances are quoted are no longer members of the House. Fundamental changes 
in the EP have been brought about and will continue to happen due to the UK “Brexit” 
referendum on EU membership on 23 June 2016, and the actual process of the UK leav-
ing the EU starting in 2020. Moreover, the actual political issues in economic, fiscal and 
immigration policies for instance, which have been discussed in samples taken from ver-
bal exchanges in the relevant committees analyzing LP performances in interaction, 
have been overtaken by events since. This, however, does not interfere in any way with 
their relevance as LP data in the perspective of the analysis. On the other hand, samples 
of discourse in which LP in the explicit regulatory and language regime management 
sense are directly treated are still valid in terms of their legislative outcomes. LP regula-
tions discussed in/by them have not been revised by new legislation since. With these 
conditions in mind, it is necessary to reflect on both the current and the previous terms 
at some point in the present description of the EP floor. 
 
The 751 MEPs are grouped according to political affiliation, rather than by nationality, 
into eight European political groups,63 while 53 (7.1%) of them act as non-attached (NI, 
from non-inscrit) members outside of Political Groups. In order to set up a Group, at least 
25 MEPs from at least seven MSs have to join it. The greatest change in the political 
composition since the previous term, when six Groups existed, is that back then the 
openly Eurosceptic members, many of them in the extreme right of the political spectrum, 
did not have their own Group and acted as non-attached members. In this term, some 
of these political forces and MEPs affiliated to them managed to set up the Europe of 
Nations and Freedom (ENF) Group.  

                                                 
63 The political groups are currently the following in the order of size: 1. Group of the European People’s Party 
(Christian Democrats) (EPP) with 219 seats; 2. Group of the Progressive Alliance of Socialists and Democrats 
in the European Parliament (S&D) with 190 seats; 3. European Conservatives and Reformists Group (ECR), 72 
members; 4. Group of the Alliance of Liberals and Democrats for Europe (ALDE), with 68 seats; 5. Confederal 
Group of the European United Left - Nordic Green Left (GUE/NGL), with 52 seats; 6. Group of the Greens/Eu-
ropean Free Alliance (Greens/EFA), 50 seats; 7. Europe of Freedom and Direct Democracy Group, (EFDD) 47 
seats; and, 8. Europe of Nations and Freedom (ENF) with 36 seats.  

http://www.eppgroup.eu/
http://www.eppgroup.eu/
http://www.socialistsanddemocrats.eu/gpes/index.jsp?request_locale=EN
http://www.socialistsanddemocrats.eu/gpes/index.jsp?request_locale=EN
http://www.ecrgroup.eu/
http://www.alde.eu/en
http://www.guengl.eu/
http://www.guengl.eu/
http://www.greens-efa.eu/
http://www.greens-efa.eu/
http://www.efdgroup.eu/
http://enfgroup-ep.eu/
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Since the adoption of the Lisbon Treaty in 2009, the legislative powers of the EP have 
significantly increased. The number of policy areas where it has the status of a co-legis-
lator along with the Council, comprising MS governments, has grown. The constituent 
areas of LP, however, do not fall under these policy areas and remain to a great extent 
under MS jurisdiction and competence (cf. Ammon, 2006; Rindler Schjerve & Vetter, 
2012; Romaine, 2013). This means that although the EP is a substantial and prominent 
setting of LP performance, it has weak direct powers over the formulation of LP for MS 
societies and European citizens, a feature which practically curbs its nominally unlim-
ited regulatory potential in LP-making within its own institutional realms. 
 
According to Rule 158/2 of the Rules of Procedure:  
 

All Members shall have the right to speak in Parliament in the official language of their 
choice. Speeches delivered in one of the official languages shall be simultaneously interpreted 
into the other official languages and into any other language the Bureau may consider 
necessary. 

 
As of the current term, the EP has 24 official languages.64 Parliamentary work is con-
ducted in various formations and bodies, which are constituted by diverse participatory 
frameworks configuring language use and implying various audiences of discourse. Most 
important of these bodies is the Plenary, where all MEPs can participate, full interpreta-
tion into/from the 24 official languages is provided, sessions are web-streamed live on 
the EPTV65 and can be retrieved from its audio-visual records. Policy work is organized 
in the 20 Standing Committees responsible for particular policy areas, consisting of 28 
to 86 MEPs reflecting the political makeup of the whole Parliament, managed by a 
Chairman and coordinators from each Group. Committees meet twice a month in public 
to draw up, amend and adopt legislative proposals and reports to be presented to the 
plenary. Reports to be drawn up are distributed among Groups in the so-called d’Hont 
system according to size, but the author delegated by the given Group, the rapporteur, 
involves colleagues from other Groups, the so-called shadow rapporteurs in the process. In 
committee meetings, interpretation from/to the languages of committee members is pro-
vided, and sessions are web-streamed. Political Group meetings are also organized with 

                                                 
64 The official languages of the EC were Dutch, French, German, Italian from 1958, with the addition of Danish 
and English in 1973, Greek in 1981, Portuguese and Spanish in 1986, Finnish and Swedish in 1995, Czech, 
Estonian, Hungarian, Latvian, Lithuanian, Maltese, Polish, Slovak, Slovene in 2004 during the “big bang” en-
largement, and then Bulgarian, Irish, Romanian in 2007 and Croatian in 2013. 
65 Its website (http://europarltv.europa.eu/en/about-europarltv/about-us.aspx) introduces the EPTV as fol-
lows: “EuroparlTV is the web television of the European Parliament. The web TV channel aims to inform EU 
citizens about the Parliament’s activities and how its Members shape political developments and pass laws 
that affect people’s lives across Europe. The service includes live streaming of parliamentary sessions and 
committee meetings, news and debate programs and educational videos. Subtitles are available for all videos 
in 23 of the EU's official languages. EuroparlTV’s different channels are split into three main groups, which 
target different audiences: Parliament News, Young Parliament and Discover Parliament. (...) Anyone with 
internet access can watch EuroparlTV online. In addition EuroparlTV’s programs are made available by an ex-
tensive network of partners, and users can share videos on social media or on their website with the help of 
embedded codes.” 

http://europarltv.europa.eu/en/parliament-news/the-news.aspx
http://europarltv.europa.eu/en/young-parliament/backstage.aspx
http://europarltv.europa.eu/en/discover-parliament/history.aspx
http://europarltv.europa.eu/en/abouteuroparltv/our-partners/national-parliamentary-channels.aspx
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full interpretation, but without web-streaming. Beyond these three chief formations, 
there are delegations to maintain relations with outside organizations and regions; vari-
ous political bodies of the House, like the Conference of Presidents and the Bureau, 
where interpretation is provided but meetings are not public; and diverse working groups, 
where members of committees coming from the same Group meet with interpretation, 
and meetings are not public. All data analyzed in the present study are from plenary 
sittings and Committee meetings, so these configurations will be discussed in more detail 
below. 
 
In terms of participatory framework configurations, the plenary is open to all MEPs, and 
beyond those physically present in the chamber at the given exchange, those who are not 
may also follow the debate online, and may even indirectly intervene in written form, by 
parliamentary questions or explanations of vote that are recorded in the official Minutes 
of the sitting. Full interpretation and web-streaming are provided, which means that po-
tential audiences can be extensive and manifold, as reception studies based on data of 
media coverage in MSs or secondary social media representations indicate (e.g. Trenz, 
2004, 2008; Wodak & Wright, 2006; Michailidou & Trenz, 2013). Committee meetings 
harbor the same potentials for participatory access and audience design, with the differ-
ence that only those MEPs who are full or delegate members can participate in the de-
bates and votes, whereas anyone, including staff, media and guests, can attend, except 
for occasional in camera meetings. Web-streaming is an important feature of audience 
design here, and online audiences are often explicitly addressed or referred to by partic-
ipants. The situation is starkly different in political group meetings, however, where in-
terpretation in all the languages of the participants is provided, but meetings are not pub-
lic and are not web-streamed, so the direct audience is confined to those physically pre-
sent. The same arrangement applies to various working group formations of political 
groups, and to the political bodies of the EP, including the Conference of Presidents and 
the Bureau.  
 
It is important to note for the purpose of the following analyses of EUML performance 
that parliamentary legislative work in these formations proceeds through speech events 
debating texts to be amended as an outcome of these debates into further texts. The leg-
islative pipeline thus goes through deliberative-argumentative speech events, which are 
multilingual encounters of joint meaning-making in entities described as domains by 
Agha (2007), also interpreted with regard to LP performance by Agha and Wortham 
(2005) and Mortimer and Wortham (2015). The flow of events in this legislative pipeline 
is signposted by instances of entextualization, accessible in texts of amended legislative 
drafts at various points of the discursive process progressing towards final codification 
of the ultimate version adopted in Plenary. These debates are plurilingual speech events 
where agents, supported by simultaneous interpretation, deploy various resources of 
their linguistic and broader semiotic repertoires, whereas the ensuing multilingual entex-
tualizations are also a linguistic standardization process, recording the outcomes of these 
debates translated in the 24 official languages. 
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3.2 Communication, resources and communities on the EP floor 
 
The individual resources deployed in observed communicational practices on the EP 
floor can be conceptually framed in a language ecology (Haugen, 1972; Hornberger & 
Hult, 2008; Kramsch & Whiteside, 2008) of 751 inhabitant idiolects categorized into the 
current 24 official national languages by the incumbent LP representation of EUML. 
From a linguistic ethnographic perspective, resources deployed as the L2, L3, etc. pro-
ductions by the often bi- or plurilingual agents enter this local ecology as sub-idiolects of 
the individual speakers. They are often hybrid practices that blur boundaries between the 
24 ideal language-entities, contacting, interacting and often crossing or merging in dis-
course. In the actual situated performance of these discourses, the 751 MEPs can be 
organized in linguistic anthropological terms into various configurations of verbally in-
teracting participatory frameworks. These empirically emerging communities of speech 
may be interpreted in late modern re-conceptualizations of speech communities, group-
ings by multi-party verbal encounters, engagement and meaning-making, with more or 
less temporal and demographic stability defined in a shift of epistemic focus from “vari-
ation to transposition” and from “community to contact”, as Rampton (2006: 9) pro-
poses.66  
 
In spite of this potential interpretation of speech communities to MEPs interacting on 
the floor, and although empirically they display a multilingual collective of agents con-
nected by verbal interactions and communication perpetually exhibiting many of the 
features concluded by Coupland (2010: 101) as the criteria for a speech community, i.e. 
“(a) participation in a system of structured linguistic variation (...), and (b) the existence 
of shared interpretative norms about language use”, it is difficult to apply the sociolin-
guistic concept of inherently monolingual variational orientation to the multilingual or 
trans-lingual and trans-local phenomena of EUML observed on the EP floor. Moreover, 
the affordance of interpreting and translation which is an integral part of the communi-
cational practices within this collective renders its conceptualization as a classical speech 
community even more problematic, in spite of the fact that it is constituted in and by 
sustained verbal communications and can only function if a shared domain of meaning-
making persists. 
 
The ad hoc or more durable communities by speech on the floor performing EUML may 
take shape within or across political party boundary lines, but practically always across 

                                                 
66 The “troubled term” (Rampton, 2006: 1) of speech community entangled in and displaying larger shifts and 
rifts in sociolinguistic theory and methodologies, conceptualized by Eckert (2012) as the “third wave”, reflects 
changing epistemologies of social organization. Traditionally accepted as a horizon for sociolinguistic descrip-
tions of variation, it often evidently mismatches contemporary sociocultural realities of language use captured 
in ethnographic descriptions of multilingual practice in late modern multi-layered contexts. These contradic-
tions inherent in the notion are foregrounded in the changing views on the authenticity of the ideal (native) 
speaker as the relevant informant of a coherent, unified and stable demography, bounded exactly by this pos-
tulated nativeness. 
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lines to be drawn by MS nationality and by the official languages of MSs, as the regula-
tions pertaining to the establishment of political Groups in the EP determine. As a matter 
of course, various MEPs on various occasions use resources other than the official lan-
guage of the MS they were elected in.67 The configurations of the working organization 
imply that the occasional multilingual communities of speech these committee and other 
formations determine, just like the community of speech including all 756 MEPs poten-
tially represented by the EP plenary, intersect with boundaries assumed to uphold lan-
guage communities.68 Postulated language communities are expected to be oriented to 
particular centers of norms in the broad paradigm the overwhelming majority of studies 
on the EP share. These norms can be approached from various disciplinary backgrounds, 
and are primarily denominated as cultural, linguistic, political, legal, discursive, behav-
ioral, or combinations of these aspects depending on the disciplinary background and 
interest of the research concerned. On the other hand, as various ethnographically in-
formed pieces of research on the EP point out (e.g. Scully, 2005; Wodak, 2009; Kauppi, 
2011; Wodak, Krzyzanowski & Fochtner, 2012; Busby, 2014), the blanket community 
of MEPs is also defined and united by the very operation of the institution and by the 
daily communicational and social semiotic exchanges of a discursive modus operandi, by 
a definite and significant set of shared practices implying a set of shared norms and pur-
poses.  
 
Approached from discourses analyzed as text and talk, members of parliaments consti-
tute “special discourse communities working within special political institutions” as 
Bayley (2004: 1) defines them to “study how language functions within specific institu-
tional contexts and how in many ways linguistic practices have come to define institu-
tions on the one hand, and how the institutions have defined discourse practices on the 
other” (Bayley, 2004: 7). Compared to national parliaments, the specificity of the EP 
floor framed as a discourse community is the scale leap in differentiation by linguistic prac-
tices in EUML, conceptualized for the sociolinguistic analysis of multilingualism in the 
institution by Wright (2007: 21), who defines MEPs as a multilingual community of com-

                                                 
67 This practice is either manifested in the expanding practice of using lingua franca resources, predominantly 
English, or by using an official language of another MS, like Italian MEPs using German, or Romanian or Slo-
vakian ones using Hungarian, etc. Occasionally, languages or dialects that are not official languages of the EU, 
or practices that are blurring boundaries between the ideal entities of dialects and languages are also de-
ployed. More on these practices in Chapters 5 and 7.  
68 Although widely accepted in political theory and practice relevant to the EP, both categories are problematic 
and schematic seen from the research of situated language use: Language community as a wholesale and a 
priori ethnolinguistic assumption, and aspirational attitude of actors, rather than a social category rooted in 
discernible facts of communicational practice, whereas speech communities according to their post-Labovian 
and post-Gumperzian critiques for late modern trans-local practices may be better described in Community of 
Practice terms. Therefore, the perceived incongruence caused by the intersection of speech communities with 
language communities, a natural state of affairs of language contact in any society, may only be an ideological 
belief, as Silverstein (2014: 6) points out, demonstrated with Whorf´s term of the “Standard Average Euro-
pean”, characterized semiotically by “indexicality not only all the way down, but all the way up in a sociological 
scale, all the way out into network-framing social spaces of actualized and potential interdiscursivity”. This 
multi-scalar range of meaning-making characterizes the EP floor. 
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munication (see Chapter 1). Notwithstanding the relevance of these perspectives on com-
munity formations, the EP floor can certainly be observed as a bounded site of sociolin-
guistic engagement with access to, and availabilities of, a shared set of items of indexical 
significance in meaning-making within an institutionally determined demography with a 
set of shared values, nominally accepted and discursively confirmed in constitutive and 
defining boundaries of membership. In this perspective, as it was discussed in the con-
ceptualization of LP performance in the previous chapter, the collective of agents en-
gaged across argumentative policy performances can be analyzed in the framework of-
fered by theories of the community of practice (CofP). More specifically, this collective 
fulfils the requirements of a CofP “defined in terms of the members’ subjective experi-
ence of the boundaries between their community and other communities”, as explained 
by Meyerhoff (2002: 526) through the “(i) mutual engagement by members (whether 
harmonious or conflictual); (ii) the sharing of some jointly negotiated enterprise (of a 
relatively specific nature); (iii) the existence of a members’ shared repertoire (linguistic 
or otherwise)”.  
 
The constitutive participant perception of boundaries adopted by the present ethno-
graphic analyses of LP follows this definition, attending verbal and written exchanges 
towards relationally emerging political and social positionalities along axes of differen-
tiation in EUML practice. In this perspective, communities emerging in EUML practice 
can be analyzed according to Wenger’s (1998: 4) explanation, not as a “new kind of 
organization, but a different cut on organization’s structure one that emphasizes the 
learning that people have done together (and) in the way they define their enterprise, 
exist over time, and set their boundaries”. 
 
Therefore, this analytical framework lends itself to the thick description of the EP floor 
and groupings of agents with an emic attention to boundary outcomes in encounters ex-
plored in sociolinguistic analyses of LP performances of differentiation, with an ethno-
graphic focus on the processes and trajectories of mutual engagement, as my study en-
deavors to do.69 Research that apply the Communities of Practice framework to explore 
parliamentary discourse is introduced by Ilie (2001, 2010)70 who analyses political dis-
course positionalities on the floor of the House of Commons in the UK Parliament. The 

                                                 
69 Although the CofP concept tuned for ethnographic sociolinguistic research is an inductive one (e.g. Moore, 
2010; Eckert, 2012) to be established as an outcome of the constitutive practices of communication and 
meaning-making across agents within a demography observed, the present introduction is approaching the EP 
floor as an a priori CofP framework institutionally determined. Although ethnographic findings of the analyses 
do identify practices within this group that fulfil the defining requirements of CofPs, they are thus the deductive 
confirmation of a research presumption. The truly inductive ethnographic results of these analyses, most no-
tably in chapter 7, in fact describe the dynamics of how intersecting, overlapping and conflicting groupings, 
CofPs within the overall CofP of the EP floor demography are taking shape in and by multilingual and 
translingual practices of language use, understood as performances of LP. 
70 In the analysis of political discourse by MPs in the UK Parliament, Ilie (2010: 335) argues that a community 
of practice “can evolve naturally because of the members’ common interest in a particular domain or area, or 
it can be created specifically with the goal of gaining knowledge related to their field. Discourse and behavior 
patterns, as well as power relations, are produced and reproduced in such communities of practice according 
to the members’ dynamic role shifts, interpersonal positionings, political configurations, a.s.o.”  
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same setting is subject to sociopragmatic analyses also operationalizing politeness frame-
works by Harris (2001). For the ethnographic study of the EP the CofP is conceptualized 
by Wodak (2009) in a research framework to be presented in more detail in Section 5 of 
the present chapter. 
 
Notwithstanding the relevance of the CofP perspective on MEPs’ community of shared 
norms and practices (including norms and practices of meaning-making by discursive 
and semiotic-linguistic resources), from a strictly variationalist sociolinguistic point of 
view, staged performances by MEPs are accountable to their home electorate audience 
on a different plane of chronotropic availability to meaning-making, than to their peers 
in the debating chamber. These may have no proficiency in the explicitly linguistic re-
source deployed in the performance and often rely on therefore on simultaneous inter-
preting. This is apparent when a MEP deploys (his/her idiolect of) the official language 
of his/her state (the conventional language community), directly available and assessa-
ble with all its indexical presuppositions and entailments of variation to concentric cir-
cles of hearers differentiated by language proficiency (the conventional speech commu-
nity layers), and only available to others in translation. The two audiences distinguished 
by indexical centers of norm orientation may also imply different scales of audience de-
sign: fellow politicians present and potentially available for verbal exchanges, and mil-
lions of potential voters online or reached via the mass media. The two dimensions are 
assigned to the “arena” and the “gallery” (Gerhards & Neidhardt, 1990) of Habermas’ 
concept of the forum in public deliberation. 
 

3.3 The EP floor as a site of discourse production, circulation, and 
representation 

 
As outlined above, the broadcast and internet availability of political discourse in EP 
meetings to potential publics means that acts of speech on the EP floor have at least two 
parallel audiences and addressed participant frames: those physically present, mostly fel-
low-politicians, and in another dimension and order of scale, a variety of mediated or 
virtual participants including politicians, professionals, journalists and citizens attending 
by means of the new and conventional media in a variety of temporalities and physical 
locations in MSs or beyond. This feature of contemporary parliamentary discourse opens 
the linguistic anthropological setting of the EP floor to multi-scalar domains of meaning-
making in EUML practice. Whereas CofP conceptualizations provide a good analytical 
framework for the ethnographic description of socio-pragmatic semiosis evolving among 
agents in the arena, meaning-making in the gallery, a mediatized, trans-local and trans-
temporal dimension of audience options to attend performances on the arena, can only 
be explored in broader perspectives looking beyond local participatory frameworks. The 
fact that staged organizational policy performances on the EP floor, including language 
ideological debates of deliberating or performing LP, are taken up, and are meant to be 
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taken up by audiences and publics beyond the confines of the local participatory frame-
work requires therefore analyses of this trans-local, mostly, but not necessarily, passive71 
discursive engagement of distinct re-contextualizations.  
 
This challenge to both policy research and policymaking itself is recently grasped in 
wider disciplinary and multidisciplinary framings of political sociology research of Eu-
ropean institutions and publics known as the “second wave of European Studies”. It 
calls, as Kauppi (2013: 6) explains, for the “contextual analysis of politics through scru-
tiny of configurations of groups, representation and perception” to analytically describe 
how “supranational institutions, like the European Commission, the European Parlia-
ment, social movements, interest groups, parapublic organizations, elites, and ‘ordinary 
citizens’ all grapple with changing political circumstances and seek to redefine the legit-
imate practices of political identity and action” (...) “attempt to solve the contradictions 
between archaic descriptions of reality and political dynamics, explain the often messy 
and opaque developments of European politics” and “analyze the symbolic redefinitions 
of political action”. 
  
Among these changing circumstances, reconfiguring groupings, representation and per-
ception, the polycentric and multi-scalar spaces of re-contextualization in meaning-mak-
ing where the rhetorical, discursive, and semiotic effects of the EP speech genre unfold 
should be attended by LP research. This character of EP speech performances, that they 
are orienting to and projecting parallel audiences and dimensions of the public sphere 
have relevance to resource deployment (conventionally known as code-choice and code-
mixing) practices and LP performance on the floor, and will be in the focus of the ensu-
ing analyses of EUML. The present chapter introduces the sociolinguistic setting for eth-
nographic LP analyses and primarily aims at demonstrating how the polycentric and 
multi-scalar public spaces are invoked in/by discourse through multilingual speech, and 
how the EP floor as a discursive and semiotic setting of social representation works.  
 
To highlight the discursive potentials of addressing, invoking and thereby projecting pub-
lics, a short quote from the broadcast meeting of the Committee for International Trade 
(INTA) on the 20th of April 2016 at 15:27:02, retrievable from the EPTV, may suffice at 
this point. In the exchange with the Canadian minister of trade sitting on the panel, on 
the contents of the upcoming regulations in the comprehensive economic and trade 
agreement (CETA) between the EU and Canada, the Rapporteur (EPP-DE) said in Ger-
man: 
 

For a year and a half now, the text has been published on the Internet. Up to now I have 
heard no critique of this text. I wish citizens would really make use of the opportunity of 
checking again on the text in the next half year... translations will be ready soon, for I think 

                                                 
71 Beyond indirect political action by the public of EP discourses through voting, direct political intervention by 
citizens is invited in the Petitions Committee (http://www.europarl.europa.eu/committees/en/peti/home 
.html) and the institution of the Citizens’ Initiative by the EP. (http://www.europarl.europa.eu/atyourservice/en 
/20150201PVL00039/Citizen's-initiative)  
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the Agreement is mature enough and we should cautiously, but as soon as possible, proceed 
with ratification... and I would really appreciate if we managed this together on both sides 
of the Atlantic.72 

 
Formally and primarily addressing the Canadian Minister (who faces him on the panel 
and puts on her interpretation head-set as he starts the question), the Rapporteur invokes 
various secondary addressees. Thereby the speech discursively creates a connection be-
tween the argumentative encounter configuring the CofP of the floor, citizens in Euro-
pean MSs and in Canada, an entextualized multilingual outcome of previous speeches 
in an intertextual lineage coming from, and meant to progress to, further text(s), and the 
very medium of trans-local spaces of meaning-making across these instances, “the inter-
net”. 
 
Multi-scalar re-contextualizations can thus take a minute verbal exchange on the floor 
into a media discourse context transposed into a public sphere, and/or may directly im-
pact legislation by the amendment of a law text being debated in the given session. These 
simultaneous leaps or trajectories of potential entextualizations (Bauman & Briggs, 1990; 
Silverstein & Urban, 1996) of utterances across context levels are unique in the EP, com-
pared to national parliaments in terms of the complexity of scales and the variability of 
semiosis involved. This unique multi-scalar potential will be discussed and presented in 
some detail in the sample data of the Plenary and Committee debates, language ideolog-
ical ones, both in discussing and performing EUML by two EP Resolutions on LP in 
Chapters 4 and 5. The above sample serves to briefly illustrate the observed and potential 
discourse trajectory leaps between exchanges on the floor, codification of text, and vari-
ous scales of participatory frameworks and multilingually mediated European public 
spheres invoked and projected by the discourse. 
 
In a research perspective catering for this feature of scalar discursive leaps, the multilin-
gual CofP of shared repertoires on the floor approached as the primary participants and 
agents of observable discursive and semiotic practices enact a cross-cutting point of coa-
lescence in the emergence of LP. In their performances the individual/intersubjective and 
discursive dimensions of EUML come into an isomorphic coverage with the institutional 
and societal ones to conceptualize observed practice along the operational aspects of the 
multilingualism definition by Franceschini (2009: 34), also appearing in the HLGM Fi-
nal Report (EC, 2007: 6) discussed in Chapter 1. In the literal sense, discourses on par-
liamentary floors are supposed to represent and shape public opinion, and this feature is 
also relevant to the EP and the community of its agents, the MEPs.  

                                                 
72 My translation of the following transcript I made in the original language from the audiovisual EPTV source 
(http://www.europarl.europa.eu/ep-live/en/committees/video?event=20160420-1500-COMMITTEE-INTA): 
“Seit einundeinhalb Jahren ist jetzt der Text im Internet veröffentlicht. Ich hab’ bis heute (ehmmm) keine Kritik 
an diesem Text gehört... Ich wünsche mir dass die Bürgerinnen und Bürger wirklich die Gelegenheit nutzen 
sich im Laufe des nächsten halben Jahres die Texte nochmal anzusehen, es wird bald die Übersetzungen ge-
ben... denn ich glaube, (ehmm) das Abkommen ist reif, wir sollten das Ratifizierungsverfahren sorgfältig, aber 
möglichst schnell durchziehen, und wenn wir das auf beiden Seiten des Atlantiks gemeinsam hinbekommen 
würden, dann wär’ ich sehr dankbar.” 
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One distinctive feature of this community, also defined in their policy practices of LP 
making and LP enactment which explains the coalescence of the four aspects (individual, 
discursive, institutional, and societal) of the conceptual representation of EUML in their 
discursive practice, is that MEPs are both agents and subjects of this policy. Thus, their 
performative discursive practices can in the same instance manifest, and enact, but also 
determine LP. The EP floor is a setting where multilingual LP is performed by agents 
who, on the other hand are, potentially at least and with restrictions of legislative com-
petence, devising it through codification in discourse. This makes the EP a setting of 
communicational practices with the outcome of both the discursive construction, and se-
miotic intersubjective enactment/performance of LP. Although LP per se is seldom on the 
legislative agenda and the powers of directly making LP even confined to the institution 
itself are not often employed,73 like in the making of other policies by legislative means, 
the multi-scalarity of discursive policy performances the above sample gives insight to, 
is also relevant to specifically LP performances and will be analyzed in this perspective 
in the study.  
 
Heeding these particularities of EP discourse in policy performances, with LP in focus, 
the epistemological entry point taken matches the tripartite conceptualization of LP 
emerging across public discourse, public text, and public performance (Lo Bianco, 2010) pre-
sented in the previous chapter on the LP concept the study employs. This means apply-
ing another formulation of the tripartite sources of LP by Lo Bianco and Aliani (2013: 
74), that discursive conceptualizations of EUML that is the “iterative debates” on the 
floor about societal and institutional LP, and the concurrent and resulting drafting of 
“formal texts” of legislation and household rules in the EP on the subject is taking shape 
in discursive practices, constructing meanings relevant to EUML in the institutional and 
societal sense of deliberation. The same discursive practices in the same setting and by 
the same community of agents, analyzed with an ethnographic apparatus in the narrow 
methodological sense as “communicative behaviors” (Lo Bianco & Aliani, 2013: 74), 
often unfolding in intersubjective contexts that are themselves enactments of the very 
same policies, would then create a full picture of LP. In the full picture, pieces of data 
should fall into place in an ethnography of language policy (ELP) research strategy, as 
laid out by McCarty (2011: 10) to “illuminate the ways in which language orientations, 

                                                 
73 The determining aspect of coalescence of the intersubjective, institutional and societal discursive dimen-
sions of EUML in observed performances by MEPs, however intriguing in theoretical terms, may not be more 
than a legislative potential not often harnessed in political praxis. Although agents have the nominal power to 
have rules and legislation relevant to LP to be amended in Cooper's (1989) classical sense, they do not often 
avail themselves of it. Unlike enactment in performance, a ubiquitous and perpetual practice, explicit policy- 
making in the particular LP realm is by far not. As discussed in Chapter 1, LP is of mixed legislative competence 
in the first place and is seldom on the EP agenda as such. The last two terms spanning ten years saw only two 
such occasions, both of which are analyzed in data samples 1 and 2 in Chapters 5 and 6. That policymaking 
power is not exercised and/or not felt to be exercised by agents is shown by frequent and recurring complaints 
and protests on the floor about the restrictions (or prodigious abundance) of interpreting availability, and trans-
lation deadlines for written documents, LP deliverables directly relevant to agents. In that respect, in regard of 
LP analyses, MEPs may not be set far apart from agents of classroom settings most ethnographic LP research 
on multilingualism discusses. 
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attitudes and ideologies shape and are shaped by language policies as they are con-
structed in social practice”, revealing incongruences along the Research Questions of my 
study. 
 
The multi-scalar performativity of late modern parliamentary discourse has not gone 
unnoticed in contemporary research. A generic analytical framework for mediatized po-
litical discourses on European parliamentary floors, various and particular as they are in 
terms of rules, traditions, and rhetorical/discursive practices and interactional scripts, is 
outlined by Ilie (2010). In this research perspective, parliamentary discourse practices 
are framed as “institutional co-performance” (Ilie, 2010: 66) in terms of addressees and 
audiences, in a process of identity co-construction. Speakers’ audience orientation is bro-
ken up in this framework by various categories of directly or indirectly targeted address-
ees and audience members by addressee oriented directions, including the Chair of the 
meeting and interlocutors, and into multiple audience-oriented directions, including fel-
low MEPs in the chamber and outsiders, reporters, journalist, constituency members 
and other citizens, most of whom are defined as “TV-audiences” (Ilie, 2010: 67).  
 
Positioned in this understanding of the mediated/mediatized triadic communicational 
setting, my analyses of EP speeches keep an important distinction between the argumen-
tative-rhetorical and the discursive perspectives (e.g. Rein & Schön, 1996; Fischer & 
Gottweis, 2012) on observed speeches, also in terms of audience design intentions and 
effects. Whereas speakers doubtlessly have argumentative intentions in addressing partic-
ular audiences when deploying various rhetorical devices (including linguistic resource 
selections) and presume shared knowledge by pragmatic implicatures, discourses thereby 
produced have an effect on various hearers and audiences that by necessity differs from 
the intended one.74 Discourse deriving from argumentation thus assigns not only its 
meanings, but its own audiences, which it not only orients to, but invokes and projects 
for the perception of others, often regardless of speakers’ assumed or discernible argu-
mentative-rhetorical intentions, or political interest. This duality of the perlucotionary act 
and perlocutionary effect of political, or any, discourse, pointed out by Chilton and 
Schäffner (2002: 11) as the “potential discrepancy between intended effect (that is, effect 
that some hearers may infer to be intended) and the actual effect on the hearer” with a 
discourse analytical priority given to the latter, is also conscious of the epistemological 
limitations of the extent to which a speaker intention may be accessed. Therefore it is 
important to enquire both aspects in political discourse: practices of production and prac-
tices of reception, sustained in the distribution to the argumentative-rhetorical intention, and 
the discursive effect aspects of talk in framing policy realities. The same distinction is also 
reflected on in social pragmatic analyses of interaction and face-work as first order and 
second order, also setting a priority of focus, at least in its original politeness research con-
ceptualizations to the first order, whereas my study is primarily attending from an emic 
position the observable second order social effects of LP performances. These, as the 

                                                 
74 This effect was discussed with a view to indexical orders invoked by semiosis in consecutive turns in verbal 
interaction in Chapter 2. 
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analyzed samples of situated talk would show, effect boundaries of differentiation by 
speech in EUML practice on the EP floor which can not only be accomplished through 
the deliberative rhetoric of explicit naming or implication of addressees in us/them dif-
ferentiation, e.g. in labelling (Bucholtz & Hall, 2010), but also discursively elicited by 
other semiotic means. These means are indexical code-choices and meta-pragmatic re-
flections on them, two types of data from EUML practice which are the main focus of 
my ethnographic LP enquiries. 
 
This means that a particular feature of acts of speech on the EP floor is that as pieces of 
mediated or mediatized political discourse they have at least two parallel audiences and 
addressed participant frames: people physically present, and a media audience, also 
termed the arena and gallery of the forum. The gallery, a mediated or mediatized dimen-
sion, may be broken up into citizens and professional users, including journalists and 
policy professionals in the EP, within the “Brussels hub” (Busby, 2014), back in MSs, or 
beyond. This is how EP speeches travel, to paraphrase Blommaert and Rampton (2016: 
32), on trajectories across scales and domains (Agha, 2007) in a “mediated democracy” 
(e.g. Silverstone, 2002) or “audience democracy” (Michailidou & Trenz, 2013) of the 
layered, multi-scalar and polycentric potential of the EP floor.  
 
In this epistemological perspective on the EP floor setting of policy (speech) perfor-
mances, ethnographic LP analyses from within need to be positioned in conceptualiza-
tions of multi-scalar uptake and contextualization of language ideological debates in 
wider circles of reception. Analyses of political, and more particularly, parliamentary 
discourse in a triangle encompassing not only speaker and message, but paying pro-
nounced attention to reception and the multiple potentials of making meanings of dis-
course, should be mindful of the virtual spaces these dynamics can unfold in. The con-
ceptualization taking account of this space by Michailidou and Trenz (2013) proposes a 
“reconceptualization of EU political representation as a triadic and mediatized commu-
nicative act between political agents, constituents and the audience (to) apply the notion 
of ‘audience democracy’ to the representative politics of the EU” (Michailidou & Trenz, 
2013: 262). This framing connects the concept of multi-scalar domains of the EP speech 
genre to broader theories of political sociology research on a postulated European Public 
Sphere (EPS)75 of mediated and transnational or supranational democratic deliberation. 
In the conceptual research framework the setting is discussed above, covering notions of 
discourse and communities, local and trans-local, the concept is evidently relevant, suc-
cinctly defined by Trenz (2002: 20) as the “public sphere (which) is at the same time a 

                                                 
75 Based on Habermas’ concept of Öffentlichkeit (1962, 1987) trans- or supranational conceptualizations en-
compassing societies of MSs are defining the EPS (e.g. Eder-Kantner, 2000; Trenz, 2002; Risse, 2003, 2015; 
Risse & Van de Steeg, 2003, 2007; Fossum & Schlesinger, 2007; Triandafyllidou et al., 2009; Krzyżanowski, 
2010) and the theoretical options for the evolution of this public sphere via, in and by mediatized discourse 
and internet-based new media practices (e.g. Krzyżanowski & Wodak, 2006; Wodak & Wright, 2006; Fossum 
& Schlesinger, 2007; Michailidou, Trenz & De Wilde, 2014) towards a joint space of discursive political en-
gagement. 
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communicative space and a collective constituted by this communicative space and de-
veloping it”. The European Public Sphere (EPS) can thus be defined by extension, ac-
cording to Risse (2015: 9) “as a short form for interconnected and Europeanized local-, 
national-, or issue-specific public spheres (…) in the plural rather than a single European 
Public Sphere above and beyond national public spheres”.  
 
Recent EPS-focused studies in social and policy research, disparate in their essential def-
initions, methods of quantitative and qualitative measurements in various samplings of 
printed, televised and internet-based media, and conflicting in their results, as the review 
by Fossum and Schlesinger (2007) points out, are all responding to a sensed democracy 
and legitimacy deficit after the “no” outcomes of the EU constitutional referenda in 
France and the Netherlands in 2006. This deficit appears to have intensified since, in the 
growth of Euro-sceptic or plainly anti-European parties and agendas highlighted by the 
Brexit vote in 2016 and its consequences since. The legitimacy of a trans- or suprana-
tional scope of governance directs attention to the boundary dynamics of contextualiza-
tion and identification in a mediated communicative space open to and overlapping with 
national public spheres and European institutions. The interfaces within this virtual com-
municative space, postulated to be more than the sum of its constituents, are seen to 
accrue to an EPS, or rather EPS-es by a degree of Europeanization of the public spheres. 
This is pointed out and measured to be increasing in the media (e.g. Trenz, 2005; 
Koopmans & Statham, 2010), although through a “national filter of perception of Eu-
rope” (Triandafyllidou et al., 2009: 262) in these media representations, specific to na-
tional media contexts, as Krzyzanowski et al. (2009) claim. Although studies focusing 
on the internet-based social media, offering data access and methodological possibilities 
for a bottom-up approach, are sensing a restructuring of the public sphere into an issue-
based perspective which differs from the off-line or on-line mass media, the results are 
cautiously interpreted. The thorough mass-media and internet-based media reception 
research study on the 2009 EP elections by Michailidou, Trenz & De Wilde (2014) con-
cludes that in the reporting on the campaign and events of the European elections in MS 
media, the features of the Europeanization of off-line news spheres of “nationally ‘con-
fined’ news” and “the national politics framing and the ‘us versus them’ perspective of 
EU news” are also transposed in the on-line coverage of the events, but point out that  
 

At the same time, these online spheres – fragmented by nationality – remain also unified 
through the reference to the same events and the parallel use of the same frames and inter-
pretations. (Michailidou, Trenz & De Wilde, 2014: 120)  

 
Imperfect at best, the Europeanization of public spheres may be found in media analyses, 
the definitive minimum conditions for the social construction of an EPS may, however, 
be logically met, as Risse claims,  
 

if and when a transnational community of communication emerges in which speakers and 
listeners recognize each other as legitimate participants in a common discourse that frames 
the particular issues as common European problems. (Risse, 2003: 9)  
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With a view to the EPS, observations of the EP floor indeed confirm the fulfilment of 
the ‘Eder-Kantner conditions’ (Eder-Kantner, 2000; Risse & Van de Steeg, 2003), envis-
aging the emerging shapes of a transnational community of communication in which 
“speakers and hearers recognize each other as legitimate participants of common dis-
course” (Risse, 2003: 8). This conceptualization evidently befits the transnational com-
munity of communication of MEPs on the EP floor, as defined in the sociolinguistic 
understanding by Wright (2007, 2009), and of a postulated community of trans-local 
audiences of mediated EP debates, encompassing local and trans-local understandings 
of the EP floor. This community is argued by some researchers, as Fossum and 
Schlesinger (2007: 10) explain, to be the very establishment of a functional EPS.76 It is 
a fact that voter turnout at EP elections has been decreasing since the 66% of 1979 until 
an upward turn in 2019. The long-term trend was attributed to a variety of social and 
organizational factors of legitimacy (e.g. Blondel et al., 1998) which ultimately raise 
questions if, and to what extend, there is an emergent EPS, and what role the community 
on the EP floor plays therein? Nonetheless, the question, in the light of empirical phe-
nomena may be turned around as Liebert (2007: 267) poses it: 
 

Given nationally fragmented media and the diversity of civil society in Europe, in view of 
the multiplicity of languages, educational systems and ‘demoi’, it needs to be explained why 
the construction of European public spheres does nevertheless occur and to what extent the 
EP takes part in it. 

 
As discussed earlier, the EP floor is approached in the present study as a setting which 
hosts a trans-national community of practice and communication, performing situated 
social and discursive practices which exhibit semiotic and indexical features for ethno-
graphic analyses. With a view to these practices the EPS concept offers a perspective to 
understand how argumentative policy performances on the floor, including language 
ideological debates, resonate with wider publics, understood both as the medium and 
outcome of deliberative multilevel governance, and in a more sceptical social epistemol-
ogy hallmarked by the notion of discursive governmentality. One way or another, in a LP 
research perspective, the trans-local publicity of EP discourse manifested in mediatized 
policy performances on the floor is postulated to exhibit the language ideology outcomes 
explored in the ultimate research objective set by Gal and Woolard (2001: 133) “to in-
vestigate the public construction of languages, the linguistic construction of publics, and 
the relationship between these two processes”. 
 

                                                 
76 The review by Fossum and Schlesinger (2007: 10) refers to “(s)cholars, whom we might label the federalists 
on the defensive (who) note that the Union has taken measures to rectify some of the defects listed above, 
with direct implications for the public sphere. For instance, the EU has established a permanent strong public 
in the shape of the European Parliament (EP); and it has also increasingly relied on other fora, such as conven-
tions, in the process of constitution-making. Over time, the Union has developed civil, political, social, cultural 
and economic rights that have strengthened citizens’ private and public autonomy at the European level. The 
Union has also taken measures to increase transparency, to include citizens more directly in its decisions, and 
to strengthen the interaction of strong and weak publics within the European framework. These developments 
help to shape the character of the circuit of power within the multi-level Union.” 
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Investigating both the discursive construction and the semiotic indexical performance of 
LP on the EP floor, the present study approaches contextualizations and identifications 
from a bottom up perspective, focusing on observed local instances of social practice. 
The epistemological connection of the two scales, the immediate intersubjective or mi-
cro-sociological, and the political-historical or macro-sociological, in these processes is 
a challenge LP research frameworks cannot evade, and relates to the fundamental issue 
of whether, and how, the EPS performed and invoked within the EP connects or reso-
nates with an EPS ‘out there’. In terms of the analysis of EUML, this translates into the 
question, to what extent the community of communication in the EP, whose existence 
is an empirical fact, represents the one presumed to emerge, or not, in European societies. 
Seen from LP making in the EP, the same scale interface issue boils down to the debate 
in LP research on whether institutional LP can be detached from societal LP. As pro-
posed upon the critical review of the sociolinguistic literature on EUML in Chapter 1, 
in most research perspectives, including anthropological and/or discursive studies, the 
analyses to explore this question are subordinated to the macro-sociological view. The 
macro or socio-political aspects of a trans- or supranational public in communication, or 
“discursive transnationalization” (Brüggemann et al., 2006) are widely and critically dis-
cussed by authors of various interdisciplinary backgrounds. On the other hand the eth-
nographic aspects of the process to explore the workings and transformation of the very 
semiotic medium for this to happen in everyday communicational practices of interact-
ing individuals performing the EPS in multilingual (EUML) practices from a “grassroots 
level” (Zapettini & Comanaru, 2014: 405) perspective, are not analyzed deeper than 
schematic a priori framings of conventional multilingualism.  
 
As discussed in Chapter 1, presenting recent conceptualizations of EUML, in most re-
search perspectives discussing it, including studies focusing on the EP, the semiotic and 
socio-pragmatic interactional dimension of research only features as a function of the 
sociological macro scale enquiries; seldom is it the other way round. This perspective 
has dominated even anthropological approaches to the EP floor to be reviewed in the 
next section. 
 

3.4 Studies of the EP floor approached as a multicultural anthropological 
setting  

 
The EP floor has been described and analyzed since the 1990s as a multilingual and/or 
multicultural setting of governance, communication, and meaning-making from various 
disciples and multidisciplinary backgrounds, ranging from political science to political 
and institutional sociology and anthropology, the latter including approaches from dis-
course studies and sociolinguistics. Sociolinguistics-informed LP per se, however, has 
been rarely chosen as the essential thrust of these analyses, even if some aimed to include 
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LP, or various LP features and phenomena of EUML in their scope of qualitative and/or 
ethnographic analyses.77  
 
The study to set the scene for anthropological enquiries into the field of the EP, and at 
the same time for a broad range of organizational sociological framings of policy-making 
in EU institutions, was the pioneering monograph on the EP by Abeles (1992). The study 
claims to introduce the angle of bottom-up or micro-sociological studies of the institution 
to map up, from an anthropological perspective, the dynamics of borders and boundaries, 
below the macro-political levels of European integration. This research perspective along 
with the new interest in the sociological dynamics and cultural backgrounds of political 
phenomena unfolding in processes of EU integration, coined the “anthropology of the 
European Union” (Shore & Wright, 1997), was marked by further research into trans-
national or supranational institutions (e.g. Abeles, 1992, 2004; Bellier & Wilson, 2000; 
Bourne & Cini, 2005; Shore, 2006). These studies unfold a research agenda that sur-
passed the International Relations (IR) perspective of interacting pre-given macro enti-
ties, and postulated the emergence of a new scale of objects for research in the represen-
tations and social practices captured in the relationship between culture and politics in 
EU institutions. This new perspective added critical depth to the study of EU policy-
making and governance, “by necessity multi-level and intercultural” (Hajer, 2006: 42), 
which meant a re-scaling of governance in transnational institutional contexts, “demon-
strating the ongoing, dynamic flux of cultures attached to decision making processes”, 
as Bellier and Wilson (2000: 16) describe the novel subject of research interest. The an-
thropology of the European Union perspective or the ‘cultural turn in EU studies’ 
(Demossier, 2012) in research, as Bellier and Wilson (2000: 2) define it, “seeks to delin-
eate the ways in which culture acts to distinguish or to obscure EU institutions, policies, 
leaders, ideologies and values in the daily lives of people on the peripheries and localities 
of the EU as well as those at the center of EU decision-making”. 
 
This is pursued in a research agenda exploring the daily practices and conduct of MEPs 
studied from an ethnographic perspective marked by the study of Wodak (2009) on the 
discursive emergence of politics in everyday practices of MEPs in the EP. 
 
The studies on the EP or the broader anthropology of the EU were cognizant, from the 
outset, of the emergence of a new type of public space, “shared by people of different 
cultures, speaking different languages, and with widely varying national political histo-
ries” as Shore and Abeles (2004: 10) discuss it, where “Europe means a change of scales, 
which as a consequence leads to the deterritorialization of Community practices” to-
wards a “deterritorialized or virtual Europe” (2004: 10), in a relentless process along the 
so-called Monnet method, also dubbed engrenage. The originally French term is used in 
current multilingual and plurilingual settings, as discussed by Shore (2000: 147), to refer 

                                                 
77 The significant exception is the recent wave of studies by the two research consortia dedicated to the study 
of multilingualism in Europe, acting between 2006 and 2011, especially DYLAN and LINEE discussed in Chap-
ter 1 conceptualizing EUML. 
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to a steady “meshing together” process of cultural and ideological convergence towards 
new identification configurations among officials and politicians in the Brussels context. 
The term also implies the sense of being caught up in a system (pris dans l’engrenage) or 
‘gearing up’, as stressed in anti-EU interpretations (e.g. Congdon, 2007: 132). The latter 
sense is explained by Abeles as “an action trap in which agents, once set in a specific 
course of action, find themselves obliged to take a set of further actions that point them 
in a direction in which they did not necessarily intend to go” (Abeles, 2004: 4) or the 
“imbrication between present and future in a political process (...) a little like if one drives 
without a rear-view mirror” (Abeles, 2004: 3). This notion grasps the unfolding of 
changes in the rules of engagement pertaining to the process in the process itself, akin to 
Hajer’s (2006) description of the EP as a “living institution”, the term itself actually 
deriving from Abeles’ (1992) institution vivante applied for the EP. Both authors describe 
the EP and its incumbent agents, MEPs, in the constant negotiating process towards a 
new type of virtual context, across cultural boundaries of political ideology and political 
traditions. The particular feature of the EP in its multiple discursive-semiotic norms, and 
various scales of intended/projected accessible audiences, termed ‘multicultural 
institutional ambiguity’ and ‘multisignificance’ by Hajer (2006) is a point of focus. This 
novelty of the research perspective endows it an additional layer of depth to explore 
institutional EU sites as contexts of representation and social practices, understood as 
the discursive formation of institutional ontologies (e.g. Schmidt, 2008) and identity 
potentials (e.g. Wodak, 2009) by meaning-making with the discursive outcome of 
collective positioning of self and others. These are also surfacing in macro level repre-
sentations of the “normative power Europe” (Diez, 2005), or us/them boundaries vis-à-
vis third partners in the international arena (Krzyzanowski & Oberhuber, 2007).  
 
It is noteworthy, however, that anthropological studies of the EP and other EU institu-
tions, culturally sensitive as they are to dynamics of change, do not substantially enquire 
into the concepts of language and multilingualism. Multilingualism in most cases is ac-
cepted in essence in the conventional semantic denotational sense for a priori bounded 
discrete entities and their configurations, across which communication is carried to com-
pletion in the conduit model of translation and interpreting, understood as a transmission 
of denotational meaning and political content. Critical enquiries into the epistemological 
framings of language are external to this paradigm or subordinated to framings of culture. 
EUML is thus mostly conceptualized as a kind of necessary obstacle to the unfolding of 
cultural and ideological processes towards a deterritorialized virtual Europe, and its in-
stitutional manifestation in the EP is seen in a monolingual mindset. This monolingual 
view cannot comprehend EUML as the actual medium of the engrenage process to en-
compass all resources of communication, and harboring potentials of new norm config-
urations for meaning-making and representation of political and social identifications. 
Abeles concludes in this vein the language ideological aspect of his anthropological anal-
ysis of the EP describing multilingual practice in a perspective followed more or less by 
ensuing framings of the EP floor and of EUML practice, as Babel debates along the met-
aphor that has become a hallmark of references to EUML: 



The EP floor as a polycentric and multi-scalar setting of language policy performance 101 

 

The European Parliament is, in other words (Abeles, 1992) a real tower of Babel, where 
shifting from one language to another neutralizes debate. The plenary sessions often look 
like a succession of monologues. From time to time, when two MEPs from the same country 
take the floor one after the other, one may foresee the beginning of a more spontaneous 
discussion. The shared community of language allows more direct exchanges and favours 
some liberty of tone. The speakers draw on the same vocabulary and the same frame of 
reference. They move in the same discursive universe. On other occasions, the lack of 
linguistic unity depersonalizes debate. Pluralism then becomes an important factor 
contributing to opacity. Because each country’s political language mobilizes a different 
rhetoric, certain subtleties are almost impossible to translate across linguistic and political 
cultural divides. (Abeles, 2004: 8-9) 

 
This primordial evaluation of EUML on the EP floor constructed around the metaphor 
of Babel neatly exhibits a monolingual paradigm. According to this social ontology, lan-
guages, the discreet and stable denotational codes of “the same country” defined by “lin-
guistic unity” amount to distinct “discursive universes” with the “same vocabulary and the 
same frame of reference”. In these circumstances, it is taken for granted that the semantic 
operation of interpreting and translation across the boundaries of these universes, often 
posed as sui generis factitious and arbitrary in the last analysis “contributes to opacity”.78 
The possibility the present study explores, that the EP as a whole in its multilingual 
(pluri- or translingual) practices representing and performing EUML could be in a pro-
cess of shaping a discursive universe of its own, is external to this conventional concept 
of multilingualism. The insight that resources and resource repertoires (the actual me-
dium of the negotiation rituals institutional anthropology embarks on analyzing) would 
themselves be subjected to negotiation rituals by the very practice pursued “in them” by 
change dynamics captured in the concept of the enregisterment, of resources and voices 
(Agha, 2007), lies outside this perspective, essential in laying the ground for further an-
thropologically oriented research on the EP. 
 
This research is by no means abundant. In spite of the pioneering work of Abeles, it is 
not only ethnographic analyses of sociolinguistic performance by agents that are scarce, 
but even the broadly understood micro-sociological perspective is seldom applied to ex-
plore the institution. As critical reviews point out, the contemporary generation of re-
search on the EP exhibits a scarcity of situated sociological analysis of political phenom-
ena beyond outcome-focused formal modelling and quantitative research. Political phe-
nomena like easily quantifiable roll-call vote behaviour in plenary sittings are discussed 
in most studies in a “narrow sense of institutionalism”, as Busby (2014) in her review of 

                                                 
78 This preconceived tradition of a research perspective seems to be part of the mindset of later discursive 
ethnographic approaches too, like Wodak’s (2014) study which somewhat skeptically evaluates interviewed 
MEPs testimonies that they enjoyed the job and welcomed the diversity associated with multilingualism: “This 
was surprising to us as interviewers because we often had the impression that misunderstandings of many 
kinds (arising from linguistic diversity) occur on a regular basis (see also Bellier, 2002; Wodak, 2011a).” The 
author suspiciously evaluates those testimonies as to “summarise (…) the commonly held view that multilin-
gualism is not an obstacle” and upon a critical analysis finds them to “explicitly indicate the opposite as a 
subtext” (Wodak, 2014: 137). 
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the literature echoes the conclusions of the earlier stock-taking by Favell and Guiraudon 
(2011), who argue that sociologists should construe the EU in situ and in action, relying 
on fieldwork like ethnography in research to “get closer to actions and processes in 
Brussels” (Favell & Guiraudon, 2011: 6).  
 
The claim for a lack of ethnographic analyses of EU institutions is made and posed to 
be remedied by the other milestone monograph after that of Abeles (1992). Marking the 
second chapter in the anthropology of the EP, Wodak (2009) rearranges the framings for 
research into the EP by introducing the idea of “doing politics” as performance, both in 
the linguistic illocutionary sense, and in Goffman’s specific concept of “dramatic reali-
zation” (Wodak, 2009: 8). In the latter meaning, the concept distinguishes between the 
“front stage” of media presented dramatic realizations, and “backstage” practices of dis-
cursive identity formation. The study positions front stage parliamentary speeches as 
dramaturgical performances of political discourse, taking account of their mediated na-
ture directly broadcast or embedded as “snapshots” in the media, and their relations to 
layers of the public sphere. The inclusion of the backstage mode of performing MEPs 
into the research design opens the way to a novel perspective on the institution where 
agents are defined as a CofP (Wenger et al., 2002), and in terms of Bourdieu’s (1989) 
sociological theory to frame critical discourse analyses of parliamentary speeches. This 
conceptual framework for researching the EP claims, as Wodak (2009: 77) explains, to 
“assume a link between ‘identity’ (individual and collective) and the communities of prac-
tice where these are negotiated, constructed and enacted” and furthermore to “assume 
that collective identities may become internalized and subconscious, thus determining 
our behavior as the concept of habitus suggests”.  
 
This research agenda is continued in recent work on the EP by Busby (2014), who oper-
ationalizes Bourdieu’s concept of field to describe the EP and the habitus of incumbent 
agents, or MEPs. Busby and Belkacem (2013) present the results of ethnographic socio-
logical observation of MEPs collaborating with their assistants in the backstage prepara-
tion for staged discursive performances. They investigate how agents cope with the ‘com-
municational overload’ of the institution of multi-level governance and multisignificance, 
applying a sociological approach “seriously exploring the practices of actors in social 
spaces” which “enables exploration of resources, positions of agents, and professional 
trajectories, and the building of a new picture of the way institutions are set up and work” 
(Busby, 2014: 41).  
 
In terms of the multidisciplinary composition of a research strategy, Wodak (2009) in 
her programmatic study on the EP proposes a perspective on discursive politics done in 
the institution. The integrated approach of Politolinguistik, or “a linguistic study of polit-
ical communication”, is building on an existing strand of discourse research, to an extent 
her own Discourse Historical Analysis (DHA) model (e.g. Riesigl and Wodak, 2001) to 
critically analyze texts of parliamentary speeches in multi-scalar reception. This research 
agenda is later extended by Wodak (2014: 78) towards “an integration of the critical 
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discourse studies (CDS) perspectives (e.g. Fairclough, Chilton, Wodak) and critical ap-
proaches to sociolinguistics (CSL) (e.g. Heller, Heller & Duchene, Gal, Woolard)” to 
explore LP and language ideologies in the EP, gauged in participatory observation of 
practice, and interviews with MEPs. This is a legitimate and consequential proposition. 
Multifarious and engaged critical discourse analytical approaches are with exploring 
traces of power in discourse, and the political outcomes of its workings, unlike media 
representations and texts, parliaments are seldom their focus of interest. Among studies 
of political discourse with qualitative and quantitative corpora analyses, as the review of 
research by Ilie (2010) points out, 
 

(o)nly a few recent studies have examined linguistic, discursive and/or rhetorical features of 
parliamentary discourse (…). However, apart from a few major publications (Wodak & Van 
Dijk, 2000; Bayley, 2004), no systematic investigations have been carried out so far about 
parliamentary practices in terms of institutionalised uses of language, the langue-shaped 
power relations between institutional agents, or the interplay between verbal interaction 
patterns and the participants’ political agendas. (Ilie, 2010: 58) 

 
These studies are connected through Wodak’s research agenda to the setting of the EP 
floor and raise various aspects that are eminently applicable to the study of the multi-
scalar and polycentric reception potentials of multilingual EP discourse, relevant to LP 
research. The pragmatic understanding and analyses of implicatures in speech, and shared 
background assumptions, or common sense knowledge (Van Dijk, 2005), reveal that con-
textualizing parliamentary speech by audiences can play a role in audience design and 
discursive framing. In the process of communication to “package information” for se-
lected audiences in political discourse, as Chilton (2004: 64) points out connecting the 
cognitive to the social aspect of pragmatic understanding of language use, presupposi-
tions are “a micro-mechanism in language use which contributes to the building of con-
sensual reality, (...) used when they are not expected to be challenged or rejected” (Chilton, 
2004: 64). Chilton interprets the argumentative framing operation in the social practice of 
interactional socio-pragmatics in the parliamentary setting and warns that: “(i)t takes an 
effort to retrieve, formulate and challenge a presupposition – the effort being both cog-
nitive and, since a face threatening act is involved, also social” (Chilton, 2004: 64). Chal-
lenges to taken-for-granted pragmatic implicatures approached in the social interactional 
analysis of face-work, including face threatening acts and impoliteness strategies (Harris, 
2001; Ilie, 2010) in research on parliamentary discourse is a conceptual and methodo-
logical avenue which I follow in the analysis of the data sample in Chapter 7 through the 
ethnographic description of a debate during a Parliamentary committee hearing.  
 
Beside this interactional sociopragmatic analytical aspect, parliamentary discourse is 
also approached in a macro perspective of boundary work (e.g. Krzyzanowski & 
Oberhuber, 2007) in analyses of discursive strategies in mainstream voices of elites like 
MPs and MEPs defining Europeanness by positioning positive Self and negative Other 
representations. Research on such boundary strategies encompasses the discursive pro-
duction of hegemonic multilingualism ideologies by Krzyzanowski (2010) presented in 
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Chapter 1. These micro and macro perspectives on various aspects of boundary work are 
relevant angles for enquiries to understand what is going on discursively on the EP floor, 
and how the EP floor is constructed in discourse. Interestingly, these, and ensuing waves 
of studies on the EP, focusing on the discursive and linguistic (rather than the multilin-
gual or plurilingual) construction of the very political and cultural categories at stake, 
tend to internalize a pattern of thought they often criticize. The ‘tower of Babel’ para-
digm set by Abeles for the EP floor, posed in ensuing research as a chief topos in the 
ideology of hegemonic multilingualism, as Krzyzanowski (2010) points out, is continued 
both in policymaking in, and research on, the EP. This paradigm framing EUML, un-
derstood as “a container of parallel monolingualisms” (Krzyzanowski & Wodak, 2010) 
prevails even in the multilingualism concept of contemporary critical sociolinguistic and 
LP research on the EP, like in the DYLAN project dedicated to the discourse analyses 
of texts treating multilingualism, and texts from multilingual practice per se, in the insti-
tution. The investigations in this research perspective will be critically collated to find-
ings and results of the LP analyses in the conclusions of the present study. The main 
critique deriving from a comparison of perspectives on EUML to be raised at this point 
is a statically monolingual framing of observed multilingual practice followed in most 
DYLAN works, exemplified by the summary conclusion:  
 

Whereas the EP appears to be multilingual at first sight, this is mostly due to the number of 
languages used therein on an everyday basis (whereas most MEPs actually work in one 
language and are thus largely monolingual). (Wodak, 2014: 141) 

 
This research perspective often frames LP discourses in the institution by explaining 
practice from presumed language ideologies, and not so much ideologies from practice. 
The perspective, critical as it may be on the linguistic ontology of power, analyses the 
intricate discursive processes of its emergence in one language at a time, disregarding the 
dynamics of indexical semiosis in plurilingual practice. 
 

3.5 The EP floor as a polycentric and multi-scalar setting for discursive and 
semiotic meaning-making  

 
The monolingual sampling is relevant to another strand of research on parliamentary 
discourse, including work on the EP in particular, exploring the polyphonic nature of dis-
course therein by operationalizing Bakhtin’s concept of heteroglossia. This approach, alt-
hough in essence also taking speech samples in the one-language-at-a-time monolingual 
analytical scope, grasps political discourse, as Fløttum (2013: 1) explains, as “internally 
complex in terms of linguistic features and text structure, and externally complex 
through its anchoring in historically conditioned concepts and norms as well as its rela-
tions to different communicative and rhetorical situations” which “often results in a 
complex and ambiguous discourse characterized by the presence of a multitude of dif-
ferent voices, points of view and perspectives” (Fløttum, 2013: 3).  
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Political speech transcripts are explored by thorough text analyses in a discourse studies 
agenda applying enunciation theory (e.g. Ducrot, 1984; Maingueneau, 1993; Angermüller 
et al., 2014) to political discourse focusing on the traces of the socio-historical context of 
its emergence in an utterance-intern heteroglossic perspective. The Scandinavian theory 
of linguistic polyphony (Nølke, Fløttum & Norén, 2004; Nølke, 2009, 2011, 2013) oper-
ationalizes this theory to perform linguistic analyses of the polyphonic organization of 
EU political discourse, and some of these works (Fløttum, 2010, 2013; Norén, 2013) 
analyze speech in the EP in particular. Political discourse on the EP floor according to 
these terms is discussed, not so much in a multilingual, but rather in a heteroglossic 
perspective as multivoice (Gjerstad, 2013; Norén, 2013) and polycentric, or multi-layered 
speech texts with various overlapping, co-existing and shifting participatory frameworks 
and audiences often addressed as distinct, with primary ones among them.  
 
This research agenda includes the analysis of speeches on the EP floor by MEPs pre-
sented by Norén (2013), who operationalizes Strömbäck’s (2008) distinction of four 
phases between simply mediated and mediatized political discourse.79 The study anal-
yses speech samples from accessible speaker intention by the empirically grounded lin-
guistic marker evidence of “linguistically demonstrated” (Norén, 2013: 61) speaker ori-
entation, in explicit terms of address. The results indicate that based on the four-phase 
scale between the two end points, EP plenary debates are towards the simply mediated 
end of the continuum. Based on findings from the extensive data set of EP plenary 
speeches by French and Swedish MEPs,80 the study found only a few indirect samples 
of addressing, or even referring to, an on-line audience or any media audience by the 
speaker, other than the fellow politicians physically present around. The same result 
holds for “topicalizations”, meta-references in any form to the mediated nature of the 
ongoing speech event itself. This leads Norén to the conclusion that MEPs do not make 
use of the potential of being broadcast on the EPTV and on derived media to a poten-
tially wide on-line audience. 
 
The study is an important contribution to understanding what is going on communica-
tively on the EP plenary floor, and should be briefly reflected on, discussing the setting 
in the present chapter in the backdrop of my findings from the same field. My ethno-
graphic data gleaned from longitudinal participatory observation81 yield a picture differ-
ent in important details from that of Norén’s analysis of an extensive database of speech 

                                                 
79 Strömbäck (2008) sets up a non-normative, but systematic conceptual distinction of four categories between 
the categories of mediation and mediatization. In his model of the four successive phases from the former 
towards the latter, media logic increasingly becomes dominant over political logic as the main orientation for 
communicative actions by political agents, as the media “colonizes” politics and policymaking. 
80 A corpus of 919 (assumingly monolingual) plenary speeches delivered by 78 French MEPs and a subset for 
comparison of 386 speeches by 19 Swedish MEPs, between 2006 and 2008. 
81 As it will be explained in Chapter 4 on data and methods, beyond the fundamental difference in methodology 
of data access, with a great quantitative advantage of the live screening for key incidents and methodological 
rich points throughout years of observation to the thorough posterior analyses of a temporally more limited 
corpora, there is also a conceptual difference between the two research perspectives. As explained earlier, 
there is a potential distinction between the argumentative and discursive perspective on talk and text. The 
research design applied by Norén (2013) to trace linguistic signs of the Speaker’s intention to address 
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text corpus. This is a possible indication of how rapidly discursive norms are evolving in 
the “living institution” of the EP in a relatively short span of time. First, I have observed 
in the period of the 7th, 8th and current 9th term, that is, from 2009 to the present day 
increasingly frequent references to on-line audiences. In fact, it has become a routine 
script of introduction by committee chairs at the beginning of meetings to welcome on-
line audiences or at least mention that the EPTV broadcast is on, a direct topicalization, 
when presenting the language regime and other technicalities of the meeting to start.82  
 
There are also direct references to audiences and other frequent topicalizations by speak-
ers, like in data sample 2 discussed in Chapter 4, where the speaker explicitly invokes 
her on-line audience presumed to follow the debate in her MS. It also happens that on-
line viewers are claimed to be the primary addressees of the discourse at the meeting 
broadcast, or massive on-line and media audiences of the ‘gallery’ are also instantiated 
and presented to fellow ‘arena’ participants, lest they lost them from sight, like in the 
Plenary debate dated 25.05.2016 at 09.22 on the regulation of the milk sector:  
 

I (...) ask Member States, including my own, to put in place measures to help people who 
are in a very bad place at the moment, and I include in that plea the banks who may be 
putting undue pressure on farmers. Dairy farmers are not fools. They are watching this 
debate even though they are milking their cows this morning. They now have heard a very 
stark message from the Commissioner and from this debate (...).83  

 
Whereas Norén found that speeches do not show linguistic signs of speakers’ intention 
of using the media re-scaling opportunity, ample signs of such assumed intention are 
noted by longitudinal observation. More importantly, re-scaling not only happens in 
speeches, but the very potential adds meaning to these speeches for various participants 
who attend them in diverse participatory frameworks, including first-frame ones physi-
cally present. Moreover, the linguistic signs or traces of potentially addressing or priori-
tizing heterogeneous audiences as first-rate participants include acts of code choice and 
mixing, a practice of direct relevance to LP making and LP analysis. This aspect of 
meaning-making through resource repertoire choices, or code-selection and code-mixing 
events is not taken into account by Norén’s sampling of data taken from corpora of 
French and Swedish speeches, assumingly understood as monolingual stretches of talk 
in the conventional sense. Code alternation events, however, can evidently be strong 
contextualization cues and instruments of audience design, both in the perspectives of 
speaker rhetoric, and in those of audience uptake of discourse, and can be evaluated by 
and in terms of, addressed/projected audiences, by various parallel audience scales, as 
some of my examples will show. This potential of multiple and multi-scalar readings by 

                                                 
audiences from the optional choice available by the on-line potential of the EPTV to him/her, is different from 
my emphasis on the reception and evaluation potentials harbored by the discourse for hearers.  
82 In script-like introductions like, “Welcome to our panelists who joined us, and those who are watching us on-
line”. Retrieved from: http://www.europarl.europa.eu/ep-live/en/committees/video?event=20160420-0900-
COMMITTEE-IMCO-INTA 
83 Retrieved from http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getVod.do?mode=chapter&language=EN&vodDateId 
=20160526-08:32:22-167#) 
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audiences, inherent in EP speeches, has itself a meaning-making dimension to the utter-
ance occurring in the mediated and thus multi-scalar communicative space of the EP 
floor. This aspect is crucially important in the discussion of institutional LP, and by im-
plication, but also directly due to mediated EPTV audiences, societal LP developments 
connected to social representation of speech on the EP floor. 
 
Norén (2013) points out the discrepancy found in the analysis of speech production, ob-
serving that speaker audience orientation in terms of linguistic evidence of explicit ad-
dressing is in contrast to the evident situational-rhetorical complexity of the setting. This 
complexity is explored from the angle of speech reception, potentials carried at the textual 
level of polyphony, points of view and voices invoked for potential interpretations and 
uptake, by Kjeldsen (2013). The multiple reception analysis of a speech in the EP plenary 
by Tony Blair presenting his program for the ensuing UK presidency of the EU on June 
23, 2005 analyses the rhetorical dramaturgy of the staged EP speech. The study con-
cludes, connecting to Norén’s research discussed above, that “(m)ass media and the new 
media have created a plurality of situations wherein speakers simultaneously address 
many different groups of audiences and situational exigencies” including the EP live 
web-streaming on its site, creating a “heterogeneous audience composed of the political 
participants, ordinary citizens, journalists, bureaucrats, and other politicians”, resulting 
in a “discursive mix of voices and participant frames” (Kjeldsen, 2013: 21).  
 
The analysis of the speech text traces we/us vs. they/them boundaries in the rhetoric of 
Blair, strategically positioning himself and audiences, fellow politicians in the Chamber 
and citizens via the media, in a cautious operation of inclusion and exclusion with rhe-
torical mastery. The reception study points out that the speaker on the EP floor “must 
simultaneously address a wide range of different and overlapping audiences and this cre-
ates new rhetorical situations, and demands new responses to different groups of audi-
ences, all of which produces rhetoric which is not discrete or intentional in the traditional 
sense, but rather a mosaic marked by a continuous flow, bricolage and intertextuality” 
(Kjeldsen, 2013: 22) whereby “both politically and rhetorically, the speech has become 
a polyphonic – and often complicated – compromise” (ibid: 21).  
 
As Fløttum (2013) in her summary of the ScaPoLine research on the EP proposes, the 
issue is not only that the discursive situation has become complex, multi-scalar and thus 
unpredictable and ambiguous, but it is in a process of change. As she explains, “speaking 
of and within the EU often results in a complex and ambiguous discourse characterized 
by the presence of a multitude of different voices, points of view and perspectives” in the 
discursive setting of the European Parliament, “which may be oriented towards collab-
oration and consensus, but may also be quite polemic and multi-voiced (...) during peri-
ods of rapid change and lack of certainty” (Fløttum, 2013: 2-3). The dynamics of the 
phenomenon dubbed engrenage by Abeles (1992), or what characterizes the EP as a living 
institution in Hajer’s (2006) insight into the rules of the discursive-argumentative game 
themselves, including those I analyze here as LP, are specific for being meta-discursively 
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negotiated on-line or in-process during performance. Reflecting on the insights by the 
ScaPoLine enunciation model in general, and Kjeldsen’s (2013) and Norén’s (2013) find-
ings in particular, the point I am to make here is that the EP is not only a discursive-
semiotic setting where parallel audiences of various scales and backgrounds are ad-
dressed and projected in speech acts, but in the point of view of one audience, the per-
ceived other addressees are meaningful to the received message and add up to the mean-
ingfulness of the utterance to them. The reception research in the European media cov-
erage the British, German, French, Danish and Norwegian press leads Kjeldsen (2013) 
to flagging up a similar trans-local and trans-temporal dimension of audience interrelat-
edness:  
 

The descriptions (in European newspapers) of the situation in the EU Parliament show that 
attention from journalists is determined, to a high degree, by the attention Blair received 
from the audience in the assembly room. (Kjeldsen, 2013: 39)  

 
In other words, the polycentric and multi-scalar nature of the EP floor, invoked by dis-
cursive and semiotic features of speech that can be approached as a polyphony of voices, 
can also be analyzed with a focus on resource repertoire deployments in LP terms of 
EUML practice. The multi-scalarity invoked by these distinctions of differentiation are 
necessary preconditions for meaning-making by each of the addressees and audiences in 
each re-contextualization. An EP speech cannot be completely understood without bear-
ing in mind its polycentric and multi-scalar potential reflected in its multi-voice or poly-
phonic heteroglossia: the Others addressed when talking to me co-construct the meaning 
I am to make of it when attending the EP speech. This statement will be substantiated 
by the brief analysis of an observed and institutionally entextualized speech sample in 
the next section in a vignette at the end of the chapter introducing the EP setting. 
 

3.6 The analysis of a multi-scalar and polycentric EP speech 
 
3.6.1 The data sample 
 
On the 10th of March 2015, the Strasbourg plenary agenda included a debate of the 
“Recommendation on the draft Council decision on the conclusion, on behalf of the 
Union, of the Stabilisation and Association Agreement between the European Union 
and the European Atomic Energy Community, of the one part, and Kosovo, of the other 
part”.84 According to the script of such debates, the Chair presiding the sitting, at this 
time Ms. McGuiness (EPP-IRL), upon announcing the item gives the floor first to the 
Council Presidency, at this time fulfilled by Latvia represented by Minister Ms. Kalniņa-
Lukaševica, to the Commission represented by Commissioner Hahn, and then to the 
Rapporteur of the report discussed, Ms. Lunacek (Greens-AUT), followed by speakers 
of the various Groups. Sixth in the list is Mr. McAllister (EPP-DE), a Shadow Rappor-
teur of the Report. At 22:40:09 the Chair gives him the floor in English, to which he, 

                                                 
84 Retrievable at: https://www.europarl.europa.eu/doceo/document/TA-8-2016-0017_EN.html 
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directing his gaze on her, replies in German, unlike on many other occasions in Plenaries, 
including events dealing with the same issue when he used English, an empirically na-
tive-like resource of his repertoire. Standing in a sparsely populated chamber in the noc-
turnal hour, looking up from his notes upon the Chair and various interlocutors and 
peers present, he delivers a speech of one minute and 59 seconds:  
 
1. Madame President, dear Ladies and Gentlemen! Three weeks ago I was in Kosovo and  
2. talked, among others, with Prime Minister Mustafa. The topic at issue there was the draft  
3. report before us. On behalf of the EPP Group I would like to explicitly thank Ms. Lunacek  
4. for her excellent work performed as Rapporteur. The talks in Pristina were dominated by  
5. the issue of migration, waves of asylum seekers from Kosovo to the European Union. As it  
6. was also pointed out here today, Germany is explicitly exposed to this problem. The first  
7. measures introduced, including additional border controls, seem to bring about some short  
8. term results. Nevertheless, I would like to make use of the opportunity of the ambassador  
9. of Kosovo to the European Union attending this debate tonight, and explicitly underline  
10. what previous speakers pointed out: The decisive factor would be a local information  
11. campaign. Kosovo being a de facto safe third country, asylum applications by Kosovars 
12. have no chance of acceptance in Germany. On the other hand, the medium and long term  
13. situation in Kosovo can only improve, if economic recovery makes itself felt right there.  
14. The European Union is prepared to deliver its contribution to this. There is a lot to do in  
15. Kosovo. Let us jointly support this country!85 
 
3.6.2 Data analysis  
 
As an example to illustrate the polycentric and multi-scalar nature of the setting observed, 
and the dynamics of meaning-making potentials by (re-)contextualization in audience 
uptake, the analysis of the sample can demonstrate how a formally monologic speech 
dialogically addresses and generates parallel pragmatic contexts of reception that pre-
suppose and condition each other. To identify the points of view unfolding in the multi-
voiced communicative event of the speech, it is analyzed in terms of (a) explicitly named 
addressees, (b) audiences or potential actors referred to as other than the one explicitly 

                                                 
85 My translation of the following original of the verbatim transcript of the EP: “Frau Präsidentin, meine sehr 
geehrten Damen und Herren! Ich bin vor drei Wochen im Kosovo gewesen und habe unter anderem mit Pre-
mierminister Mustafa gesprochen. Thema dort war auch der vorliegende Berichtsentwurf. Ich möchte mich 
ausdrücklich im Namen der EVP-Fraktion bei Frau Lunacek für ihre gute Arbeit als Berichterstatterin bedanken. 
Ein beherrschendes Thema in Priština war die Auswanderungswelle von Asylbewerbern aus dem Kosovo in die 
Europäische Union. Das ist heute angesprochen worden, davon ist Deutschland ganz besonders betroffen. 
Erste wichtige Maßnahmen, wie zusätzliche Grenzkontrollen, scheinen zu kurzfristigen Erfolgen beizutragen. 
Ich möchte aber die Gelegenheit nutzen – weil die Botschafterin des Kosovo bei der Europäischen Union heute 
Abend diese Debatte mitverfolgt – ausdrücklich zu unterstreichen, was meine Vorredner bereits gesagt haben: 
Entscheidend ist eine Informationskampagne vor Ort. Das Kosovo ist de facto ein sicheres Herkunftsland, 
Asylanträge von Kosovaren haben keine Chance auf Anerkennung in Deutschland. Mittel- und langfristig wird 
sich die Situation im Kosovo aber nur verbessern, wenn sich die wirtschaftliche Lage ebendort spürbar erholt. 
Die Europäische Union ist dazu bereit, ihren Beitrag zu leisten Es gibt viel zu tun im Kosovo. Wir sollten dieses 
Land gemeinsam unterstützen.” The audiovisual record of the speech event by the EPTV can be retrieved at: 
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getVod.do?mode=chapter&language=EN&vodDateId=20150310-
22:16:17-949. 
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addressed, and (c) potential actors who are implied as addressees of the message uttered, 
or whose point of view is invoked.  
 
The Speaker first addresses the Chairwoman and those physically present, fellow MEPs, 
the Commissioner, and the presidency of the Council (line 1), directing his gaze on them 
and then on the Austrian MEP who spoke in English, Ms. Lunacek (line 3), the main 
author of the Report and a political opponent whom he politely thanks on behalf of his 
Group, for her cooperation in drafting the text discussed. The very same text had been 
subject to another discussion, as the Speaker reports on his and the draft’s trajectory and 
history here, a past meeting with the Prime Minister of Kosovo, Mr. Mustafa (line 2). 
Then the Speaker, turning towards the visitors’ gallery with his gaze travelling up in 
search, accompanied with a polite smile, reaching his right hand with an open palm as 
to formally introduce the guest to his audience (the camera does not follow the direction 
of the gesture, only physically present participants are able to do that) he explicitly ad-
dresses the ambassador of the Kosovo government (lines 8-9) who also happens to be 
present in the here-and-now of the speech event. Through her, the discourse flags up 
another audience dimension: politicians of faraway Kosovo physically represented, and 
presumed to attend on-line or in posterior the debate on the European prospects of the 
new state they are to govern. In a very literal and evident sense, the “gallery publics” 
(Gerhards & Neidhardt, 1990: 127; Risse, 2015) of the mediated public sphere forum, 
defined as enveloping all audiences beyond co-speaker participants in the “arena”, are 
addressed, presented and introduced, not only to members of the ‘arena’, but to other 
members/dimensions of the ‘gallery’. Thereby everyone listening is made conscious of 
the mediated dimension of the discourse which envelops a set of on-line audiences: fel-
low politicians, MEPs and their staff not present in the hall but watching the event from 
their offices, Commission and Council officials and other slices of the EU institu-
tional/professional audience, journalists, both from EU institutions and MSs (including 
Germany, the Speaker’s home country) and in Kosovo; and, implicitly, but perhaps most 
importantly, EU citizens (along with Kosovar ones), most eminently potential and ac-
tual voters in Germany and the Speaker’s closer Lower Saxony constituency.  
 
The point of view of the German audience is expressly referred to as Germany being 
“explicitly exposed” (line 6). Moreover, the message of the envisaged information cam-
paign to be organized “locally” (line 10) in Kosovo (of which a precursor is handed over 
by the speech to the messenger, the Ambassador attending it) is also formulated from a 
German point of view within the EU: applications “have no chance in Germany” (line 
12). On the other hand, the explicit message to the Kosovo audiences promising help for 
an economic recovery is formulated from an explicit EU position: “The European Union 
is prepared to deliver its contribution to this” (line 14) and it is the audience dimension 
of MEPs, across political and other boundaries, who are directly addressed, and pre-
sented to be addressed and mobilized to this end: “Let us jointly support this country!” 
(line 5). 
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The code choice of German from a repertoire of empirically eloquent and alternating 
bilingual sets of German and English resources exhibited in the Speaker’s record of ple-
nary and committee speeches inevitably indexes a positionality for both German speak-
ers, for whom a sociolinguistic assessment of the Speaker’s idiolect is available, and all 
Others, on a different plane of detail, provided they can recognize German as a linguis-
tic-semiotic form.86 The main direct addressees, the Chairwoman, an Irish MEP, the 
Latvian minister Ms. Kalniņa-Lukaševica on behalf of the Council, Commissioner Hahn, 
a German citizen, and Ms. Lunacek, a MEP from Austria, all spoke in English. There-
fore, no direct discourse-intern motivations (Auer, 1998) evolve in the interaction of con-
secutive, monologue-like and non-adjacent, albeit often cross-referencing and cross-ad-
dressed speeches may contribute to the choice. In fact, both Mr. Hahn and Ms. Lunacek 
customarily speak both in German and English on various occasions on the EP floor. 
This time they both opted for English. Thus, what the marked or unmarked choice (Myers-
Scotton, 1993, 1998) effecting communication contexts, and implied first-frame partici-
pants or primary “ratified overhearers” (Goffman, 1981) by rights and obligations as-
signed, is difficult to fathom. In the dynamically multi-scalar and polycentric setting 
evolving as the speech progresses, the identification of who would be the relevant ad-
dressees in terms of recipient or audience design, the ‘arena’ or the ‘gallery’ and if the 
latter, which dimension thereof among accessible publics is highly mutable.  
 
By comparison, in order to evaluate the potential audience design effects of code choices 
in the speech event, Ms. Lunacek in her four-minute English speech introducing the re-
port names or implies the following addresses: (1) Direct interlocutors including the pres-
ident and Shadow Rapporteurs, then in a topicalization meta-reference to mediated public 
spheres invoking headlines in the (2) MS media, and naming, besides (3) Serbia, Hungary, 
Austria (her home country) and Germany, then invoking (4) “many people in Kosovo” 
she addresses direct requests to the (5) governments and authorities of Serbia and Kosovo. 
Then, upon quoting enlargement Commissioner Avramopoulous, she again addresses 
the Kosovo government, followed by requests addressed to the (6) Kosovo Assembly, (7) Ser-
bia, the (8) “five MSs that have not recognized Kosovo”, (9) “the Council”, (10) EULEX, the 
European Union Rule of Law Mission in Kosovo, and finally calls upon the (11) Euro-
pean Parliament “to stand behind a strong and independent Kosovo”. 
 
3.6.3 Discussion and results 
 
Going back to the primary sample, to what extent and how the code choice in the sample 
reflects Speaker intentions of audience design, is a question beyond the scope of the pre-
sent analysis. That it certainly does have an impact on how audiences of the speech may 
evaluate it can, however, be definitely assessed from an emic point of view of the partic-
ipant observer – me – present at the speech event.  

                                                 
86 This contextualization cue is not available to everyone though, as in practice most hearers not present in the 
Chamber, listening to the interpreted channel of their language, would only know that it is not their language 
which is spoken, as they are hearing the voice of an interpreter. 
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The analytical operation pursued in the ethnographic perspective, presumed to be akin 
to the meaning-making of other participants attending the speech, is a constant re-con-
textualization of utterances to which they are exposed in the setting. At this point of the 
discussion of the EP floor, it is not the identification of the speaker and constituent po-
sitioning boundaries in the contextualization of speech by the hearer that is at issue, and 
neither is the role of code-choices and code-switches in these dynamics to be explored in 
the following analytical chapters. What I intend to show in this introductory sample 
analysis is rather that contextualizations by various implied audiences, projected and/or 
empirically real, co-construct each other, and that the dimensions and orders of scales to 
these contextualizations are specific to the EP. 
 
What needs to be borne in mind is that from the perspective of a German/Lower Saxony 
constituency voter, intended to be the primary audience or not, potentially listening to 
the speech, one of its most important attributes is that it is also addressed to and is meant 
to be listened to by the Kosovo government, media and citizens, among them potential 
emigrants (from a local Kosovar point of view), that is, immigrants (from an EU and 
German point of view), in real time and immediate reception, to take heed of what is 
said. This adds an important layer of significance and pragmatic context to the act of 
speech to this voter, conjuring up an immanent reception by the Kosovar authorities and 
citizens as a speech act which is key in endowing significance to it, just like the plea to 
decision-makers in the EP in the speech. For the German/Lower Saxony voter the 
speech in an eloquent standard idiolect of his/her official language is significant for it 
acts upon the Kosovar authorities expected to be empowered to manage the outflow of 
immigrants, and EU politicians, expected to be empowered to orchestrate joint Commu-
nity actions in solving a problem claimed to be primarily relevant to them. But in similar 
packages of pragmatic scales for fellow MEPs, an audience reached beyond empirical 
doubt the significance available for the discourse uptake includes its communicating a 
message to a large electorate in Germany and calling directly upon the Kosovar govern-
ment, while accommodating an opposing political force in the person of Ms. Lunacek 
the Green Rapporteur of the Kosovo report, on behalf of the EPP Group in an invitation 
to join forces within the EP towards political action, an invitation within the local CofP, 
openly presented to all audiences on the gallery. In the same instance, for the assumed 
Kosovar audience the discourse is significant on the merit of its other two audience scales 
of contextualization: German voters and EU policy makers. Thus the speech does not 
only have at least three parallel and co-existing scales of audience and centers for discur-
sive action and, by implication, semiotic norms of social practice, but these pragmatic 
scales co-construct each other: the complete meaningfulness of the utterances in each of 
them requires the implication of the others to be taken account of and entail. In various 
contextualization packages of regressive inclusion Kosovar audiences perceive the pres-
ence of the EP audience, just like German citizens attending, who are also informed that 
Kosovars would be listening, MEPs of the EP audience know that German citizens are 
also addressed, moreover, they know that Germans addressed know that they, MEPs in 
the EP are listening, and that Kosovars are listening in, etc. These mutually co-construct-
ing contextualizations also shape boundaries of Us/Them, and position Speaker to 
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Hearer along these boundaries in ways where code choices and switches may shift con-
textualization. The deictic coupling of semiotic forms to identification of speaker and 
boundaries covers different sets of resource features for different audiences. Most of the 
semiotics, more precisely, indexical sociolinguistic implications and entailments of the 
performance are accessible for the scales of very competent or native speakers of German. 
This particular segment of the communicative signals, auditory and visual, is accessible 
and interpretable in a “contextualization system” (Gumperz, 1992: 232) with contextu-
alization cues whose situational meanings “can only be learnt by rich exposure to a com-
munication tradition, a deep immersion in social networks” as Levinson (2003: 29) ex-
plains, available to some participants in situated on-line processing of signs that enter 
their perception. However, not only is this sociolinguistic competence in concentric cir-
cles of ‘nativeness’ around the speaker’s idiolect through communication tradition in 
various varieties within/without standard German not uniform, but as the very opera-
tion of the EP floor proves, there is a contextualization system encompassing them, and 
the ones beyond. Much of the multi-scalar contextualization cues, strictly speaking non-
linguistic, or conveyed through the filter of simultaneous interpretation, come across to 
audience scales sharing norms beyond explicit language competence in the complex and 
evolving sociolinguistic system of meaning-making, called the multilingual (or rather 
plurilingual and translingual) EP floor. 
 
The primary purpose and effect of the unfolding narrative, orientating to a parallel co-
existence of trans-local and trans-temporal publics, is difficult to nail down in a straight-
forward manner. Is the policy narrative primarily a German framing of European issues, 
or a European framing of German issues? Is it perhaps Kosovar issues framed for the 
EU? Are there European issues, as such, distinguishable from German issues in the top-
ics discussed here? This ambiguity raises some big questions about public spheres, re-
sponses to which lie beyond the confines of the present study. The analysis does not 
attempt to determine to what extent the sample is a discourse and media item relevant 
for a German public sphere, or for public spheres encompassing citizens of an array of 
MSs, shaping a notion of European Public Sphere (EPS), excluding, or including, a Ko-
sovo audience. What can be established, however, is that representations of various 
spheres immanent in the speech overlap, coexisting and permanently co-constructing 
each other in a common frame of relevance established by the situated speech itself. 
Upon an analysis of the points of view carried in the speech and the subject matter itself, 
it is also difficult to calibrate what is a ‘European issue’ after all. Or, for that matter, what 
is a German, Austrian, Hungarian, etc. issue here? How boundaries, discursively con-
structed within and by the actual and posed community of communication the sample 
instantiates, define and are defined by publics in configurations within the EU, or along 
the EU vis-à-vis others outside (e.g. in Kosovo, Serbia)? To rephrase the question, how 
do postulated publics observe each other from their postulated national corners in the 
uptake of this discourse sample in a common frame of reference, where “the same crite-
ria of relevance means that we are taking notice of each other in a common public sphere, 
that we mutually observe each other”, as Risse (2003: 6) defines the conditions of a pub-
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lic sphere by a transnational community of communication “in which speakers and hear-
ers recognize each other as legitimate participants of common discourse” (Risse, 2003: 
8).  
 
In this perspective, the observed discourse practices sustained among actors, who may 
contest each other’s position and the legitimacy, social relevance or existence of the 
whole framework of the discursive practices they are engaged in, inevitably sustain a 
community of communication. Argumentation towards disintegration of the institu-
tional structure, notwithstanding its political outcomes, is part of the discourse including 
constructing the notion of a community, or sharedness of sphere. The above big ques-
tions and hints of possible insights are, however, only a by-product of the analysis out-
lining some horizons of its background. The analysis is primarily aimed at a more con-
fined and accessible subject for enquiry: How EUML practice works in observable situ-
ated language use on the EP floor within this transformation towards unforeseeable ends?  
 
The unfolding process of re-contextualizations in the uptake of speech, attended to in 
this research perspective, shapes a community of communication (Risse, 2003) with re-
flections in the extra-institutional realm in an interdiscursive sense. The spot to be re-
searched in micro-analyses of speech samples in the following chapters is exactly how 
indexical semiotic norms of speech, including practiced LP and LP performance to hone 
in on the focus, evolve and adjust to discursive scales of audiences or scales of pragmatic 
participatory frameworks. The speech under analysis here instantiates a staged policy 
performance in the sense in which Bauman and Briggs (1990) define it, in situations 
unfolding as talk progresses through contextualizations that “involve an active process 
of negotiation in which participants reflexively examine the discourse as it is emerging, 
embedding assessments of its structure and significance in the speech itself” wherein 
“(p)erformers extend such assessments to include predictions about how the communi-
cative competence, personal histories, and social identities of their interlocutors will 
shape the reception of what is said” (Bauman & Briggs, 1990: 69). 
 
At the start of the speech, it is the addressed fellow politicians present that seem to be 
the exclusive audience intended, though speaking in German instead of English, a re-
source otherwise available and chosen by other significant collocutors, who are native 
speakers of German, the Commissioner, Mr. Hahn, and the Rapporteur, Ms. Lunacek, 
may be a hint otherwise. The dramaturgy of addressing peers at sight, however, is not 
sustained for long, as the speech cues into contexts of disparate scales and normative 
centers, all constitutive of the context dynamics specific to the genre of the EP plenary 
speech. 
 
This contextualization process by various, often overlapping audience configurations, is 
a complex one, each instance of contextualization taking recourse to other contextuali-
zations with potential boundaries of Us/Them involved. The chronotopic utterance is 
taken up by various audiences in a “stratified sociolinguistic system” (Blommaert, 2015: 
17) where the uptake presupposes and entails other uptakes and where contexts available 
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to a hearer in the given scale of uptake envelops the notion of contextualizations by 
others, in previous or regressive orders of indexicality. The EP floor is thus a setting of 
meaning-making with a particular potential order of scale, framing and subsuming, but 
more importantly co-constructed by, other contextualization scales, or cultural frames 
of meaning-making potentially invoked by speeches. The outcome of these contextual-
ization potentials is a meaning attributed to the chronotopic utterance, in a meaning-
making which is trans-local, deterritorialized, transnational and transcultural. However, 
these loose denominations are defined and unfold along a process of reinventing norms 
and progressively enregistering linguistic resources into new framing arrangements and 
configurations. This dynamic on-line evolution of norms reminds one of conceptualiza-
tions of the living institution and the relentless process of reinventing itself and its rules 
of engagement, dubbed engrenage by Abeles (1992). Although the sample is a monolin-
gual stretch of speech, code alternation instances can meaningfully co-occur with multi-
scalar leaps for cueing meaning-making and the potentially polycentric evaluation of EP 
discourse, as data sample 3 in Chapter 7 will present.  
 

3.7 Conclusions  
 
The sample discussed above is not simply a staged and broadcast speech on the parlia-
mentary floor. It is an example of how policy framing narratives in the genre of the ritu-
alized practice of speaker ratification and public legitimation through mediatized EP 
discourse may be analyzed in dynamic frames of meaning-making, and presents how the 
discursive and semiotic setting of the EP floor works. Various participatory and audience 
frameworks of different scales are implied and entailed by being addressed or referred to 
in the text and performance, invoking their points of view. Through the speech act per-
formed on the floor, various publics and audiences are projected by explicitly address-
ing/ invoking/ naming them, or by cuing in (Gumperz, 1982, 1992) to parallel unfolding 
and co-occurring contexts as talk progresses. These contexts of meaning-making coexist, 
co-construct each other, and often compete, ambiguous as to which scale is primary and 
subsumes the others in the given moment. Thus, their relative salience and legitimation 
is constantly reconfigured as talk progresses and code alternation incidents (researched 
in the following chapters as methodological rich points) usually represent abrupt shifts 
in these configuration lines, with ambiguous implications as to which would come to be 
the marked and unmarked choice of resource for addressee rights and obligations, for 
which context, in the given moment. Which context, and the presence of which other 
listeners is hinted at by the speaker, to which primary listener, at the instant observed? 
The ambiguity of the shifting primary footing relevant to meaning-making renders the 
distinction in resource alternation between situational and metaphorical shifting, and fore-
grounded and backgrounded processing information dubious or mutable. On the EP floor, 
the emergence of social boundaries of identification into/from symbolic ones accom-
plished in discursive partitions of social space by indexical resources available to speak-
ers and hearers is simultaneously happening in parallel spaces. The semiotic and discur-
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sive resources by which this particular polycentric and multi-scalar public space of mean-
ing-making and governance is sustained, managed, and accomplished are, to a good part, 
LP entities that constitute and constantly change EUML, a situated and emergent phe-
nomenon, by relentless processes of identification and contextualization. This changing 
EUML, the semiotic and discursive medium of European political and social reality, is 
observed on the EP floor and analyzed in the three samples of situated social practice, 
following the next chapter, which discusses the data and methods of those analyses. 



CHAPTER 4 
 
Data and methodology 

The following chapter comes somewhat late in the build-up of the study. The interdisci-
plinary nature of the research endeavor required a hefty Conceptual Framework of three 
consecutive chapters to pin down the notions of EUML to be researched (Chapter 1), 
the specific concept of LP applied to its ethnographic analysis (Chapter 2), and the set-
ting of ethnographic observations, the EP floor characterized by the layered multi-sca-
larity of meaning-making (Chapter 3). These multidisciplinary epistemological ground-
ings of the study, embedded in a critical literature review of multifaceted contemporary 
research, inevitably covered concepts relevant to data and methods of analysis the pre-
sent chapter is dedicated to. In addition, the introductions to the three individual data 
analysis chapters (Chapters 5, 6 and 7) will recap and explain methodologies applied in 
the multi-method configurations specific in detail and weighing to each chapter. 
 
These reasons render the upcoming chapter a summary and large-scale map to navigate 
the ensuing ethnographic language policy analyses, often taking recourse to concepts 
already introduced and discussed in the Conceptual Framework. It starts in Section 4.1 
with laying out the fundamental epistemological duality in the ethnography of language 
policy perspective it applies to explore EUML. Data of policy texts to be analyzed for 
their propositional meanings through discourse analytical methods are organized in a 
joint research framework with sociolinguistic and socio-pragmatic data accessed and 
generated in participant observation for analyses of orders of indexicality of semiotic dif-
ferentiation unfolding in situated encounters and language policy performances. This 
joint research perspective intends to explore how texts and encounters have led to the 
observed spatio-temporally unique chronotopic speech events under analysis, and how 
these events instantiate inter-textual and inter-discursive sources of meaning in achieving 
symbolic and social boundaries in the given EUML contexts of observation.  
 
In Section 4.2 then, an overview of the data and the employed toolkit of their analyses 
is laid out, including operationalizations of discourse analytical and sociolinguistic re-
search methods. The claimed specific epistemological entry point to ethnographic data 
requires a critical and self-reflexive clarification of my emic position as a researcher, and 
of the potential epistemic and social position of the simultaneous interpreter in the set-
ting of the EP floor. These are discussed in the context of contemporary Translation 
Studies and Interpreting Studies in Section 4.3. 
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4.1 The ethnographic language policy research design applied to the EP 
floor 

 
The exhaustive exploration of the concept of language policy (LP) in the previous chap-
ter explained how the observed communicational and social phenomena of LP perfor-
mances are framed in the research design, and it discussed thereby concepts of method-
ologies applied in the analyses of these phenomena captured as specific types of data. As 
explained there, LP is conceived of as discursively constructed and semiotically per-
formed relational social positionality of differentiation, driving and driven by institu-
tional change, indexically accomplished through the linguistic forms of communication 
recognized by participants as enregistered to contrastive distinct resource entities (e.g. reg-
isters and/or codes). 
  
In the multifaceted description of its research representation, LP was conceptualized as 
discursively constructed in front of the participant observer’s ethnographic view scan-
ning from the conference interpreters’ cabin interactions unfolding on the EP floor. 
Moreover, the epistemological duality of the propositional and indexical (referential and 
deictic) sources of LP were exhaustively discussed. According to this understanding of 
LP, performances can be investigated in a discourse analytical perspective, and in a lin-
guistic anthropological one, employing sociolinguistic analyses of social pragmatics 
heedful of contrasting forms of language recognized as such by participants. Both sets of 
methodologies are applied to the very same utterance, observed to attain positionality of 
speaker and hearer/reader, in the uptake of the single sociolinguistic datum or “total 
linguistic fact” (Silverstein, 1985; Rampton et al., 2015) in everyday meaning-making by 
discourse participants situated in the given context, and beyond. The singular social ef-
fect can be analytically segmented into discursive interpretation, and sociolinguistic as-
sessment and evaluation by participating agents, and by the participant observer writing 
it up. This analytically segmentable duality87 of perspectives on meaning is what the 
methodology proceeds along, on complementary trails working with different represen-
tations of data: texts, and descriptions of multimodal experience. Enquiries, on the one 
hand, are subjecting observed acts of LP to analyses investigating their accomplishments 
by propositional meanings in various contexts, and, on the other, to explorations of ac-
complishments through sociolinguistic indexicality for discourse participants/recipients, 
conceived as members of groupings evolving along shared practices of interaction and 
meaning-making.  
 
Accordingly, the analysis of situated discourses explaining EUML, and of discourses do-
ing EUML, both understood as acts of LP performance, are accessed through various 
types of data, in configurations linking proposed concepts of languages and identities 
meta-discursively (to be analyzed as discourse) and performatively (to be observed as 

                                                 
87 The segmentation is also happening in the observed field through simultaneous interpretation, conveying 
much of the propositional-referential, and less of the deictic of the audible segment of the communicative act 
to those discourse participants who listen through the interpreting channel. 
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sociolinguistic practice). The multi-method analysis thus encompasses both anthropo-
logical-observational, and interpretative or discourse analytical methodologies in an eth-
nographic epistemology unifying what Blommaert (2015: 9) calls the “linguistic and met-
alinguistic levels of communication”88 framed in a duality of research perspectives.  
 
Talk about talk, the metalevel of LP discourses, also in the regulatory sense, is subjected 
to discourse analytical methods to trace the intertextuality and interdiscursivity 
(Fairclough, 1992) and horizontal and vertical intertextuality (Johnson, 2015) of the ut-
terances available and accessible for meaning-making to various discourse participatory 
frameworks and audiences. Talk itself, on the other hand is also subjected to sociolin-
guistic assessment by discourse participants in encounters, and this assessment, once re-
flected upon, renders performed utterances LP acts. Situated performances therefore are 
subjected to sociolinguistic analyses of positionality by the linguistic form, available and 
accessible to various participatory frameworks, including myself in the emic-etic position 
of a participant observer. 
 
The emic position of the simultaneous interpreter cum ethnographic researcher dedi-
cated to the institutional setting and dialogically co-constructing discursive encounters, 
to be discussed in Section 3 of this chapter, implies an approximation of perspectives 
with observed LP agents on the EP floor. This approximation is conceptualized in the 
epistemology of institutional ethnography 89  as an attunement in “self-transformation 
through immersion” (Michel, 2018: 10) and “shared commitment to the field” (Ybema 
et al., 2009: 4). In this perspective, interpretative ethnography not only operationalizes 
accounts of multisensory observation of actions and the close reading of their entextual-
ized outcomes, but assumes, that social reality is perpetually co-constructed by agents, 
including the participant observer. From this position, data are not only attended to and 
described in a conventional Cartesian-positivist perspective on observations, but are ra-
ther generated in a perspective on social reality characterized by ontological constructiv-
ism and epistemological phenomenology. Collating what people do when doing EUML 
with what they say/believe they would do when doing it, the researcher’s account is thus 
also a meta-pragmatic rationalization of talk (Pennycook, 2007) just like the narratives 
described and analyzed in its course. In other words, meta-pragmatic commentaries that 

                                                 
88 As Blommaert (2015: 9) explains, the “(o)bject-level (the ‘acts’ themselves) and metalevel (ideas and inter-
pretations of these acts) cannot be separated in ethnography, for the social value of language is an intrinsic 
and constituent part of language usage itself; That is: in every act of language people inscribe and mark the 
social situatedness of these acts and so offer patterns of interpretation to the others. (...) These patterns of 
interpretation are never fixed, of course, but require acknowledgment and interactional co-construction (…) 
(as) (t)he social dimension of language is precisely the blending of linguistic and metalinguistic levels in com-
munication.” 
89 The approaches labelled as “organizational ethnography” (Ybema et al., 2009) and “institutional ethnogra-
phy” (Smith, 2005) emphasize the researchers’ close cultural immersion enabled by sets of sociocultural in-
terpretative resources similar to those of the observed agents, by an ontological and epistemological commit-
ment to the field, and also the necessity to exceed the boundaries of in situ observation by how texts are 
organizing, “doing institutions” and researching how “detailed renderings of objects, actors, events, language 
and interactions open a window onto some of the everyday processes of organizational actors’ meaning-mak-
ing” (Ybema et al., 2009: 6).  
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rationalize and organize the indexical relationship between social identification and 
forms of language use include accounts of the researcher’s narrative.  
 
LP understood, as explained in Chapter 2, as discursively constructed prior to and in the 
instance of the indexical articulation implies that my meta-(meta-pragmatic) research 
narrative is itself establishing or manufacturing (Inoue, 2006: 56) a particular order of in-
dexicality and pose it as ubiquitous to envelop the discussed speech event and its previ-
ous orders of indexicality.90  
 
This insight raises an ethical and epistemological awareness of the knowledge-constitu-
tive interests (Habermas, 1987) discussed for LP research in particular by Lin (2015), 
deriving from the researcher’s situatedness in the field under analysis. Commitment to, 
and co-construction of, the multilingual discursive space of the EP floor, and often of 
the actual interactions observed, as discussed in Section 3 of this chapter, does not only 
imply observational and participatory attention and attunement to the life-world of par-
ticipant agents, but runs the risk of going native in the field, making it questionable at 
points if the etic epistemological distance can be upheld.91 This is calling for a critical 
self-reflection by the researcher at all times. There is no Archimedean point of research, 
neither within the ethnographic epistemology in general, nor in gauging hegemonic lan-
guage ideologies in particular. One perceives and frames data inevitably within her/his 
subjective perspective, as Hornberger and Johnson (2011: 277) warn the ethnographic 
researcher of LP, “in the course of selecting, analyzing, and translating (our) ethno-
graphic data (we should be) cautioning us to reflect on how our own identities and ide-
ologies may get inserted into our ethnographies via the data we select to include or trans-
late”. Cautious of the fact that observed data are not ‘out there’, but the very perception, 
selection and processing of data is a subjective process, the insight that “transcription is 
analysis” (Ochs, 1979) will be critically discussed in Section 2 outlining the types of data 
processed in the present study. 
 
This epistemological situatedness has socio-political implications: Even if the researcher 
is conscious of the inevitable Foucauldian blind-spot, it requires a constant intellectual 
endeavor, not only to critically detect discrepancies between LP performances and be-
liefs (i.e. between what is actually done, and what is taken for granted by participants), 
but in a broader context to uphold the epistemological maxim formulated for a critical 
sociolinguistic enquiry by Heller (2011: 6) and keep in mind “how the kinds of knowl-

                                                 
90 Indexicality is therefore not of a primordial ontology, as Inoue (2006: 56) reminds us, the apparently “foun-
dational (first) order of indexicality was to be discursively created by metapragmatic citation” and thus 
“(m)etapragmatic commentaries, which rhetorically manufacture the context or what the given speech form 
indexes, simulate this temporal effect and normalize the indexical relationship, as if the manufactured context 
had actually preceded the given speech form(...) immanently pointing to the imagined truth”. 
91 The potential insertions through the researcher’s identity and ideologies include for instance being an EU 
civil servant, and an interpreter by profession. The latter is especially relevant to the critical analysis in Chapter 
6, discussing LP in terms of the regulation of the EP’s Interpretation Service. 
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edge we are interested in producing, and do produce, are embedded in complicated re-
lations of power, not all of which may be readily apparent to us, and not all of which 
allow for reliable prediction of the consequences of our work”. 
 
The design of my research therefore factors in this relativity of its truth claims within the 
context of perpetual discursive fixing of hegemonic meanings around EUML, the study 
is inherent to. Taking stock of discursive (propositional and indexical) accomplishments 
of observed utterances, taken one step aback, they are mapped out in dynamic outcomes 
of symbolic and social boundaries across which the micro level meaning-making in the 
live texture of interaction communicates with larger economies of macro-sociological 
categories, values, beliefs and identifications discussed in terms of language ideologies. 
The study thereby endeavors to charter how LPs of EUML are emerging (getting enacted, 
performed, circulated, fixed, reiterated, challenged, etc.) on the EP floor, representative 
of broader social domain scales of meaning-making and identification, described in the 
thoroughly elaborated concept of domain (Agha & Wortham, 2005; Agha, 2007; 
Mortimer & Wortham, 2015) as a set of people intertextually and interdiscursively inter-
preting the indexicality of sign resources across scales in social space. This multi-scalarity 
of the EP floor, as explained in Chapter 4, opens it to conceptualizations of meaning-
making in European Public Spheres (e.g. Trenz & De Wilde, 2012).  
 
In this research conceptualization of observed in situ phenomena of LP performance, the 
primary entry point and context of data interpretation for the study are to be connected 
to larger contexts of meaning-making detached from the chronotopic event unique in 
space and time. A relevant epistemological framework of conceptualization to organize 
data in the trans-local and trans-temporal research framework is the nexus of practice 
(Scollon & Scollon, 2004, 2007) applied to LP research specifically by Hult (2015). In 
this model the discourses in place at the performance, the historic body of the performer, and 
the interaction order in the encounter of articulation can be investigated in a joint frame-
work to encompass both the anthropological analyses of socio-pragmatic performances 
exploring the indexical effects of utterances, and discourse analytical enquiries of prop-
ositional meanings taken up from these performances by discourse participants and au-
diences, re-semiotized across multi scalar contexts of interdiscursivity and intertextuality. 
Thus, the conceptual-ontological framework of nexus analysis caters for a LP research 
design to orchestrate various methodologies in a “systematic approach to the principled 
eclecticism of methods” as Hult (2015: 217) proposes. It can connect various types of 
discourse data in the investigation of the observed event “mapping how discourses from 
multiple scales intersect in a social phenomenon” as Scollon and Scollon (2004: 12) for-
mulate, in a “semiotic ecosystem” (2004: 89) the EP floor is considered to be in my study, 
in which “historical trajectories of people, places, discourse, ideas and objects come to-
gether” (Scollon & Scollon, 2004: 159).  
 
In the duality of methodologies, the research design applies to deictic and propositional 
meanings, one perspective is focusing on observed encounters of agents, the other on 
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texts. These multimodal encounters unfolding, and fixed texts, the two sources and types 
of data analyzed, are empirically and ontologically related. The texts discussed in Chap-
ters 4 and 5 are transcripts of utterances observed within the particular spatial and tem-
poral context of their articulation, evidently co-determined by previous texts from previ-
ous articulations on the floor, whereas they too impact ensuing actions, interactions, and 
deriving texts and genres in the setting and social domain under longitudinal ethno-
graphic observation. The interactional and textual diachronies come to be intertwined 
along the entextualizations of actions, and re-contextualizations of texts, traceable in 
discourse analytical methods embedded in an ethnographic epistemology and research 
design (e.g. Blommaert, 2005; Smith, 2006; Rampton et al., 2015). 
 
This epistemic model can host ethnographic analyses to explore trajectories of identification 
(Pérez-Milans, 2017: 5) across scales in meaning-making triggered by the observed 
speech event. This event is a chronotope of diachronic inter-discursive ontology and multi-
scalar potentials for meaning-making on the EP floor and beyond its spatial and temporal 
confines. In this research framework discursive LP accomplishments, propositional and 
semiotic, may be approached from various angles and levels of immediacy as identifica-
tions, contextualizations, and as argumentative policy work by discursive framing.  
 
Exploring trajectories of identification92 of/by participants in EUML encounters ob-
served on the EP floor, my study focuses on discursive or perlocutionary effects over 
speaker intentions in conceptualizing, in a linguistic anthropological research perspec-
tive explained by Joseph (2013: 40) “(i)dentities (…) manifested in language as, first, the 
categories and labels that people attach to themselves and others to signal their belonging; 
secondly, as the indexed ways of speaking and behaving through which they perform 
their belonging¸ and thirdly, as the interpretations that others make of those indices”. 
The primacy of the accomplished effect of performances over the one assumed to be 
intended by the performer, also explicitly highlighted for the analysis of parliamentary 
discourse by Chilton and Schäffner (2002: 11) in the duality of perlocutionary act and per-
locutionary effect, induced by utterances (locutionary acts) with meanings (illocutionary 
acts) towards policy action, is an important feature of the ethnographic perspective of 
analyses pursued in the present study.  
 
This perspective explains why the methodological apparatus of the ethnographic re-
search design applied in the study renounces of research interviews with agents. Instead 
of introspective accounts the study relies on the observed meta-pragmatic commentaries, 
and reactions to them, by agents in given contexts of interdiscursively emerging norma-

                                                 
92 Analyses of LP performances as accomplishments of identification can rely on a body of well elaborated 
sociolinguistic work (e.g. Le Page & Taboulet-Keller, 1985; Eckert & McConell-Ginet, 1999; Bucholtz & Hall, 
2004; Joseph, 2004, 2013; Bailey, 2007; Blackledge & Creese, 2010), more specifically tuned to language 
policy research by Pérez-Milans (2017) and within that focusing on communicational resources across spatio-
temporal scales (Mortimer & Wortham, 2015; Mortimer, 2016). 
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tive orders of language use and appropriate forms of participation, and on what institu-
tional ethnography defines as auto-ethnography.93 These accounts are considered to 
have a more reliable validity in offering ideological insights to LP beliefs, into how 
agents analyze their talk (Pennycook, 2007) than self-reporting through interviews 
would.94 
 
This does not mean, that self-analysis by agents would not be of research value. Com-
paring interviews with meta-pragmatic commentaries would in itself be an intriguing 
field of discourse analytical research to complement my study. However, the complete-
ness and complexity of the present research design made necessary what is justified 
above, and to renounce of this perspective, or leave it open for future analyses. In criti-
cally comparing meta-pragmatic commentaries with self-reporting by interviews, on the 
one hand, and with observed performance on the other, Kroskrity’s understanding of 
language ideologies in “various degrees of members’ consciousness of their rule-gov-
erned activities, ranging from discursive to practical consciousness” (2010: 198, my em-
phases) may be helpful. The discursive end of the continuum being reflexive, meta-prag-
matic, at times potentially critical is enquired in the methodology applied in the present 
study in texts, transcripts of talk on talk (meta-pragmatic commentaries or policy texts), 
whereas the practical end, tacit, indexical I would add, observable in social interactions, 
is explored and analyzed as sociolinguistic and socio-pragmatic encounters. These two 
ends also correspond to what I approach as the propositional and the semiotic indexical 
accomplishments of LP performance.  
 
Accounts of discursive consciousness, as it would be demonstrated, are mostly natural-
izing the language ideologies dominant in the context, witnessed by discursive accounts, 
but at times contrasting them. Observed instances of the discursive and the practical may 
reveal incongruences, however, and these contrasting key incidents (Ericsson, 1974; 
Kroon & Sturm, 2007) are the spots the Research Questions of the study enquire. The 
discrepancies between the two are hinting at meta-linguistic processes of change as dis-
cussed in the potential interpretations of enactment and performance of LP in conceptu-
alizations of language ideologies (e.g. Silverstein, 1979; Woolard, 1998; Woolard & 
Schiefflein, 1994; Blommaert, 1999, 2006; Irvine & Gal, 2000). 
 
Boundaries emerging in EUML practice around and across participants can be described 
in socio-pragmatic analyses of observed positionalities. These boundaries are neither 

                                                 
93 The emic position of the participant observer is conceptualized as auto-ethnography through self-transform-
ative immersion by Michel (2018).  
94 Self perception and introspective self reporting, more sharply put by Joseph (2013: 40) as “relatively negli-
gible” in comparison to how others perceive and evaluate the communicative performance by the speaker, is 
also relativized by Pérez-Milans, who proposes situated meta-pragmatic commentaries rather than research 
interviews as a data source for LP research, and critically discusses “accounts of participants’ talk about poli-
cies, whereby the stream of talk under examination is taken as a transparent window to meaning” and the 
“conceptualization of research interviews as direct routes to large-scale historical, socioeconomic and political 
processes via content analysis (which) also ignores the institutional order in which such situational dynamics 
are placed” (Pérez-Milans, 2018: 120). 



124 Babel Debates 

 

static, nor entirely pre-given, but are taking shape through shared social practices of com-
munication, meaning-making and identification, determining and determined by insti-
tutional arrangements. In the EP floor setting, agents of constitutive communicational 
practices in an emergent dynamic framework of participation are deploying resources of 
their EUML repertoires in interaction, co-constructing a community generated by joint 
meaning-making itself. This can be conceptualized as a Community of Practice (CofP) 
along the definition by Eckert and McConnell-Ginet (1999: 186) as “an aggregate of 
people who, united by a common enterprise, develop and share ways of doing things, 
ways of talking, beliefs, and values − in short, practices”.  
 
The CofP concept offers a good framework to describe the socio-pragmatics of observed 
interactions on the EP floor. Originally coming from cultural sociology (Wenger, 1998) 
and applied to linguistic anthropology and sociolinguistics (e.g. Eckert & McConnell-
Ginet, 1992; Holmes & Meyerhoff, 1999; Eckert & Wenger, 2005) the model is a good 
tool to analyze the dynamics of intersecting and overlapping membership positions un-
folding in observed engagements of sociolinguistic practice95. Socio-pragmatic effects of 
argumentative political discourse in the UK Parliament are conceptualized in CofP 
terms by Harris (2001) and also by Ilie (2003, 2009), whereas the setting of my study, the 
EP floor and its multilingual agents are defined as a CofP by Wodak (2009) in her dis-
course analytical research on the institution in the framework of her specific Discourse 
Historical Approach. 
 
The observed situated interactional developments of unfolding self-positioning and po-
sitioning the other, and thereby the linguistic resources deployed, within the hierarchy 
or across boundaries of evolving groupings of social practice, will be conceptualized and 
analyzed in a speech event in Chapter 7 of my study. In this CofP framework, the con-
trastive linguistic forms that indexically effect differentiation are also subjected to a so-
ciolinguistic phonological analysis. 
 

4.2 Data and methodologies of the ethnographic language policy analyses 
 
The immediate data discussed in this study are representations of LP performances on 
the EP floor I observed in various Plenary and Committee meetings from the interpreters’ 
booth from 2009 to 2016. These performances are also recorded and publicly available 
in the audio-visual archives of the EPTV. The primary epistemological point of entry 
being the observed practice of LP performances of EUML through an event based ap-
proach to data collection and analysis, it requires some explanation how these phenom-
ena are represented in various types of data as texts within the textual research narrative 

                                                 
95 Holmes and Meyerhoff (1999) explain the concept applicable to sociolinguistic studies, as “it offers (…) 
a framework of definitions within which to examine the ways in which becoming a member of a CofP interacts 
with the process of gaining control of the discourse to appropriate to it” (175) – a point relevant to the ethnographic 
study of LPs emerging in discursive practices in observed encounters of agents. 
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of my study.96 Moreover, in the above discussed dual research framework which also 
takes account of the ethnographer’s epistemological reflexivity, it should be taken note 
of, how these data are accessed, generated and recorded by the researcher. 
 
The presentation of data in the writing up process of observations in various transcription 
codes is a conscious research decision and cannot be detached from the analysis itself.97 
Selection or transcript variation is inherently problematic in terms of validity, and these 
issues cannot be fully resolved for the very nature of the exercise (Bucholtz, 2003; Jenks, 
2011). However, the epistemological questions of transcription should not be random 
and implicit, but should raise awareness of the fact that transcription is itself a categori-
zation and differentiation of resources by forms, through decisions lead by the re-
searcher’s investigatory aims and interests, and of the implications of these transcription 
choices to the research process itself. Transcribing is a situated practice itself, with an 
inherent indexicality of research transcripts “reflexively tied to the context of their pro-
duction and to the practical purposes of their accomplishment” as Mondada (2007: 810) 
points out. 
 
My abilities and skills as a researcher also play a role here, for instance the limitations in 
perceiving, recognizing and recording subtle phonetic or stylistic signs of indexical dif-
ferentiation, and idiosyncratic particularities in the second, third, or fourth language in 
my own EUML repertoire. The decisions across the range of transcript variation in se-
lecting the features of talk and interaction that would and would not be represented in 
the transcription ultimately reflect the research goal: the representation, analysis, dissemina-
tion and verification (Jenks, 2011: 5) of data. These data are of oral and textual parliamen-
tary discourse on LP prescription on the hand, and of communicative events of LP per-
formance on the EP floor by alternating practices of what convention denotes as lan-
guages or language varieties in and by layered and polycentric social contexts they cue 
into, on the other.  
 
The multi-scalarity of the EP floor as a communicative space, and of discourses deriving 
from it, is reflected in transcription conventions chosen for the representation of data. 
The samples discussed in the study range from absolutely fixed legislative texts copy-
pasted from the EURLEX database or other authoritative public sites of EU legislation 
in the 23 official languages of the EU, to narrative representations of communicative 
interaction observed, attending to intimate socio-pragmatic details in the situated con-
text of the transcribed utterance, and complete with a fine-grained or thick description 

                                                 
96 An ethnographic LP research perspective focusing on meta-pragmatic commentaries by observed agents, is 
described by Pérez-Milans (2017: 1) as “an event-based entry point to data collection/analysis that is taken 
as a relevant platform to understand the implementation and appropriation of policies in the given context”. 
On the other hand as pointed out, in the framework of institutional ethnography by Smith (2006: 66), “drawing 
texts into the scope of ethnographic investigation is an essential step in exploring the translocal organization 
of the everyday”. 
97 Transcription is analysis, “a selective process reflecting goals and definitions” of the research as Ochs (1979: 
44) explains. 
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of intricate details of the social interaction. This description around the transcript at some 
points hones in on phonological details of the utterance within the social interaction 
represented by various conventions chosen for the point to be made and the focus and 
scale of perception held relevant for the given utterance. 
 
All data in the study are taken from public events and are available to anyone interested 
as texts or as audio-visual recordings. This is not only a methodological option for trian-
gulation but has relevance to research ethical considerations. While observing, recording, 
transcribing, and disseminating LP performances by agents on the EP floor, it is im-
portant to note, that all data discussed in my study are from public speeches by public 
figures broadcast in the EPTV, and policy or regulatory texts officially published or made 
accessible on the website of the EU institutions. Moreover, as a civil servant employed 
by the EP I have the legal approval to publish information relating to my work at the 
institution, as my personal opinion, according to Article 27 of the Staff Regulations of 
EU institutions. 
 
In the analyses of LP performance observed on the EP floor, three types of transcriptions 
are applied in the study to capture data: 
 
(a) Official texts issued by the EU institutions in the 23 official languages. These in-

clude authoritative legislative texts, like official Reports and Resolutions of the EP, 
and so-called verbatim transcripts of Plenary debates, officially produced and issued 
by the EP services. Verbatim transcripts were earlier produced in all official lan-
guages, whereas since 2010 only in the source language of the given parliamentary 
speech. Compared to the audio-visual records of these performances, available on 
the EP’s website, it is evident, that these transcripts are cleaned-up, linguistically 
standardized, at some points lexically altered entextualizations of the actual utter-
ances of the live speech performed in the here and now of the EP floor. These 
Hansard-like, denaturalized official transcript texts enter the public sphere among 
co-texts, some of them codified into regulations, of similar nature and can thus be 
analyzed for their horizontal and vertical intertextuality as LP texts. The primary 
data samples of this type, discussed in Chapters 5 and 6 were selected from a very 
limited array of legislative texts explicitly devoted to LP in the EP.98  

 
(b) My English translations of the official verbatim transcripts of utterances on the floor 

in the source language, in Chapter 6, and my transcripts of the utterances observed 
on the EP floor in Committee debates, discussed in Chapters 6 and 7, where no 
verbatim transcripts were produced by the services. These translations and tran-
scripts can be checked against the audio-visual records of the utterances in the given 
meeting. The translations are meant to be correct representations of the original 

                                                 
98 In spite of the evidently great importance of EUML to the European project, and to the operation of the House, 
in the decade of the past two legislatures characterized by dynamic processes of change in EUML practice, 
only very few Reports have been debated and adopted with direct reference to LP. 
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standardized texts of the verbatim transcript of the source language. The transcripts 
of utterances attended to on the floor are also made in the standard orthography of 
the given official languages of the EU, comparable to the texts of the official tran-
scripts. The denotation of co-occurring paralinguistic and interactional features 
(laughter, hesitation, pause, audible aspirations, stress, etc.) are not carried by the 
transcription code, but are included in the description of multi-modal semiosis in 
the research narrative, taken from my field notes, to accompany the transcript data.  

 
(c) My transcription in the International Phonetic Alphabet of speech observed on the 

EP floor in the original languages, English, Dutch and German, in Chapter 7 to 
represent the phonetical details of the utterance and its idiosyncratic features for a 
sociolinguistic analysis of the linguistic form for a contextualized identification of 
the speaker along the allophones of differentiation.  

 
These transcripts are embedded in the research narrative in the ethnographic description 
of the observed speech event of their emergence, often including the co-occurring para-
linguistic and nonverbal/behavioral features approximating to conversation analytical 
(CA) detail. However, it is the thick description, and not the transcription code that co-
vers verbal, paralinguistic and tonal-acoustic features (prosody, intonation, stress, voice 
quality, speed, loudness) and non-verbal (position, gestures, facial gestures, kinesics, ac-
tions) details of the given interaction. 
 
As it was discussed in Chapter 3, a defining feature of the EP floor is the strongly ritual-
ized set of scripts for distributing the floor and ratification of speakership by the Chair of 
the meeting, and timing rules for obtaining, holding, and renouncing the floor. These 
rules are sometimes negotiated and challenged in practice, but are constantly policed, 
managed and restored by the Chair according to his/her institutional role, and by other 
interactants, as the essential organizing element of the speech genre, and parliamentary 
institution, ultimately. This script allows for sequences longer than the usual turns of 
natural interaction. This means that on the EP floor managing turns in talk is not a cru-
cial element of speakership in the complex interplay between verbal, paralinguistic and 
non-verbal conduct and social context. Moreover, the increased forte and speed, with 
the absence of pauses and intonation is a frequent paralinguistic feature of speeches, 
coupled with nonverbal features towards the Chair deployed to be given extended license 
to hold on to the floor at nearing or exceeding the end of the allotted time, kept in sus-
pense by the hovering hammer on the pulpit. Strictly timed Plenary speeches, often read 
out in haste from written notes, are usually stark samples of all paralinguistic features of 
a struggle for floor holding. Importantly, however, turn taking is not inherent in talk to 
be carried in the transcript, but is a given, ultimately external to the talk itself.  
 
This also explains why most of these features are not carried by the transcript itself, with 
the necessary typologization by conventions a CA approach to the data would require, 
but are rather described as idiosyncratic phenomena in the research narrative, in part 
taken from field notes, connected to the given sequence of the transcript. Therefore, in 
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the organization and layout of the study, data analysis is not strictly distinct from the 
presentation of data, for this research narrative portraying sequential paralinguistic and 
non-verbal features with socio-pragmatic events and reactions of interlocutors unfolding 
in connection to the transcript sequence presented is analysis itself.99  
 
The two methodological perspectives unified in the research design of my study, a dis-
course analytical perspective applied to texts, and a linguistic anthropological perspec-
tive applied to performances, are employed in different configurations in the analysis in 
the three sets of data samples in Chapters 5, 6 and 7. 
 
In the first two analytical Chapters 5 and 6, the transcripts of two Plenary speeches on 
matters of LP regulation are analyzed as text, a synchronic and stable analytical object, 
to unravel the diachronic discursive process of their emergence in the particular contexts 
they were observed in in the first place. This diachronic process is one of entextualiza-
tions and re-entextualizations (Bauman & Briggs, 1990) as the parliamentary Report pro-
ceeds in the legislative pipeline according to scripts laid down for the genre in the Rules 
of Procedure of the EP. This means, as detailed in Chapter 5 that an initial draft submit-
ted by the author of the legislative initiative, the Rapporteur,100 is presented in various 
institutional participatory framework formations for oral debate, wherein it is edited-
transformed by addition and deletion through speech events and textual amendments 
tabled by peers and voted in by majorities of them, into a new text. 
 
Chapter 5 is focused on the official English translation of the verbatim transcript text of 
the Rapporteur’s Portuguese speech on societal multilingualism in the EU, based on the 
2009 EP Resolution “Multilingualism, an Asset for Europe and a Shared Commitment”. 
Although the transcript data are contextualized to some extent by my observer’s research 
account of the EP Plenary speech event itself, the analysis predominantly explores the 
intertextual and interdiscursive connections of the text, and the ensuing LP framings and 
proposals for policy action. The data, beyond the primary text of the official transcript, 
are genre-kins of direct lineage, other legislative co-texts and drafts. These are re-contex-
tualized in the research narrative from the various situated contexts they were observed 
to enter, to macro contexts of language ideological meaning-making categorized as so-

                                                 
99 Thus the point by Mondada (2007: 815) that “transcripts are produced along with the analysis and not prior 
to it” is applicable not only to the underlying research process, but also to the actual methodology of writing up 
and organization of analytical texts and chapters in the present study. 
100 In EP terminology the Rapporteur is the author of the text of the Report, which is re-labelled as a Motion for 
a Resolution, then Resolution in the legislative process of adoption. The Rapporteur is responsible for the 
document drafted by him/her taking into account amendments tabled by colleagues, with a view to attainable 
majority vote, first upon the relevant Committee, then the Plenary debate where these amendments are dis-
cussed. Although the Rapporteur naturally intends to assert his/her particular (political, regional, sectoral, na-
tional, personal, etc.) positions of political profile, and that of his/her party Group, he/she needs to consider 
and integrate other views incorporated into the draft, to arrive at a compromise text that stand a chance of 
majority support in the committee and final Plenary vote. 
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cietal LPs. The discourse analytical methods to explore the horizontal and vertical intertex-
tuality and interdiscursivity (Johnson, 2015) of these LP texts are detailed in the introduc-
tion to Chapter 5.101 
 
Framed in the nexus of practice model, the analyses of data in Chapter 6 through meth-
odologies to explore interdiscursive connections outside the text can be conceptually re-
lated to analyses of the inherent heteroglossia within the text. The primary data set ana-
lyzed in Chapter 6 is the Rapporteur’s speech introducing to the Plenary her Report with 
the title, “Towards the more effective use of the interpreting services”. While the analysis 
also explores the horizontal and vertical intertextuality of the text of the Report along 
the methodologies applied in Chapter 5, it pays more analytical attention to the speech 
event itself, a speech act, also in the illucotionary and perlocutionary sense, performed 
in the observed institutional context of the EP Plenary. The data set analyzed is my Eng-
lish translation of the official verbatim transcript of the Dutch speech. 
 
The analysis moreover operationalizes methods to explore the text-intern heteroglossic 
instructions for meaning-making in the inherently dialogic polyphony of voices in utter-
ances, also observed to take effect in interactional instances in the context of the actual 
speech event.102 These are accessible in an enunciative discourse analysis (e.g. Ducrot, 1984; 
Maintegneau, 1996) more precisely by its specific version applied for the analysis of po-
litical discourse (e.g. Angermüller, 2014) and political and parliamentary speeches in EU 
contexts (e.g. Nølke et al., 2004). 
 
On the EP floor, discourse practices of “institutional co-performance” (Ilie, 2010: 66) 
project addressees and audiences, in a process of identity co-construction, which thus 
result in a “discursive mix of voices and participants frames” as Kjeldsen (2013: 21) re-
fers specifically to the dialogic heteroglossia of EP speeches. Building on the work on 
heteroglossia by (Bakhtin, 1981) enunciative analyses are based upon the insight, that 
every utterance is sui generis polyphonic or multi-voiced, as it entails other voices, words 
appropriated by the speaker in each utterance, that carry the chronotopic time-space or-
ganization of their previous contexts of earlier articulations.103 As the discourse appro-

                                                 
101 As Johnson (2015: 168) explains: “Some policies, quite literally, have a background made up of contradic-
tory opinions, especially when they are created by committees or statutory law-making bodies (like parliaments 
and legislatures) known for debate and controversy”. Consequently, as he continues to explain, “(l)anguage 
policies are linked to past policy documents, such as earlier policies and earlier versions of the same policy 
(vertical intertextuality) and current policies (horizontal intertextuality) and they may be connected to a variety 
of past and present discourses (interdiscursivity)” (ibid.: 168). 
102 In political, and parliamentary discourses especially, as explained by Chilton and Schaffner (1997: 216) 
“(e)ven when a stretch of talk or text is apparently monologic, it usually involves implicit dialogic organization, 
reflecting oppositional discourses in the surrounding political culture.“ 
103 This is very well illustrated by Bayley (2004: 24-25): “Parliamentary discourse is composed of a sequence 
of monologues which are intertextually and contextually interwoven as MPs respond to what has been said 
elsewhere. It is thus multi-voiced. For example, in the final debate to be held in the House of Commons on the 
ratification of the Maastricht Treaty (July 23rd 1993, the then Prime Minister John Major in his opening speech 
(which amounted to nearly 4,000 words, including interruptions from other MPs) makes reference to what he 
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priated to a speaker is constantly re-positioning itself by recipient uptake in a given con-
text to other discourses, people, and positions, meaning-making can rely on semantic 
markers and instructions inherent in the text to identify subject positions. Exploring sub-
ject positions in political discourse, enunciative analyses are looking for textual markers 
revealing a dialogue across points of view (POVs in the terminology used by Nølke et al. 
and pov.s in that of Kjeldsen) staged in the utterance by discursive beings or voices or-
chestrated by the leading voice or Locutor, functioning as the “puppet master” (Nølke, 
2009: 23) enunciating the utterance. The text intern POVs in turn are relative to the in-
terdiscursive polyphony of intersecting voices, positions traceable in the interdiscursivity 
and intertextuality of parliamentary speeches, made meanings of in a process, whereby, 
as Angermüller (2011: 2995) explains, “the participants of political discourse construct 
political spheres whenever they attempt to interpret political texts”. In this process, as he 
continues, “the readers objective is to understand who takes position against whom, (and) 
every act of reading and writing political texts involves constructing spaces in which the 
discourse participants occupy certain (subject) positions” (Angermüller, 2011: 2995).  
 
The enunciative analysis of the semantic instructions for making meanings of political 
discourse on the EP floor is an important reference point for triangulating findings of 
ethnographic analyses of symbolic and social boundaries effected in discursive LP per-
formances. They are important, as the dialogic semantic instructions of the utterance 
(text) for its own interpretation are assumed to be a relevant grid in any contextualized 
meaning-making, and because the data samples being legislative discourses, their entex-
tualized outcomes, laws and regulations, are often perpetuated for meaning-making far 
beyond the pivotal context of the actual articulation on the EP floor. This explains why 
this method is applied in the analysis of the speech data in Chapter 6 of my study to 
complement other methods in the overall research design. 
 
Chapter 7 then approaches an observed speech event as multimodal semiosis, focusing 
within that on the linguistic range of signs. The participant observer’s description of con-
secutive interactions in the unfolding sequence of sociolinguistic encounters in a hearing 
at the ECON Committee of the EP explores evolving intersubjective and socio-political 
positionalities among agents observed to pursue EUML practice in mutual engagements 
towards a joint enterprise through deployments of a shared repertoire.104 
 

                                                 
himself had said the previous day, to what the leader of the opposition had said the previous day, to what the 
chairman of ICI had said on an unspecified day, to how Jacques Delors had described Britain’s position in the 
UK, to the content at the legislation at hand and to the Social Chapter of the Maastricht treaty, to a quote from 
the President of the CBI from the previous days issue of the Times, and to a quote from dr. Johnson. His various 
interrupters referred to arguments made by non-specified businessmen, to something that the Monarch might 
possibly say, to a written answer to a question deposited in the Commons library. Similarly, in his reply, the 
then leader of the opposition, John Smith made reference to three comments that the Prime Minister had 
previously made in the House, to how John Major had returned from Maastricht claiming that he had won 
‘game, set, and match’, and to what a Conservative MP had said in a radio interview, to a letter signed by the 
chairmen of banks, and to a statement made by a Labour MP.”  
104 Highlighting the main parameter of the concept set by Wenger (1998: 73). 
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The ethnographic analysis of sociolinguistic practice effecting symbolic and social 
boundaries around and within self-constitutive groupings understands them as CofPs 
that define themselves in the doing, and are not, according to Wenger (1998: 4) a “new 
kind of organization, but a different cut on organization’s structure – one that empha-
sizes the learning that people have done together (and) in the way they define their en-
terprise, exist over time, and set their boundaries”. 
 
Exploring symbolic and social boundaries emerging through EUML practice of LP per-
formances, one should bear in mind that although the CoFP paradigm focuses more on 
the dynamics of internal hierarchy, “to the local use of resources, and to the socialization, 
‘prime’ and ‘eventide’ of its members” as Rampton (2009: 8) sums up one side of the 
research perspective, a LP analysis ought to pay attention to the other side, “to the com-
modity exchange between communities, their plans for territorial expansion, their treat-
ment of intruders, and the construction, policing or invasion of their boundaries” 
(Rampton, 2009: 8). The two sides of this perspectives make up what language ideology 
research (e.g. Woolard & Schlieffen, 1994; Gal & Irvine, 1995; Blommaert & 
Verschueren, 1998; Jaffe, 1999) is aiming at, exploring how us/them boundaries are per-
ceived/constructed, (maintained and negotiated) in the perception/construction of the 
linguistically other, by the perception/construction of recognized differences in resource 
forms, proceeding from one to the other in macro-sociological and historic outcome 
scales. 
 
Speech data are also pivotal in the analyses of this chapter, presented in texts, simple 
transcripts capturing the referential level of discursive accomplishments, complemented 
with an analytical discussion of the phonological features of utterances for a sociolin-
guistic assessment of contrastive forms of resource deployments and their indexical ef-
fects of differentiation in EUML practice. The focus is on the unfolding dynamic config-
urations of differentiation, tactics of intersubjectivity, including adequation and distinction 
(Bucholtz & Hall, 2010) among agents themselves, moving within and across boundaries 
of groupings and hierarchies, accomplishments through discursive and semiotic perfor-
mances of LP on the floor. These performances include meta-pragmatic and meta-lin-
guistic rationalizations of ongoing multilingual talk, highlighted as key incidents 
(Erickson, 1977; Kroon & Sturm, 2007) of observed practice in the research narrative. 
 
The methodological apparatus deployed to analyze data in Chapter 7 thus includes de-
scriptions of positionalities indexically and socially attained by agents in the CofP, ex-
plored through analytical methods of face-work.105  
 
Through the analysis of the observed CofP of an EP Committee, further groupings are 
seen to take shape within the institutionally-cut one, through extending and overlapping 

                                                 
105 In the following ethnographic description of observed encounters the heuristic applications of analytical 
models are all related to Goffman’s (1967) concept of face-work, and include Face Threatening Acts (FTAs), 
specifically applied for parliamentary discourse by Harris (2001) and Ilie (2010). 
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boundaries of differentiation negotiated and/or emerging in participant engagements in 
the progressing practice of observed interaction, deploying resources of EUML reper-
toires. The social effects of differentiation by contrasting semiotic-linguistic forms are 
attended to and analyzed from the participant observer’s emic position by producing a 
thick and analytical ethnographic description of the event, interpreting acts of LP in a 
socio-pragmatic research perspective exploring how politeness and impoliteness strate-
gies are deployed.106 These include face-threatening acts (FTA) and face invading acts 
(FIA) in the process of agents’ mutual relational identifications and positioning practice 
within and across boundaries of the unfolding CofPs observed, with negotiations of ad-
mission and rejection, and membership trajectories of peripheral, or marginal and cen-
tral participation. 
 

4.3 The conference interpreter’s potential position in ethnographic 
language policy research 

 
Approximating or attuning to contextualized meaning-making by participants observed 
on the EP floor, for an ethnographic LP analysis, “to employ a first hand, naturalistic, 
well contextualized, hypothesis generating, emic orientation to language practices”, as 
Canagarajah (2006: 155) succinctly defines the task, requires a particular participant ob-
server position. The observational perspective accessible by the simultaneous interpreter 
to the ethnographic setting of the multilingual EP floor inhabited by plurilingual partic-
ipants fulfils this requirement and is specific to EUML practice. 
 
The participant observer’s position held by the interpreter-researcher is specific in vari-
ous ways. In anthropological terms, interpreting, and the broader concept of translation, 
re-contextualizing phenomena observed in one semiotic regime of meaning-making into 
another, have traditionally been discussed as sharing essential traits with ethnographic 
knowledge construction. This is conceptualized in Translation Studies by posing ethnog-
raphy as an epistemological possibility in the linguistic act of translation itself, whereby 
ethnographers translate cultures into their own professional language, and as cultural 
translation that is able to “show the structure and nature of the foreign culture” as Pym 
(2010: 153) explains the term. Ethnoscience (e.g. Werner & Schoepfle, 1987) can also be 
defined as the translation of cultures, and translation itself is a core metaphor of the her-
meneutical operation of the ethnographic description and the reading of cultures (Geertz, 
1973) and of the concept of travel (Clifford, 1997) similarly derived from literary herme-
neutics. The act of translation is identified as the very ontology of culture (Cronin, 2002) 
understood as an epistemic act constructing the relational encounter between the two 
languacultures LC1 and LC2 in the conceptualization by Agar (1995).  
 

                                                 
106 These discursive strategies are defined in the framework of politeness theory (Brown & Levinson, 1987) 
and its critical re-conceptualizations (see Kadar & Haugh, 2014 for a recent summary) including impoliteness 
acts (e.g. Culpeper, 2010), and broader accounts of socio-pragmatic competence.  
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Translation is not only a key metaphor for the description of one culture from/for an-
other, but translation and interpreting can be grasped as the active co-construction of the 
setting it is taking place in. The emergence of this conceptualization10 can be followed 
in the history of Translation Studies and its earlier ancillary, Interpreting Studies, grow-
ing into an interdisciplinary branch of its own. 107  Evolving through paradigmatic 
“turns”, Translation Studies until the 1990s, characterized by the “linguistic turn” (Snell-
Hornby, 2006), were dominated by structural linguistics oriented theories of equivalence. 
The elusive and controversial concept of linguistic equivalence (e.g. Nida & Taber, 1969), 
conventionally understood on the word/morpheme, grammatical or textual, and less on the 
pragmatical level, in the categories by Baker (1992), is based on an exclusively or predom-
inantly semantic and referential notion of language, and the conventionally accepted 
static conduit model of “transmission” of referential meanings between two distinct lan-
guages.  
 
Discussing the ensuing “social turn” of the discipline in opposition to this “linguistic” 
paradigm, Linell (1997: 54) distinguishes a shift between two fundamental theoretical 
frameworks in the understanding of interpreting. The static one with a structuralist no-
tion of language, a transfer or conduit model for communication, and the monological 
emergence of meaning, as opposed to a dynamic theoretical framework of a functionalist 
concept of language, a social-interactionalist understanding of communication, and the 
dialogical co-construction of meaning.  
 
The static paradigm, still conventionally and widely accepted among users and also pro-
viders of interpreting in various settings and institutions, including the EP (Kent, 2014)108 
critically coined the “myth of invisibility and neutrality of the interpreter” by Angelelli 
(2004: 79) allots a detached position to interpreters as semantic conduit relays or “voice-
boxes” (Clark, 1996) in the process between source language and target language.109 Ac-
cording to this assumed impartiality and detachment, as critically described by Roy 
(1992: 21) “interpreters serve as nearly robotic conduits of information, who have little 
or no impact on the communicative situation in which interpretation is taking place”. 
 
This understanding of interpreting starkly contradicts the dynamic and dialogic framing 
of the operation in interpreted mediated interaction where meaning-making is assumed 

                                                 
107 Both discussed as going through paradigmatic “turns” (e.g. Gile, 1990; Snell-Hornby, 2006; Pöchhacker, 
2008). The distinction of interpreting from the broader concept of translation as an object of study is outlined 
by Pöchhacker (2016: 10): “Within the conceptual structure of Translation, interpreting can be distinguished 
from other types of translational activity most swiftly by its ‘immediacy’: in principle, interpreting is performed 
‘here and now’ for the benefit of people who want to engage in communication across boundaries of language 
and culture.” The definition is noteworthy for an ethnographic study of situated LP performances and of the co-
occurring emergence of symbolic and social boundaries. 
108 Based on ethnographic research in the EP the concept of the “homolingual illusion” is coined by Kent (2014: 
340) to describe the language ideological belief among MEPs, but also interpreters that renders interpreting 
and linguistic differences in EUML practice invisible. 
109 An early attempt to refute a purely semantic conduit model in the training of conference interpreters was 
the theorie du sense elaborated by Seleskovitch (1978); see also Seleskovtich-Lederer (1989). 
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to be taking place between the interpreter and interlocutors, whereby, throughout the 
interaction, the interpreter is engaged in the (re)construction of contextually relevant 
meaning (Wadensjö, 1998). The social construction of meaning implies that it is not fully 
owned or intended by the individual prior to the utterance, but is formed through the 
agency and responsibility of everyone involved in the exchange. “All interlocutors, in-
cluding interpreters, are key players in the co-construction of meaning as they interact 
with the other parties and juggle the impact of both the institution and the society in 
which the interaction is embedded”, as Angelelli (2004: 45) defines interpreting as dis-
cursive and social action.  
 
This reframing of the activity in the social turn in Interpreting Studies along the ontolog-
ical and political subjectification of the interpreter implies in terms of research method-
ologies the relevance of discourse analysis and sociolinguistics for research, a recent de-
velopment in the discipline co-occurring with an increased significance and attention to 
community interpreting and interpreting in non-conventional settings. 
 
The new settings explored by Interpreting Studies emphasizing the active agency of the 
interpreter in dialogically co-constructing meanings and contexts include medical set-
tings (e.g. Davidson, 2000), interviewing asylum seekers (e.g. Jacquemet, 2005), court 
hearings (e.g. Angelelli, 2004; Inghelleri, 2008), interpreting in war zones (e.g. Inghelleri, 
2008) and community interpreting with active grassroots advocacy on behalf of margin-
alized people or groups (e.g. Boéri, 2008; Doerr, 2009, 2012). 
 
According to this epistemological framing the interpreter, aware of it or not, is actively 
involved in the management of institutional interaction, and the emergence of meanings 
on the EP floor. This not only allows for an increased potential to research insights into 
the settings and processes of meaning-making but has ethical implications and an in-
creased responsibility and exposure to the power relations in the given setting and con-
texts. This is most apparent at interpreting in asylum processing and court hearings, 
among starkly asymmetrical power relations between the client parties, as discussed by 
Inghilleri (2008, 2012), but has relevance to the conventionalized and solidly institution-
alized position of conference interpreters in the EP as well.110  
 
The specific position and agency of the interpreter is framed by Inghilleri (2006, 2012) 
relying on Bourdieu’s sociological model, in the social and political processes he/she is 

                                                 
110 Beyond general issues deriving from the power enmeshed agency of the interpreter, one ethical considera-
tion relevant for the present study is that as a civil servant of the EP, I am not only expected to be loyal to the 
institution, and the interests of the Community in general, but am also bound by regulations and ethics of 
confidentiality. The data discussed in the study being open records of public sessions of the EP with the in-
volvement of MEPs, elected and accountable public figures, and my assessments declared to be my personal 
opinion according to Article 17a of the Staff Regulations of the EP, this explicit issue is taken care of. The wider 
epistemological, ethical and socio-political constraints of ethnographic knowledge production in general, and 
of critical enquiries into hegemonic language ideologies in particular, inherent in my research enterprise, were 
discussed in Section 1 of the present chapter. 
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embedded in while negotiating the social-interactional inter-locking fields of re-contex-
tualization across wider socio-cultural orders and their habitus. According to her conclu-
sions, in the interplay in social interactional space across a range of contexts, the habitus 
of outsiders (non-interpreters) imposes and determines power relations in contexts where 
interpreting takes place: “The sociological and linguistic-ethnographic perspective takes 
the view that what happens at the surface level of interactions is more often than not a 
micro drama through which a larger social and political reality is acted out in a refracted 
form” (Inghilleri, 2006: 59). This insight confirms the emic position of the interpreter as 
participant observer of LP performances of differentiation towards symbolic and social 
boundaries emergent in situated interactions into/from macro-sociological categories, 
my study is exploring.  
 
The new approaches to the interpreter’s agency outlined above have various repercus-
sions to my ethnographic researcher’s position in observing and framing plurilingual 
data of EUML practice on the EP floor. One of them is that the observer’s effect is low. 
The interpreter “naturally” belongs to the social, communicational, and semiotic ecol-
ogy of the field of investigation, and participants most of the time are not consciously 
aware of his/her presence, albeit their voices often presuppose, and co-construct each 
other. However, in spite of the transparent glass pane of the booth, the interpreter-cum-
researcher is not Malinowski’s “unobtrusive fly on the wall” either, for he/she is actively 
though (most of the time) seamlessly, involved in the communicative practices of the 
dialogic emergence and the co-construction of meanings on the floor. In that, strictly 
semiotic, sense he/she is an insider, but not a member of the observed community of 
participants. In terms of Communities of Practice (CofPs), MEPs and interpreters in the 
EP form overlapping but distinct clusters.111 It may be a matter of analysis along the 
three dimensions of ‘mutual engagement’, ‘joint enterprise’ and ‘shared repertoire’ 
(Wenger, 1998) to draw the intricate and often discontinuous boundaries between them, 
but it is perhaps their shared repertoire of tacit knowledge and know-how of situated and 
context-based communicative experience which overlaps and blurs the boundary be-
tween them to some extent. The interpreter turned into researcher-observer, moreover, 
by the very act of reflective observation and by making connections and inductive infer-
ences to theoretical framings, diversifies his/her position. This requires a conscious act 
of detachment to reconstruct an epistemic itinerary from being an insider towards being 
an outsider, for an ethnographic understanding of events and to attain both an emic and 
holistic approach (Hornberger, 2013: 112) required for a LP research exercise. 
 
The emic position would allow the observer to enter the local point of view, and identify 
with, or approximate to, the participants’ meaning-making of the situated communica-
tive and socio-pragmatic events they are involved in. In terms of the semiotic apparatus 

                                                 
111 The recent study by Duflou (2016), herself an interpreter-researcher at the EP, discusses the group of con-
ference interpreters at the EP as a Community of Practice, describing practices of situated learning and various 
membership itineraries. 
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of the communicative event itself, this is provided by the interpreter’s position and per-
formance. However, the approach needs to be holistic too in order to produce worth-
while findings by explaining the data in various theoretical frameworks towards induc-
tive hypotheses. The two roles are to be reconciled and unified by the subjectivity of the 
researcher moving back and forth along a posited emic/etic continuum (Pike, 1954), or 
as a productive rapprochement of the experience-near and experience-far views (Geertz, 
1974) when observing, describing and interpreting acts of semiotic behavior and discur-
sive practice in LP performances. In the process of ethnographic knowledge construction 
no objective outside position or ‘uncontaminated’ data can be obtained or perceived. 
The perspective of the researcher needs to attain estrangement to become an outsider 
and assert a cultural boundary to touch upon the unexpected, where taken for granted 
rituals in one’s sociocultural routines are questioned and incongruences between LP per-
formances and LP beliefs can be perceived.112  
 
The epistemological duality spanning across the emic/etic continuum is not alien to the 
interpreter who is expected to fulfil an inherently liminal role, often associated with am-
biguous loyalties. This derives on the one hand from his/her original “cross-cultural” 
position mediating communication between two speakers of different languages in the 
conventional intercultural communications paradigm, or of not sufficiently overlapping 
semiotic repertoires, in the linguistic anthropological one, with all the ideological impli-
cations languages stand for. The same liminality and ambiguity inherent in the profes-
sion applies to the transitory status of being an interpreter and an observer-researcher: 
“Interpreters are valuable not only because of what they do but because of what they are. 
They are generally part of the host community and as such are conduits for ‘privileged’ 
inside information on the society and culture. They confer authenticity and verisimili-
tude on the account”, points out Cronin (2006: 72) a leading figure of the sociological 
turn of Translation Studies. Precious this vantage point may be for anthropological re-
search, the crossing and negotiating of linguistic and cultural boundaries and associated 
identities makes interpreters both inevitable and perplexing characters of cross-cultural, 
and thus inherently sensitive interactions and communication events, with assumed du-
bious loyalties to the authenticity of the message and the identity of the messenger, as 
Cronin (2002: 392) presumes: “(T)he dread comes from the fear of being misled either 
by the native interpreter or by the non-native interpreter going native”. Thus, from a 
research methodology point of view the interpreter’s position is comparable to the in-
formant of ethnographic anthropology.113 

                                                 
112 These instances are explained in terms of ethnographic LP research by Hornberger (2013: 107) as “meth-
odological rich points (which) arise precisely around the social construction of voices, motivations, ideologies, 
and consequences of language policy emergent in the context” in an ethnographic LP research perspective 
aware of the epistemological potential “arising from the heterogeneity, mobility, diversity, scale-layering, index-
icality and policentricity of research sites” (Hornberger, 2013: 111). 
113 On how interpreters are seen, or think/want to be seen, by outsiders can be read on the site of DG LINC 
(formerly DG INTE). The text provides insights into how the peculiar insider/outsider position and relations to 
clients is conventionally framed by the profession (cf: “same wavelength”, “frame of mind”, and “acting”): 
“Whenever a parliamentary meeting takes place, the interpreters are a familiar presence. Working from sound-
proof booths situated along the meeting rooms, they faithfully transmit the speaker’s message into up to 20 
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In the actual professional practice of EP meetings, there are usually three, but never less 
than two interpreters in the booth with various language profiles to cover as many official 
languages as possible. In the long run, this means that in 66% of the time one interpreter 
is off-microphone. While he/she is pausing, he/she is supposed to follow the thread of 
the ongoing exchanges, follow up and consult written session and background docu-
ments, and stay alert to aid colleagues on air, and to step in once a working language of 
his/hers is spoken by a participant on the floor. These attentive pauses offer the oppor-
tunity for, and at times demand, observations of how the semiotic and social situation 
evolves. In the particular case described in the discussion of the speech event in Chapter 
7 this meant that having attended numerous ECON Committee meetings throughout 
the years of the given parliamentary term I have had an intimate familiarity with the 
setting and the history of the events in the genre, the participants and their behavioral, 
discursive and argumentative habits and relative positions in the CofP. I have been in-
volved in the communicative practices and to some extent in the co-construction of the 
communicative event as far as my working languages were concerned. I have, moreover, 
enjoyed a full view of the setting from above in the right side of the room, complemented 
with a broadcast close-up view of the participant speaking, on a desk monitor, and an 
amplified floor sound, plus alternate channels of the 21 language booths working at the 
event. The broadcast sources are recorded and retrievable by the public from the audio-
visual archive of the EP on-line. This allows for a check-up on the field notes and a 
posterior re-evaluation of some instances marked therein. Nonetheless, the field notes 
taken at the event are the primordial source of my ethnographic study, and the event-
based entry point to the observation, analysis and discussion of data it follows. They can 
be subjected to a within method triangulation checked against the audio-visual records 
of the speech event in question, cut and edited from various camera positions, on the 
EPTV, which were also relied on to produce my transcripts and English translations 
thereof for speech events where no verbatim transcript produced by the EP services are 
available. 
 

                                                 
official EU languages. Visible to the audience but never in the spotlight, they are the voice for all speakers. (...) 
Being familiar with an MEP’s political opinions can help an interpreter grasp the speaker’s intentions beyond 
mere words. (...) The interpreters are communicators, their feelings about what is said being irrelevant. “I make 
people understand each other whatever they say, even if they say the opposite of what I hold as true”, said Ms 
Dietze. “We are impartial and this is easier for people who have a talent for acting, who can put themselves in 
the frame of mind of the speaker...you are on the same wavelength.” (...) An interpreter’s job is not as easy as 
it might look from the outside. MEPs rarely bear in mind that their discourse is simultaneously interpreted into 
other languages, so they often use colorful language, jokes and wordplay, which can be extremely difficult, if 
not impossible, to translate. Numbers, fast-speech and reading from notes don’t make an interpreter’s life 
easier either. (...) Part of the message interpreters have to transmit is non-verbal so they need to pick up non-
verbal clues (sic) like tone of voice and body language, making it essential for the interpreter to be able to see 
the speaker and the audience, to see different reactions. (...) There are times when you can translate, when 
you find something which is suitable in your language, but it is risky because it can be interpreted differently 
from the original words and the MEPs listening to your translation can react to your own words rather than to 
what the speaker said originally.” (http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?type=IM-PRESS&refe 
rence=20060403FCS06935&language=EN) 



138 Babel Debates 

 

The above section described the specific epistemic position of the conference interpreter 
for meaning-making through EUML practice, and of EUML practice, on the EP floor. 
The detailed discussion of this position in the chapter on methodology is explained by 
the fact that it is fundamental to the ethnographic language policy research design the 
present study follows. The ethnographic data to be discussed in the following three ana-
lytical chapters were gathered and generated from this position. The speech events ob-
served from the interpreters’ booth and their entextualized outcomes, policy texts, will 
be explored in different weighing of data from texts to performances, through different 
compositions of multi-method analyses according to the research design, and applying 
the methodologies discussed and explained in this chapter. 



CHAPTER 5 
 
Languages and their societies: The discursive construction 
of EUML as a societal language policy 

In the following chapter, the Plenary speech introducing the draft motion for the EP 
Resolution “Multilingualism, an asset for Europe and a shared commitment” will be 
analyzed to trace the intertextual and interdiscursive emergence of LP (Johnson, 2015) in 
the discursive practice of legislative policymaking on the EP floor. The discourse sample 
is approached as a chronotope in the observed event of the parliamentary speech perfor-
mance, conceptualized in Section 5.1 of the Chapter in the broader ethnographic analyt-
ical perspective, as a nexus of practice (Scollon & Scollon, 2004; Hult, 2015), unfolding in 
a set of utterances that can be analyzed in the actual context of their articulation I at-
tended. The transcript text is subjected to an interpretative analysis in Section 5.2 to 
investigate its synchronic, horizontal intertextuality in making meanings in the context of 
its articulation on the EP Plenary floor. The diachronic, vertical intertextuality of the 
speech sample is explored in Section 5.3 analyzing discourses in place at the temporal 
and spatial intersection of its observed articulation. These are co-texts and related dis-
courses, preceding and following the primary speech event, and regulatory texts the 
speech discusses and aims to amend, along the legislative pipeline, which the evolving 
Resolution travelled through in various debates and textual amendments in the course 
of parliamentary work. The trajectory spans from the first Committee debate of the initial 
text draft on 11.02.2009 to the adoption of the final Resolution text by the Plenary on 
24.03.2009. Between these two end points, the debates and amendments of competing 
discursive policy framings of persuasion, including elements of sense-making, naming 
(selecting and categorizing) and storytelling (Yanow & Van Hulst, 2016) intended to fix 
hegemonic meanings attached to EUML are explored for their discursive outcomes. The 
findings are then presented in Section 5.4 in the conceptual framework of symbolic and 
social boundaries the study follows, to arrive at conclusions, in Section 5.5, on how rep-
resentations of EUML are discursively constructed in a key site of the formation, circu-
lation and citation of policy discourses and policymaking, the EP floor, and how societal 
LP is conceptualized in this process through language ideological debates, “loci of intertex-
tualities” and of “ideology (re)production” (Blommaert, 1999: 8), in struggles for entex-
tualization towards fixing hegemonic meanings attached to EUML. 
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5.1 The data and their contexts 
 
The non-legislative, so-called Own Initiative Report and Motion for a Resolution “Mul-
tilingualism: an asset for Europe and a shared commitment” (EP, 2009)114 authored by 
a Portuguese member of the European People’s Party (EPP), Mr. Vasco Graça Moura, 
was presented to the plenary on the 23.03.2009. The Report was part of a legislative cycle 
set in motion by the European Commission’s agenda setting Communication with an 
identical title (EC, 2008)115 and completed by the adoption of a non-legislative Resolu-
tion by the EP Plenary that the speech under analysis ushers in. The LP Resolution is 
thus a political reaffirmation of an institutional policy-coordination exercise on EUML 
in an area where Community competences are incomplete and asymmetrical.  
 
The purpose of own-initiative reports of the EP are exactly to flag up and communicate 
perceived needs for policymaking on the political discourse levels of the inter-institu-
tional and broader public sphere. They are designed to place and promote matters on the 
policy agenda in areas where the EU in general and the EP in particular has no, or lim-
ited, legislative powers. The Commission’s 2008 policy document had endeavored to 
establish and extend Community competences to coordinate the EU’s policies on Mul-
tilingualism, or EUML in the terms of the present study. The proposals enter a LP turf 
covering policy components of culture and education, which traditionally have fallen 
under Member State (MS) jurisdiction, but where potential EU powers and ambitions 
have gradually extended since the 1990s, as contemporary LP analyses (e.g. EC, 2006, 
2007; Krzyzanowski & Wodak, 2010; Ammon, 2012; Romaine, 2013; Gazzola, 2016) 
point out. 
 
The EP Report proposed by the Rapporteur to be adopted by the Plenary as a Resolution 
included 52 short Articles (see Appendix 2) of position statements, recommendations 
and some instructions to the executive arm. Most of these cover LP realms of acquisition 
planning by language learning and teaching, and the status and use of the now 24 official 
languages of the EU, as well as that of regional and minority languages (RMLs).116 

                                                 
114 “Multilingualism: an asset for Europe and a shared commitment” (European Parliament, 2009), retrievable 
at: http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?pubRef=-//EP//TEXT+REPORT+A6-2009-0092+0+DOC 
+XML+V0//EN and http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?type=REPORT&reference=A6-2009-00 
92&language=EN 
115 The Commission document succinctly concluded in the LP Fact sheet of the EP as follows: “In 2008 the 
Commission adopted a communication entitled “Multilingualism: an asset for Europe and a shared commit-
ment”, which laid down a framework for the EU’s policy on multilingualism. The communication called for the 
mainstreaming of multilingualism throughout all relevant policy areas, reached out to a wide range of stake-
holders, and recommended close cooperation with, and among, them. The approach to multilingualism 
reaches out to new and steadily growing groups of learners who, so far, have only marginally been addressed 
in this context (school drop-outs, immigrants, students with special learning needs, apprentices and adults). 
(Retrieved from: http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=LEGISSUM%3Aef0003) 
116 Krzyzanowski and Wodak (2010: 122) propose an analytical framework along semantic fields to trace chief 
topics in EU documents in the discursive construction of the concept of EU multilingualism. Checked against 
this inventory, all the seven topics are present in the text of the Resolution, whereas the speech, in argumen-
tatively framing the text by selection and deletion, only includes topics 1, 4 and 7, but is starkly foregrounding 
topic 5, “Minority, regional and lesser-used languages in the EU”.  
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The Report under analysis had started out as a text adopted by the relevant sectorial 
policy entity of the EP, the Committee for Culture and Education (CULT Committee) 
on 11.02.2009 (see Appendix 3). On 17.02.2009, the CULT Committee also adopted an 
alternative resolution, differing only in one crucial paragraph from the Rapporteur’s 
draft. The Rapporteur’s text and the alternative draft were debated in the Strasbourg 
plenary on 23.03.2009. The brief event included an introduction by the Rapporteur, two 
ensuing oral interventions by MEPs, four written explanations of vote submitted on-line, 
and a response by the Commissioner attending the sitting, Mr. Michel. Upon this speech 
event of verbal and written interaction, to the surprise of many, the alternative draft was 
adopted by the vote on the following day, 24.03.2009, followed by ten oral and 18 writ-
ten explanations of vote.  
 
The discourse sample subjected to an interpretative analysis is the Rapporteur’s five-mi-
nute plenary intervention introducing the Report, arguing and calling for its adoption. 
The analysis is aimed at getting an insight into how LP is discursively constructed and 
(re)produced in publicly available discourses of circulation and citation, in acts of LP 
that explicitly reflect on the relationships between linguistic form and relational position-
ing by differentiation in social space. The more specific theme of deliberation is multi-
lingualism in the European Union. EUML in this argumentative conceptualization of 
LP is meant primarily for the societal level of MSs and of the EU, with inter-subjective 
and institutional implications and consequences also explicitly presented in the narrative, 
which are enlisted to the micro and meso layers of LP analysis beyond the macro level the 
speech claims to primarily address in societal LPs. As of the tripartite set of the sources 
of LP, the sample plenary address is a classic example of the iterative debate (Lo Bianco, 
2008) of policy interpretation. However, in a rhetorical performance using, modifying, 
reorganizing, re-semiotizing (Scollon, 2008; Hult, 2015) and displacing other discourses 
and co-texts, among them regulatory ones for language management, it encompasses the 
two other sources of LP, formal texts of regulatory intention and situated implementation 
(Lo Bianco, 2008). The publicly staged performance of the plenary speech about LP is 
itself an act of LP performance, potentially taken up as such by participants and audi-
ences, through recognized resource variation and contrast, including the very code 
choice, and other sets of sociolinguistic features. These are accessible in different scales 
of reception and indexical assessment to different parallel participatory framework con-
figurations and contexts, including physically present participants in the arena, and me-
diated ones in various virtual galleries. However, the speech is approached here primarily 
in the discourse-analytical perspective, with a focus on the propositional aspect of mean-
ings rather than on the sociolinguistic one by indexical accomplishments. The proposi-
tional focus in the interdisciplinary framework is chosen on the merit of the data sample 
being one of the few EP speeches explicitly treating conventional LP as its dedicated 
subject. Unlike the data samples discussed in Chapters 6 and 7 (the Plenary speech about 
the Interpreting Service, and the Economic Dialogue hearing in the ECON committee), 
it is thus primarily treated as iterative debate and policy intention in the tripartite set of 
LP conceptualization. 
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Notwithstanding the relevance of the discourse-analytical perspective, we should not 
forget that the object of the analysis is, after all, the entextualized outcome of an observed 
performance of LP in both ontological aspects: in the dramatic-semiotic (e.g. Bauman & 
Briggs, 1990, 2003) and the discursive sense (e.g. Pennycook, 2006; Makoni & 
Pennycook, 2007). Approached from the observed speech event itself in the ethno-
graphic conceptual representation of the emergence of LP proposed by Hult (2015), the 
analytical conceptualization grasps it as the nexus of practice (Scollon & Scollon, 2004: 
13) in the intersection of the historic body of speaker, the discourses in place at its articulation, 
and the interaction order of its articulation. Therefore, the following analysis, focusing on 
the discursive construction of LP, also explores the discourses in place in the given con-
text, that is, the intertextual and interdiscursive connections of the speech (e.g. 
Fairclough, 1992; Johnson, 2015). The analysis can be considered as an interpretative 
back spinning to speech events and texts to resuscitate the “frozen action” of policy texts 
(Hult, 2015: 286) accessible in the spatio-temporal chronotope of the observed event. 
 
The discourses in place in the immediate and mediated institutional and broader public 
spheres,117 available for the articulation of the sample performance may have been mul-
tifarious but certainly included directly related prior policy discourses. These institu-
tional LP items entail the eponymous Commission document (EC, 2008) of policy 
agenda setting, and the consecutive textual and discursive stages of the EP Report in the 
institutional legislative pipeline from its inception towards the continued discourse itin-
erary of an EP Resolution to be adopted by vote, advocated in the sample speech. The 
chain of institutional and discursive events that lead to the speech, and then emanate 
from there onwards to further LP texts and discourses can be traced in the cascading 
steps in the relevant procedural file or policy fiche:118 
 
Table 1.  Key events 
 
13/04/2007 Non-legislative basic document published COM(2007)0184 Summary 

23/09/2008 Committee referral announced in Parliament,  
1st reading/single reading 

    

20/11/2008 Resolution/conclusions adopted by Council     

17/02/2009 Vote in committee, 1st reading/single reading   Summary 

24/02/2009 Committee report tabled for plenary,  
single reading 

A6-0092/2009   

23/03/2009 Debate in Parliament    

                                                 
117 The concentric layers of the European Public Sphere in the concept of context around the utterance text are 
thoroughly formalized and elaborated in the Discourse Historical Approach (DHA) model of public spheres 
(Reisigl & Wodak, 2009), also applied to EU institutional discourses in the DYLAN project (e.g. Wodak & 
Krzyzanowski, 2012). 
118 The first column shows the date of the event, the second shows its outcome, the third the deriving docu-
ment, and the fourth a summary of the text adopted at that stage.  
Retrievable at: http://www.europarl.europa.eu/oeil/popups/ficheprocedure.do?reference=2008/2225(INI)  
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24/03/2009 Results of vote in Parliament    

24/03/2009 Decision by Parliament, 1st reading/single  
reading 

T6-0162/2009 Summary 

24/03/2009 End of procedure in Parliament     

 
Following this trajectory of the file of the non-legislative Report, it is analytically trace-
able how the text evolves by going through phases of discursive exposures to oral debates, 
textual amendments and re-editing, starting from its inception sometime after 
23.09.2008, when the policy subject was allotted to the Rapporteur in the CULT com-
mittee, to the production of the final text of the EP Resolution, dated 24.03.2009. In 
these oral debates, competing re-contextualizations of propositions in individual para-
graphs are measured up to one another before being entextualized into amendments ta-
bled and voted upon, to be incorporated, or not, into the next stage of the textual trajec-
tory. The particular process of persuasive argumentation among competing framings of 
policy (Rein & Schön, 1994; Yanow & Van Hulst, 2016) in the EP fits into the broader 
discursive genre of parliamentary legislation, the discursive and entextualized ontology 
of public policies as the cannibalized (Ball, 1993: 45) confluence outcome of open-ended 
discursive processes and trajectories.119 These are to some extent presented in the fol-
lowing analysis of the speech, exploring the intertextual and inter-discursive organiza-
tion and sources of LP coming into being in controversial parliamentary debates.  
 
Exploring the intertextual dimension of the speech provides an insight into the history 
of the “cannibalization” of texts, discourses and agendas, or discursive policy re-fram-
ings relevant to various participatory frameworks of discursive scales and indexical 
centers around the policy product subject to the interpretative analysis. This analysis also 
seeks to access the interdiscursivity of the internal organization in the discourse sample 
rooted in the perspective of heteroglossia (Bakhtin, 1981: 354), held relevant to any act 
of language, and particularly consequential for entextualized outcomes of parliamentary 
debates on acts of LP that by definition assign social positionalities to acts of language. 
The connection between the text-intern dialogic positionalities by voices staged on the 
discursive scene, to text-extern positionalities of social actors relevant to the actual con-
text of uptake, are operationalized by the enunciative pragmatics methods (e.g. Angermüller 
et al., 2014 for a summary). These are specifically applied to EP speeches by the 
SCAPoLine (short for “la théorie SCAndinave de POlyphonie LINguistique” by Nølke, 
Fløttum & Norén, 2004) school of discourse analysis. The SCAPoLine methodology 
deployed to analyze political speeches aims at revealing the polyphony of voices in the 
dialogic points of view (pov.s in their terminology) the discourse is organized around, 
and the semantic instructions their relations provide for making meaning of the text or 

                                                 
119 As Ball (1993: 45) reminds the analyst, “it is crucial to recognise that the policies themselves, the texts, are 
not necessarily clear or closed or complete. The texts are the product of compromises at various stages (at 
points of initial influence, in the micropolitics of legislative formulation, in the parliamentary process and in the 
politics and micropolitics of interest group articulation). They are typically the cannibalized products of multiple 
(but circumscribed) influences and agendas”. 
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speech by constructing spaces in which discourse participants occupy certain subject po-
sitions. This perspective is applied to help connect points of view by symbolic boundaries 
to social ones in the partition of social space. 
 
Although the above discussed accomplishments of the discourse are synchronic to the 
contexts of uptake, accessible in their horizontal interdiscursivity (Johnson, 2015: 221), 
they are diachronic products nevertheless, as modelled in the nexus of practice concep-
tualization. To follow up on the discursive trail of the speech’s vertical intertextual history 
(Kristeva, 1980: 69; Johnson, 2015: 221), the presentation of the draft report to the 
CULT Committee on 17.02.2009 is the first appearance of the Report text in embryonic 
form. This text of course was preceded by other texts, most notably the eponymous Eu-
ropean Commission document dated 18.09.2008, as well as other written and oral dis-
courses relating to it circulating in the institutional and broader public sphere, such as 
the LP study titled “Multilingualism: Between Policy Objectives and Implementation”.  
 
From the first presentation of the draft to the CULT Committee on 17.02.2009 onwards, 
it can be seen how the rather austere original text of the draft report,120 consisting of 27 
short paragraph points written in 1,300 words as limited by EP rules, is discursively re-
created by 112 competing amendments tabled by the 26 Committee members of various 
political, national and policy profiles and personal histories. After a process of supple-
menting, shortening, reorganizing, contesting or deleting individual paragraph points 
and propositions, in the consideration of amendments debate in the CULT Committee 
held on 15.12.2008, the textual outcome is 53 points in 2,760 words tabled to the Plenary. 
This is followed by another, though less thorough, discursive re-construction in the 
wider forum, including potentially all (then) 677 MEPs at the Plenary debate on 
23.03.2009.  
 
This phase also resulted in an alternative Resolution draft, nearly identical, but crucially 
different, as its paragraph 8 was deleted from the original adopted by the CULT Com-
mittee with 40 to 8 votes and tabled by the Rapporteur to the Plenary. The final text 
adopted by the Plenary vote is the latter one, without paragraph 8, thus becoming the 
EP Resolution (2008/2225(INI)) dated 24. 03. 2009, the end point and textual legislative 
outcome of the discursive-legislative trajectory.  
 
In the following analysis, the process of these discursive transformations and reconstruc-
tions is probed in connection to a few thematic points, which seem to have been 
given pivotal attention in the plenary speech of the Rapporteur – the primary item of the 
interpretative analysis. The ultimate aim of this analysis is to get a grip on the ideas that 
govern conceptualizations of the purpose, aims, actors, objects, and inherent boundary 
potentials among them, of the LP labelled ‘Multilingualism in Europe’, or EUML. This 

                                                 
120  Retrievable at: http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?pubRef=-//EP//NONSGML+COMPARL+ 
PE-416.668+02+DOC+PDF+V0//EN&language=EN 
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would give an insight into the process of the discursive formation of these ideas unfold-
ing and getting entextualized into (quasi)regulatory LP texts. The speech is evidently 
based on the text of the Report, according to the habitual script of the genre of EP plenary 
debates, whereby in introducing it and recommending its adoption as a Resolution, au-
thoring speakers rely on the text of the Report as an anchoring template of citation. Thus, 
by another step of discursively reducing the complexity of the social representation of 
LP, discursively reduced in the first place by the framing of the template text, a selective 
narrative is constructed to highlight, discuss and interpret a few articles picked from the 
co-text of the Report.121  
 
The speech event, understood as a policy-framing narrative, is in fact an intersection and 
reflection of various contesting narratives and framings along which the Report text has 
evolved. The persuasive story line of the policy-framing is thus an explicitly heteroglossic 
one. It can therefore be analyzed in its diachronic emergence along the heteroglossic 
traces of past voices, or the polyphonic organization of the texts, some of them explicitly 
available. The confluence of discourse histories is traceable back from their imprint in 
the outcome of a textualized object, the official published transcript of an oral discourse 
unfolding in a staged performance of a chronotope, unique in space and time. This action 
is transposed into its published, displayed and circulated authoritative textual represen-
tations in various languages, including English, presented and analyzed here. Potentially 
emanating from this idiosyncratic confluence, or nexus of practice, is a further discourse 
itinerary of the textual report towards codification into a Resolution, a regulatory text 
that in turn mediates a direct, though limited122 impact on social life.  
 
These references reveal the sources of some of the voices in the polyphonic organization 
of the sample. They can be associated in a rather tangible fashion in the available corpora 
of co-texts revealing connections of manifest intertextuality (Fairclough, 1992: 332), de-
rived from discursive events of previous debates in the same legislative process. These 
particular traces of the discourse formation that lead to the objectified stage of the Report 
text, and in the discourse that resulted from the speech event on 24.09.2009 on the EP 
floor will also be investigated in Section 5.3 through interpretative analyses of co-texts. 
The first part of the analysis in Section 5.2, however, focuses on the speech itself, more 
precisely on the textual representation of the speech. The data sample analyzed is the 
English official verbatim translation of the source transcript of the oral speech held in 
Portuguese (See Appendix 1 for the full text).  

                                                 
121 Argumentative framing is a discursive operation, as Yanow and Van Hulst (2016: 99) point out, “(re)con-
structing issues and problems by selecting, categorizing and naming some things and ignoring others”. 
122 The impact on social life is mild and limited according to the confines of LP competences of the EP. These 
limitations are evident in the fact that the item under analysis is a non-legislative Resolution. However, the 
underlying discursive processes observed are identical to legislative resolutions of direct policy competence. 
The distinction between legislative and non-legislative Resolutions, important as it is in legal terms and accord-
ing to the weight of the impact of their outcome on social life, is irrelevant to the discursive pragmatics of their 
emergence. Therefore, in the present study of LP, legislative processes are discussed, regardless of the above 
legal distinction. 
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5.2 The analysis of the speech 
 
In the late hour of the Tuesday plenary in Strasbourg on 18.09.2008, the Rapporteur is 
given the floor in Italian by the President, who announces the item of the agenda to be 
discussed. He stands up in a half-empty chamber and starts his speech in Portuguese, 
interpreted simultaneously into the 23 other official languages of the EU. Looking up at 
the interlocutor, he starts: “Obrigado, senhor President”, before scrupulously reading 
out his speech from a written note. These initial utterances are not carried in the verbatim 
record, the institutional and official entextualization of the speech act, whose English 
version, the object of the analysis, begins as follows: 
 

The Commission Communication entitled “Multilingualism: an asset for Europe and a 
shared commitment” follows on from an already long series of documents produced by 
Parliament, the Commission, the Council, the Committee of the Regions and the European 
Economic and Social Committee, in which the issue of multilingualism is tackled from 
various angles. In my report, I reiterate the positions previously adopted by the European 
Parliament and generally endorse the Commission’s view that the linguistic and cultural 
diversity of the EU constitutes an enormous competitive advantage and that there is a need 
for full support for language teaching and exchange programmes in the educational and 
cultural spheres, both inside and outside the Union. 

 
The narrative enters the floor by referring to the textual precedents of “an already long 
series of documents”, produced by a variety of European institutions approaching the 
subject of EUML from various angles. Thereby it creates its own discursive context by 
generating an inter-institutional discursive space and a historical timeline of intertextu-
ality to position itself within. The authority derived from this presented intertextual ge-
nealogy is strengthened further by the discourse inserting itself within the EP’s legislative 
history record (“I reiterate the positions previously adopted by the European Parliament 
and generally endorse the Commission’s view…”). The applied rhetorical tool shadows 
the preambles section of the general law text genre by which articles position themselves 
“in regard to” preceding legislative co-texts and get enmeshed in a thick web of intertex-
tuality by co-texts of various levels of law making power, projecting their own diachronic 
genealogy. From a text-intern perspective, the locuting voice of the “puppet master” in the 
narrative (Gjerstad, 2013: 70) anchors it in the point of view within the legislative power 
of EU institutions and manifestly identifies with this legislative tradition of legitimacy 
and authority, acquiring a socially contextualized subject position within them.  
 
The main message, the call for policy action, also sets a positioning boundary around 
the interests of a projected EU Community subject position. Although the argument for 
a perceived need for policy competence and action is grasped in a rather technical “need 
for full support in language teaching and exchange programmes” and as an asset which 
“constitutes an enormous competitive advantage” rather than being seen as a difficulty, 
obstacle or threat, it defines an overarching subject position and identification potential 
of benefit within the realm of “the EU” vis-à-vis potential or actual competitors, others, 



Languages and their societies: The discursive construction of EUML as a societal language policy 147 

 

outside it. Definite as the demarcation of those within the EU from outsiders may be, 
the rhetoric of presenting the inventory of the relevant social and political aspects of LP 
presents further discursive boundaries by emphasis and omission:  
 

I also highlight the importance of language as a factor of social inclusion. I confirm the 
importance of dialogue with other regions of the globe, paying attention to the specific links 
existing in terms of language, history and culture between the countries of the EU and third 
countries. I indicate the need for policies supporting translation, both literary and technical. 
I tackle the issue of multilingualism in the audiovisual sector, the need to support language 
teachers, and the extension of language competence indicators to all the official EU 
languages, without prejudice to their also being extended to other languages spoken and 
studied in Europe, including classical Greek and Latin. 

 
Upon a brief meta-reference to the gist of the matter, boundary-making by LP in “lan-
guage as a factor of social inclusion”, without even hinting, at this point, at who would 
or should (not) be included, from which entities defined by social boundaries, societies 
or communities “by (what) language”, and what social actions this state of affairs would 
imply, there is a lengthy discussion of one particular framing of this correlation. The 
focus of selective attention foregrounds “the special links existing in terms of language, 
history and culture between the countries of the EU and third countries (...) in other 
regions of the globe”.  
 
This framing by omission and selection raises an important and often quoted argument 
in the institutional and societal-global status planning ambitions for Spanish, and to a 
lesser extent for Portuguese as a world language of the Lusophonic global network, rela-
tive to the de facto dominance of the league of the three operational core languages of 
the EU, English, French and German, an incumbent state of affairs in the “hegemonic 
multilingualism” (Krzyzanowski & Wodak, 2007, 2010, 2011) prevailing in EU institu-
tions. The argument time and again surfaces in institutional discourses in the negotiation 
for institutional linguistic arrangements beyond the formal parity of official EU lan-
guages, with an evident implication about the political weight of the states defined and 
identified by those languages.123 This specific concern and interest foregrounded in a 

                                                 
123 The ideologically charged representations of the linguistic continuum between peninsular Spanish and Latin 
American Spanish(es) to harness the political and economic advantages of this global self-positioning is criti-
cally explored, from a (Latin)American point of view by Valdes (2000, 2005) under his concept of Hispanismo 
or “Spain-gazing” (Valdes, 2005). Mar-Molinero (2006) discusses the global LP positioning of Spanish by the 
institutions of the Spanish state in a sociolinguistic perspective, focusing on the role of the Instituto Cervantes 
worldwide. The global claims of corpus planning hegemony of the Royal Academy are discussed by Reyes 
(2015). The political disputes around the language regime of the European Patent Office, and Spain’s efforts 
to promote Spanish as a core language in the de facto regime of EU hegemonic multilingualism for the new EU 
institution has recently caused political disputes leading to Spain’s opting out of the exercise. Details are pre-
sented in the legal reasoning of the 2015 Bot opinion, retrievable at: http://curia.europa.eu/juris/document 
/document_print.jsf;jsessionid=9ea7d2dc30dd6b2b39bcaada4f519a7e9a294986875e.e34KaxiLc3qMb4
0Rch0SaxuPbhj0?doclang=EN&text=&pageIndex=0&part=1&mode=DOC&docid=159763&occ=first&dir=&c
id=53254 
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speech held in Portuguese by a MEP elected in Portugal opens the possibility of a par-
ticular Luso-Hispanic LP subject position demarcated from speakers of English, native 
and non-native, French, or German and/or their states on the one hand, and other 
smaller official languages and/or states associated with them in the EU, on the other. 
 
That the interpretative possibility of this subject position, crucially important in negoti-
ating conventional framings of the LP of EUML has been ratified by objection in the 
meaning-making of participants is evidenced in two amendments adopted by the major-
ity in the preceding Committee debate. The example from the direct textual predecessor 
in the diachrony of the primary speech sample also shows how the policy narrative ana-
lyzed here renegotiates its negotiated underlying co-texts, and reframes the outcome of 
competing framings fixed in the adopted template text of the Report. One amendment, 
submitted in German at the Committee debate, aimed at toning down the implicit post-
colonial benefit option of meaning-making by deleting the restrictive qualifier “certain” 
from the Rapporteur’s original in Recital point E of the text: 
 

Е. whereas certain European languages form a vital bridge in relations with third countries 
and between peoples and nations from the most diverse regions of the world.  

 
The other, submitted in Polish to amend Paragraph 22 by deletions, is even more 
straightforward in cancelling qualifiers, which could mark out some European languages, 
the ones with global networks, from the collective of all of them: 
 

44. Advocates greater support for the international projection of the European languages 
which are widely spoken worldwide and constitute an asset for the European project in 
the light of the key importance of the linguistic, historical and cultural ties between the 
EU and third countries. 

 
Even if the Report text has been semantically depleted of its original charge during the 
discursive history of its cannibalized emergence, the oral Plenary address under analysis 
still recalls by selection the intended frame of meaning-making, drawing boundaries be-
tween groups of European languages and stretching boundaries around some to cover 
global networks and attain clout thereby. 
 
The fact that the semantic agents of the policy discourse here are languages and not indi-
viduals or communities is a peculiar characteristic of the discursive perspective. It is not 
people but languages who inhabit the policy narrative, like in the call for “the extension 
of language competence indicators to all the official EU languages (…) including classi-
cal Latin and Greek”. Besides the peculiar and depersonalized agency of languages as 
protagonists of the narrative, this section also exhibits a rhetorical shifting of primary 
semantic meaning. The relevant Article 49 in the Report, an outcome of serious discur-
sive wiggling traceable in the eight disparate amendments tabled in the Committee refers 
to “competence indicators (...) extended” beyond official languages of the EU “to other 
languages spoken in the European Union”. 
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This would logically mean indigenous regional and minority, and immigrant languages, 
as both types of communities and their languages are indeed explicitly referred to in 
Articles 34 and 36, which have been added to the original in the Committee debate phase. 
The reference taken by the parliamentary speech, however, with a mitigating phrase of 
“without prejudice to” adds “studied languages” to ones spoken in the EU and thereby 
advances classical Greek and Latin, not included in the current version of the Report, as 
they have been deleted earlier due to another discursive contest by clashing arrays of 
amendments. Notwithstanding this development, the speech essentially shifts the scope 
of the claim from communities and individuals to languages, among them “dead” ones, 
symbolizing ideological values and attitudes towards relevant knowledge, rather than 
corresponding to a community of native speakers. The semantic agency of languages as 
protagonists of the narrative continues as it progresses: 
 

With regard to the teaching of languages, both at school and in adulthood, I maintain, 
among many other aspects, that education in the mother tongue is fundamental to all other 
teaching. Parents and guardians must be able to choose the official language in which their 
children are to be educated in countries with more than one official language or where an 
official language and regional languages coexist. I also maintain that no schoolchild should 
be deprived of education in the official language of the state. 

 
Among the language-agents, the most precious protagonist is the “mother tongue”, the 
chief locus of interest the narrative revolves around. The story line continues to be en-
acted by languages as agents, even as it turns its attention to individuals “at school and 
in adulthood”, but then once again overshadows speakers by languages in the ultimate 
assertion that “education in the mother tongue is fundamental to all other teaching”.  
 
It is at this crucial stage that the diagnosis of a threat emerges and human agents enter 
the discursive scene for the first time, as “parents and guardians” who “must be able to 
determine the language” in which “their children”, the second, somewhat passive group 
of human agents alluded to, are to be educated in countries where multilingual regimes 
exist. The persuasive and emotionally charged trope of the deprived child is posed and 
is given a voice in the narrative through the parent or guardian, on behalf of whom a 
fundamental right is re-claimed. This right is stripped away by some unnamed force or 
entity of a threatening Other looming in the narrative in the Alocutor voice whose point 
of view is created through rejection by the Locutor. The Other is voiced by a discursive 
entity who denies vital access to the “official language of the state”.  
 
The proposition that the species of the official state language would be endangered is a 
somewhat perplexing one in language ecologies of modern European states, and the pe-
culiarity of the argumentative frame presented here by the narrative, also confusing for 
potential audiences in terms of us/them boundaries implied, indeed calls for a rhetoric 
of hedging in a series or repeated disclaimers and negations that follow: 
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I would underline that at no point in my report is the importance of regional or minority 
languages disputed. I clearly recognize and respect these languages and at no point try to 
obstruct them. There is not one aspect of my report which is incompatible with these 
languages. However, an alternative proposal has been tabled by Socialist, Liberal and Green 
Members, which quite simply omits the three points that I have just mentioned. 

  
Before and during the process of setting the stage for the foreseeable eclipse wherein the 
Other(s) would be identified, the narrative, with the repetition of the strong locative ne-
gation “at no point” endeavors to eliminate even the slightest possibility of a position 
disputing the “importance of regional or minority languages”. What is more, a commit-
ment is made to “clearly recognize and respect” and not “to obstruct” them. Yet, such 
positions are clearly marked in the inherent multilevel polyphony of the speech. The 
narrating point of view or leading voice of the Locutor is detached from the point of view 
(pov.) which disputes the importance of regional and minority languages (RMLs) and 
obstruct them, voiced by Allocutor 1 through contrast, but, implicitly, also from those the 
pov. acknowledging the “importance of minority languages” (Allocutor 2), but do not as-
sert their importance. By the propositions a complex polyphonic procedure is performed, 
posing multi-layered boundaries of others and other others, or us, us/them and them/ 
them.  
 
Meanwhile, propositions in the story line continue to identify their subjects in languages, 
unravelling an ideal habitat where the “official language and regional languages coexist” 
in hierarchical harmony. Sceptics are yet again reassured that “there is not one aspect in 
my report which is incompatible with these languages”, repeatedly dis-identifying the 
subject position of the narrating voice claiming authorship of the legislation from those 
voices that would single out RMLs from (narrative) existence, but also from the point of 
view identifiable with “these languages” themselves. 
 
Suddenly, however, this ordered world unfolding in the narrative about peacefully coex-
isting species, big and small, is disrupted by an action of forces alien or external, in a 
sudden scale-jump of the story line, dragged down to the here-and-now of the EP floor 
and the Report itself. In a single move, the boundaries of the discourse coalition,124 estab-
lished here around metaphors of a balanced ecology of languages, rights, and people, are 
transposed to actual political parties whose representatives are seated around in the Ple-
nary Chamber: “However, an alternative proposal has been tabled by Socialist, Liberal 
and Green Members, which quite simply omits the three points that I have just men-
tioned.” The consequences of the trespass are exposed as deep-cutting and destructive: 
 

As a result, principles which are connected with fundamental rights and people’s freedoms 
and which for a long time have been enshrined, accepted and practiced in the European 
Union are about to be eliminated due to pressure from Galician, Catalan and Basque 

                                                 
124 Defined by Hajer (1993: 47) as the “the ensemble of a set of story lines, the actors that utter these story 
lines, and the practices that conform to these story lines, all organized around a discourse”.  
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nationalists. If this alternative proposal is adopted, the European Parliament will have given 
way. 

 
As “principles (…) fundamental rights and people’s freedoms” would be “eliminated”, 
the most essential values and practices rooted in the traditions of the European Union 
are opposed by, and starkly marked off from, the intrusive members of the exposed po-
litical groups behind whom the looming figures of the real actors and masterminds are 
recognized in the “pressure from Galician, Catalan and Basque nationalists”. The chal-
lenge the EP is faced with is thereby obvious in the discursive logic of the story line, 
either to resist and defend those values by rejecting the tabled amendments and the al-
ternative Resolution, or to succumb to the “extremist” forces by adopting them. Along 
the contrasting clusters of the entities invoked, the other of the policy narrative is ulti-
mately assigned to social beings in two levels of positioning: by party colors, and by 
ethnolinguistic/national denomination. The configuration potentials thereby generated 
are as complex as they can be in the polycentric and multi-scalar scene of the EP floor 
arena and galleries, and as they indeed will turn out to be in the social action that the 
discourse has triggered in participants, manifested in plenary votes by name. The extra-
discursive complexity of the social outcome is reduced by the framing narrative as it 
hones in on one story to reaffirm the discourse coalition evoked earlier in the section 
introducing the “mother tongue”:  
 

These intentions are perfectly clear. In today’s edition of the Spanish newspaper El País, you 
can read on page 37 that, just three months ago, the Supreme Court decided that a box should 
be included on the pre-enrolment form, asking parents in which language they want their 
children to receive their primary education, which is something that the Catalan 
Government has not done. 

 
It is at this point that the narrative departs from the guideposts of the template report text 
to enter the life-world of parents and children deprived of their rights at school. The 
departure takes the route of a recent article in the Spanish national daily, opening the 
discourse-intern context of the report to the public sphere of social reality. Thereby the 
small detail of real life problems, as the claimed identification of the Other in the narrative, 
is substantiated by facts underpinned with evidence to be found “on page 37” of the 
current edition of El País (issued on the very day of the speech event EP debate). This 
reference connects the discursive action of the narrative to a public sphere “out there” in 
real time, beyond the confines of the plenary chamber walls. The media article reports 
on the infringement by the Catalan Government of the ruling of the Spanish Supreme 
Court, handed down three months earlier. The Court had required that the choice of the 
language of primary education be marked on the enrolment form by the parent.  
 
That the primary reference is to an article in a daily newspaper, rather than the ruling of 
the Supreme Court, is itself a peculiar choice of rhetorical organization in matters of law-
making. It anchors its authority in the authenticity, immediate temporal actuality and 
popularity of the biggest Spanish national daily and its explicit naming of the party at 
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fault. It is also noteworthy that the referential subject position signifies, in a speech held 
in Standard Portuguese, a perspective of intimate and up-to-date familiarity with the 
daily matters, assumed concerns and orientating news of the Spanish political commu-
nity, and implies actual practical inclusion in the Castilian/Spanish language commu-
nity.125 Moreover, the course of the narrative leads back to the microscopic and tangible 
life-world detail of the deprived child and the helpless parent faced with an application 
form, exposed to the whims of oppressive authorities of regional or minority polities 
determining language within the realm of the nation state. 
 
This section, connected to the one featuring the mother tongue, makes up the whole 
story told. The metaphorical ingredients of this story line, the uptake of which potentially 
mobilizes a discourse coalition of actors with otherwise contrasting backgrounds and 
interests, may be seen in the inherently metaphorical mother tongue (essential necessity) 
and the child (deprived of it). The persuasiveness of this rhetorical construct also raises 
the question about who is the implicit Other responsible for this state of affairs. The nar-
rative earlier evoked another rhetorical construct, a Garden of Eden of languages, with 
the intruding Other. In the course of the narrative unfolding, the riddle grows ever more 
intriguing: who then is the threatening Other? The explicit response arrives at this point 
by naming one institution, the Catalan Government, immediately recreating a connec-
tion between the story line, real actors and actions in society, and party political forces 
represented in the here-and-now of the EP floor:  
 

I do not feel that this alternative should be accepted. In contrast to the points made in my 
report, it results in unacceptable protection of extreme nationalist tendencies and also 
unacceptably contradicts our fundamental rights and freedoms and even the principle of 
subsidiarity, not to mention that this alternative is also contrary to principles that are already 
enshrined in previous texts of the European Parliament and the Council and that have never 
been called into question. 

 
I therefore urge this House to be very careful. The alternative tabled must be rejected and my 
report must be adopted, as occurred in the Committee on Culture and Education on 17 
February, with 20 votes in favor, 3 against and 8 abstentions. 
 
Mr. President, the European Union must be a place of respect for democracy and pluralism, 
not a place of exclusion or unreasonable curtailment of fundamental rights and freedoms. 

 
The connection between the story line, and political parties, whose representatives are 
physically present in the arena of the EP floor, and other extra-discursive, “real” actors 
and actions in society is made in an attempt to have discursively invoked symbolic 

                                                 
125 Although the analytical perspective in this chapter focuses on the discursive outcomes of the speech, and 
not on its sociolinguistic indexical accomplishments, it should be noted that in terms of the indexical features 
of the original Portuguese utterance for a sociolinguistic insight, the pronunciation of ‘El País’, and the 
reference to it as a Spanish paper, not included in the English transcript, undermine this impression of 
inclusion. What is indexed is rather inclusion in the Portuguese speech/language community.  
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boundaries get translated into social ones, as the speech is closed with the repeated be-
nevolent warning addressed to colleagues present on the benches or watching on-line: “I 
therefore urge this House to be very careful” not to bow to demands that equal to the 
“unacceptable protection of extreme nationalist tendencies” “that contradict (…) our 
fundamental rights and freedoms and even the principle of subsidiarity”. Paradoxically, 
subsidiarity is the regional argument of the principle to delegate executive powers to the 
lowest feasible, possibly regional, level. The course of action proposed by the argumen-
tative framing, connecting social action here and now, and massive consequences in so-
cieties, in order to avert the looming threat from outside the proposed Us/Them bound-
aries, is ultimately concluded in a simple LP recipe: “The alternative tabled must be 
rejected and my report must be adopted”. In closing the speech, a meta-reference is made 
to the operation of boundary making by language, the operation which underlies the LP 
concept of the present analysis: “Mr President, the European Union must be a place of 
respect for democracy and pluralism, not a place of exclusion or unreasonable curtail-
ment of fundamental rights and freedoms.” 
 

5.3 Fixing meanings of EUML on the floor: Intertextual sources and 
interdiscursive voices in the speech 

 
Bearing in mind the essential distinctions in the interpretation of discursive policy 
(Fischer & Gottweis, 2012: 9-11) among the concepts of the speaker’s motivated argu-
mentation/deliberation, the instrumental rhetoric employed in the operation, and their out-
come as discourse, the analysis approaches the transcript of a parliamentary speech as 
discourse data to explore potential readings in contexts of reception available to the par-
ticipant-observer. According to these assumptions, the ontology of this discourse pre-
sumes intentions of a speaker developing an argument from within the discursive condi-
tions available to him/her, including his/her own (discursive) history as a “historical 
body” (Scollon & Scollon, 2004: 13), discourses at hand, and rhetorical devices applied 
in the given participatory context of the interaction order to frame a reduced complexity 
of the world, accomplish a particular meaning, and propose a course of action.  
 
In this broader framework, the perspective of the analysis focuses on the meaning-mak-
ing possibilities of reception, triggered and determined by the speech, but also by other 
conditions of knowledge available in the contexts of reception, beyond the actual partic-
ipatory framework, making up the relevant “domain” (Agha, 2005) of meaning-making. 
It is this reception possibility of fixing knowledge by meaning-making about LP entities 
in the given case that is analyzable in the unfolding discourse, not the speaker, his/her 
intentions, or the validity of truth claims presented. What is investigated is what mean-
ings can be attributed to LP in the reception contexts of the speech about EUML realized 
on the floor of the EP in the given time and situation. As a sample of articulation and 
enunciation of discourse in the confluence of discourses, objects and histories (Scollon 
& Scollon, 2004; Hult, 2015) relying on discourses available at its inception in circulation 
and citation, the speech is also analyzed for aspects of the polyphony of discursive 
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strands by tracing the marks of others speaking in the speech. These heteroglossic voices 
in the speech can in some instances be associated with discourses reflected in co-texts in 
a tangible fashion, and the analysis seeks to explore these connections to discourse tra-
jectories of legislative negotiation behind the main ideas and points of view presented by 
the speech.  
 
Regardless of the plausibility of argumentation and truth-claims presented by the narra-
tive, and the salience of the social problems and injustice it calls for to remedy, it is thus 
not approached primarily as a policy deliberation, but as discourse, an option for audi-
ences to set the discursive grid of intelligibility. This task of fixing meanings is immensely 
complex, as most analyses of EUML with a discursive focus or outlook sense and point 
out (e.g. Rindler Schjerve & Vetter, 2012; Unger, Krzyzanowski & Wodak, 2014). An 
illustration of how ambiguous, vague and contradictory the policy term European mul-
tilingualism (EUML) is, and how contested and messy its discursive fixing of meaning 
can be, presents itself in co-texts of two amendments tabled in the preceding Committee 
debate of the report on dubbing. Dubbing versus subtitling, seemingly a tangential tech-
nicality, is in fact a LP-related media norm with immense social significance in conceal-
ing and excluding the audible dimension of the linguistically other for millions of citizens 
in daily practices of media consumption. The significance of dubbing is also noted in the 
HLGM Final Report which points out the fact that many Europeans are “locked up in 
their cultural towers as it were”, and that it is mainly through television that these people 
“can be confronted with diversity and experience other languages and cultures” (HLGM 
Final Report, 2008: 12). In the debate at the Committee,126 one amendment of deter-
mining policy for dubbing submitted by a Liberal (ALDE) member in Italian framed this 
in the following understanding of EUML: 
 

19b. Considers that the European dubbing industry should be safeguarded; calls for care to 
be taken, therefore, to ensure that the use of subtitles is limited and compatible with 
maintaining linguistic diversity, and that they are not used inappropriately to impose a 
language which has a dominant position in relation to other languages.  

 
This framing is on a collision course with the competing amendment submitted by an 
EPP member in Romanian: 
 

20a. Supports the use of subtitles in the national languages in television programmes, 
instead of dubbing and voiceovers, in order to facilitate the learning and practice of EU 
languages and better understanding of the cultural background to audiovisual 
productions. 

 

                                                 
126 The 112 amendments tabled at the Committee debate, to be adopted or rejected there, are retrievable at: 
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?type=COMPARL&mode=XML&language=EN&reference=PE
418.448 
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Probing into the interpretation of EUML through the LP measure at stake towards two 
diametrically opposed meanings in two mutually excluding policy proposals is very con-
sequential. The two conceptualizations, a monolingual-restrictive one by a Liberal sub-
mitted in Italian, and an open and multicultural one submitted in Romanian by a Con-
servative, are pertinently and coherently framed in totally oppositional constructs and 
show that the discursive fixing of meaning for EUML is evidently ambiguous and un-
stable. It is not only apparent in one particular LP measure, but in more fundamental 
aspects of the conceptualization of EUML too. This mutability is staged in the discursive 
wiggle over fixing the meaning of parity. The essential LP aspect of the nominal equality 
of the 24 official languages of the EU is the backbone of the conventional understanding 
and practice of EUML, directly connecting the institutional regime with societal LP con-
ceptualizations, confirmed by the Report in paragraph 4:  
 

4. Stresses the crucial role of the EU institutions in ensuring respect for the principle of 
parity, in relations between Member States as also in EU citizens’ relations with national 
administrations and international institutions and bodies.  

 
This point attracted the highest number of contesting intertextual re-framing attempts in 
a literal struggle for authoritative entextualization. The ten bidding amendments ranged 
from the proposal to replace the term parity with multilingualism (Amendment 23. in 
Polish, not adopted), a direct reference to “progress in the matter of communicating with 
citizens in their own national languages, independently of whether such languages enjoy 
official status within the Member State or the EU” (Amendment 19. in Spanish, not 
adopted), through “emphasizing the importance of providing interpretation in the lan-
guages of all the participants in a meeting” (Amendment 25. in Romanian, not adopted) 
to noting that “the principle of respect for parity cannot be upheld as long as one national 
language (English) is used as a ‘lingua franca’ and “the possibility and usefulness of in-
troducing a common artificial language, such as Esperanto, in the European Union be 
investigated” (Amendments 26. and 27. in Slovenian, not adopted).  
 
Nothing shows better how ambiguous and unsettled the concept of EUML is than these 
widely meandering and disparate framings of the incumbent principle of the relationship 
of status planning among its entities underpinning the institutional LP regime. The ambi-
guity of widely disparate framings of parity, and of EUML in general, reveal what Schön 
and Rein (1994) call intractable policy controversies. These are defined by “entailing 
incommensurable views and values” (Schön & Rein, 1994: xi), and are characterized by 
Yanow and Van Hulst (2009: 5) as “highly resistant to resolution by appeal to evidence, 
research, or reasoned arguments”. 
 
Returning to the particular case of the two conflicting framings of dubbing, it was the 
latter Amendment (No. 20a.) which made it to the Report and to the institutionalization 
and codification of discourse. As the other amendment was voted down in the CULT 
Committee, not only was its proposition for policy action dismissed and abandoned from 
the process of legislative entextualization, but the framing of social reality it carried was 
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rejected through the discursive boundary-making practice of circulation and citation on 
the EP floor. In the parliamentary Committee debate, the bids for an intertextual contri-
bution in fixing meanings of LP either make it to the text, or not. Those which do not, 
as the first of the two Amendments on dubbing, or the ones meant to define parity, are 
nevertheless important elements of the intertextual process of policy framing. They also 
define the possibilities of meaning for the Report, and the speech, by contrastive demar-
cation of the voices eliminated from the discourse, that were in place at its articulation. 
Even though those framings are rejected, they were offered as potentially valid, with 
discourse coalitions envisaged by a persuasive story line127 to be shared by various par-
ticipants around the intractable policy controversy. A powerful sample of such an envis-
aged discourse coalition can be traced by the story line laid out in three consecutive 
amendments,128 No. 11, 12, and 13, tabled in Polish in the Committee debate phase as 
a tender to become a ground-laying new recital points B., C. and D. of the Resolution: 
 

whereas languages are the foundation of national cultures and are vital to their survival and 
development, 
 
having regard to the alarming speed with which languages become extinct, and with them 
nations and their cultural wealth, 
 
whereas it is estimated that in future some 2000 languages (30-40% of the total number) will 
be seriously threatened with extinction, while the development of almost 5000 languages 
(more than 80%) is under threat and barely 1000 languages can be seen as having strong 
long-term prospects for survival 

 
The argumentative structure of the three amendments unfolds along a grim story line by 
the biological ecology of the language species metaphor, a massively endangered ecology 
to be sure, as substantiated by quantitative findings of claimed scientific validity which, 
framed in the fundamental propositions of languages as the life-lines of nations and na-
tional cultures, depicts an alarming and inexorable global drift towards an existential 
abyss. Language death by force of the essentialist link between language and nation fore-
shadows the death of the nation. The polyphonic reading of the propositions in the text 
inevitably stumbles upon the void of the dialogic position of an Alocutor. The disturbing 
question looms large: who is the Other, the Locutor voice invokes by demarcating itself 
from? What irresistible force or abyssal entity is swallowing languages, and thereby na-
tions, implying, ultimately, people? Charged with the perplexing and menacing question 
implicitly raised by the dialogic proposition, the narrative would imply a set of demar-
cations by boundaries in the re-contextualization of meaning-making, and a course of 
policy action based on the grave diagnosis framing reality. 
 

                                                 
127 The plots narrated in policy storytelling that, according to Hajer (1993: 48) “simplify scientific information 
into sets of symbols of order and action (...) so persuasive that they become accepted as conventional wisdom, 
and are thus rarely challenged, preventing alternative arguments from emerging”.  
128  Retrievable at: http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?pubRef=-//EP//NONSGML+COMPARL+ 
PE-418.448+01+DOC+PDF+V0//EN&language=EN 



Languages and their societies: The discursive construction of EUML as a societal language policy 157 

 

The fact that the amendments were voted down means, however, that the story line did 
not travel well from one social/ political/ geographical/ situational/ and participatory 
context of its chronotopic inception to the context of the CULT Committee: the discur-
sive launch led to a very short textual trajectory. It is a significant co-text nonetheless, in 
defining the process the outcome of which is the fixing of meanings for LP, and can be 
shown as such by collating it with alternatives that made it to the Report, and then to 
the utterances of the speech event in the Plenary under analysis. The short trajectory of 
this alarming policy story line about a world for the survival of the fittest with perishing 
nations by languages going extinct129 was sorted out from further entextualization. Nev-
ertheless, it does find discursive resonance and relevance in a discourse coalition, taking 
shape along the posterior co-text from the oral explanation of votes taking place follow-
ing the vote in the Plenary on the 24th, performed by a fellow Group member from the 
UEN (Union for Europe of the Nations) in a speech130 delivered in Italian:  
 

European languages die out as a result of our being forced, in this House as elsewhere, to 
use standardized spoken and written English. (...) National languages are dying out: they 
have difficulty in expressing themselves, but local languages are disappearing in a truly 
shameful fashion, when they should be protected, as is the case in Italy with the federalist 
reform (...). 

 
Evidently, the outlines of a discourse coalition of members from the same political 
Group, but from different national backgrounds performing discourse in different lan-
guages are gathering around an essentialist framing, as Amendments 11, 12, and 13 ta-
bled to the Report show. This discourse coalition takes shape along the story line of the 
death of the “languages of origin” threatening even the mighty breed of European official 
national ones, not to mention the fragile local or regional species, instantiated by dialec-
tal forms of identity subscription threatened by standard Italian: 
 

Is the European Union doing everything that needs to be done to protect local languages? 
We heard Mrs. Lo Curto speak a moment ago. It would certainly be very nice to hear her 
speak at times in the beautiful Sardinian language, since I am sure she knows it. I should like 
to speak occasionally in the Piedmont language, but in our Parliament’s library there are no 
cultural documents, magazines and so on relating to languages of cultural identity or local 
languages. 

 
The proposition by creating a causal link between the spread of English on the EP floor, 
and the dying out of European languages in general evidently dissipates any possible 

                                                 
129 Interestingly, the discourse coalition draws on discursive tropes and frames of linguicide (e.g. Skutnabb-
Kangas & Phillipson, 2011) available in research of entirely different ideological groundings and conclusions.  
130 The explanation of votes is the last stage in the discursive chain of events leading to an adopted piece of 
legislation. It is held after the plenary vote on the draft, and includes oral speeches and written submissions 
by MEPs, who wish to reiterate their positions expressed in the vote. The official source, the text and video of 
the explanations of vote relevant for the sample under analysis and quoted in the study, are retrievable at:  
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?type=CRE&reference=20090324&secondRef=ITEM-005& 
language=EN&ring=A6-2009-0092#2-183 
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distinction between an institutional and societal version of EUML, or any possible dis-
jointing of the two. In terms of language death, compared to the three amendments dis-
cussed above, this narrative goes further in differentiating the dynamics of the metaphor-
ical Darwinist ecology and its us/them boundaries, in a somewhat contradictory fractal 
scale. Official national languages (ours) are dying out due to (their) English of super-
standardization, the practice the speaker calls a “third country language”, as if the UK 
and Ireland were not within the EU and the EP floor at the time of the debate. At the 
same time, (our) regional languages are dying out due to (their) official languages like 
standard Italian of the “federalist reform”. The argumentative deliberation expects “the 
European Union” to remedy a situation of perplexing fractal complexity in posing alter-
nating predators and preys, entirely beyond the legal and legislative competence of its 
institutions. In the narrative the problematic relationship between the official national 
standard and items on the dialect continuum, comprising and underlying the notion of 
“Italian”, is essentialized and iconized (Irvine & Gal, 2000), and the entities named are 
treated as strictly distinct and mutually exclusive realms to denominate territorial-polit-
ical entities and claims in the proposed discourse coalition of a story line. The denomi-
nation of the ally invited in the speech is flawed, as it is not Sardinian but Sicilian that 
the addressed and envisaged confederate from the same MS, but different political 
Group (EPP) is to be identified by, as she points out in the ensuing intervention in a 
speech officially registered, interpreted and transcribed, as standard Italian,131 the ge-
neric coalition instantiated by this story line stands its ground as a persuasive argumen-
tative framing. 
 
This is propositionally claimed in spite of the evident example of identification available 
by speaking both resource forms, as it is explicitly referred to. Boundaries are drawn 
between “English”, a “third country language”, and European official languages, but 
the important message of the narrative is on another fractal scale. The salient boundary 
is drawn between standardized national languages and regional or local ones, part of the 
dialect continuum of the same ideal entity, and national and local varieties are essential-
ized and segmented as dichotomous opposites. The speech ultimately identifies the pri-
ority between the two contradicting and overlapping threats: 
 

Therefore, before Europe worries about protecting itself from the standardization of third-
country languages, it should worry about our minorities and our local languages. 

 
The conflicting representation of the standardized official language and RMLs high-
lighted in the above explanations of vote in fact sealed the fate of the entire legislative 

                                                 
131 The envisaged ally responded in the consecutive speech in Italian: “Mr. President, ladies and gentlemen, 
(...), I am Sicilian, and Sicily is the cradle and land of a great civilization and a great history, and we hope that 
it will be able to forge a future for itself that begins with independence, and therefore I can of course only agree 
on the need for greater attention to be paid to the mother tongues that we should learn to speak more and 
more and, above all, should learn to pass on to our children.” (Source retrievable at: http://www.europarl. 
europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?type=CRE&reference=20090324&secondRef=ITEM005&language=EN&ring=A
6-2009-0092#2-183 
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proposal introduced in the speech of the Rapporteur. The most contested issue under its 
paragraph 8 lead to the unusual tabling of an alternative Resolution draft to the Plenary, 
identical with the Rapporteur’s, except for the deletion of this point. This alternative 
draft has, surprisingly, prevailed in the Plenary vote and has become the text to be codi-
fied. The controversial paragraph 8 of the text, to which seven amendments (No. 38-44) 
were tabled, all proposing its deletion, runs as follows: 
 

8. Stresses the vital importance of preserving the possibility for parents and guardians of 
choosing the official language in which their children are to be educated in countries with 
more than one official or regional language. 

 
The focus of the whole discursive policy exercise, which imploded and went over to the 
oppositional political alliance, is grounded in the plot of the school form discussed earlier. 
This particular and tangible contextualization was the one where the whole framing ex-
ercise towards a LP outcome would make it or fail. A very local plot turned the EUML 
framing around and made it relevant to a very broad European public sphere.  
 
The above analyses mapping out the discourse formation of EUML explored the conflu-
ence of discourse histories and discourse cycles in the nexus of practice of the perfor-
mance observed on the EP floor. The analytical perspective looks back to the entextual-
ization process going through the cascading steps and institutional events leading to the 
LP text and the plenary speech introducing it. In this perspective and in the backdrop of 
the analyses, the crucial issue in Paragraph 8 can be evaluated in a discourse trajectory 
launched from one chronotopic scale to another. It is argued that, while parallel contexts 
of meaning-making are potentially relevant to various audiences as a result of the 
speech’s horizontal intertextuality, it is also a confluence of various contexts traceable in 
the exploration of its vertical intertextuality.  
 
Different context scales have given rise to the dialogic constituents of the speech that 
carry the taste and traces of the specific life-worlds of those contexts in the chronotope 
emerging on the EP floor on 23.03.2009, and in countless re-contextualizations of its 
textual residue since. These originating contexts are of different scales, as can be de-
scribed by participatory frameworks, also categorized by socio-political entities that are 
spatially and temporally positioned and identifiable. These origins and trajectories are 
not necessarily hidden from local participants of the original speech event context either, 
partaking in the discursive construction of EUML in the given situated public exchange 
under analysis.  
 
One of the most explicit meta-contextual reflexive accounts substantiating this partici-
pant awareness in the event very clearly points out that the given discursive attempt of 
fixing meanings of EUML lacks relevance. Or, it is relevant mainly for one scale of a 
certain participatory framework within one MS society, and although the MEP (IRL-
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EPP) from the same political Group as the Rapporteur fully agrees with the title “Mul-
tilingualism: an asset for Europe and a shared commitment”, declares, in English, that 
she abstains in the vote, for she is 

 
very sceptical about using a debate on multilingualism and on the promotion of language as 
a sort of cover, or proxy, or political bargaining tool for the various national issues in all our 
Member States, and that appears to have happened in relation to some of the debate on this 
at committee and here.132 

 
The discursive outcome of the legislative exercise is argued to illegitimately intrude the 
context scale that should be relevant for a supranational negotiation of arrangements, 
the EP plenary floor, rendering the LP conceptualization irrelevant with incongruent 
sets of boundaries proposed. 
 
The crucial point grasped in the microscopic life world trope of the school form in the 
speech was the one that defeated it by an alternative resolution, which differed only in 
striking out this point. In that sense, the invoked micro-context of the particular local 
was very powerful in making meanings of the text on the EP floor. In the critical meta-
contextual assessment by the above explanation of vote, however, the local detail trans-
posed into the scale of supra-national EU law-making made the entire discursive exercise 
irrelevant for a policy conceptualization of EUML. 
 

5.4 Discussion: Constitutive boundaries in policy representations of 
language and society  

 
Upon reviewing the intertextual and interdiscursive connections to discourses in place 
at its articulation, this section returns to the speech itself, to take stock of the symbolic 
and social boundaries of differentiation it harbors for meaning-making to discourse par-
ticipants and potential audiences. This review will connect the findings of the chapter to 
results from the discussion of the two other data sets presented in Chapters 6 and 7 by 
the boundary-making model defined in Chapter 2 as a comprehensive framework across 
the study as a whole for the interpretation of observed acts of LP. 
 
The LP narrative, on face value, describes serious injustices and calls for a remedy, dis-
playing a diagnosis, a prognosis, and a call for action, framing the expressed need for 
policy as classical policy narratives do (e.g. Kroon, 2002; Fischer & Gottweis, 2005; 
Verloo, 2005). The conclusion of the intertextual and interdiscursive analysis of the 
speech in the previous section comes down to some common denominators delineating 
the discursive construct of EUML. Considering the ambiguity of the policy term “mul-
tilingualism” in the basic meta-discourse and the established institutionalized discourses 
about EUML, one may conclude that it is a good thing, which should be identified with, 

                                                 
132  To be retrieved at: http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?type=CRE&refeence=20090324& 
secondRef=ITEM-005&language=EN&ring=A6-2009-0092#2-183 
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and promoted. The agreement across various incumbent readings, framings and partici-
pant performances of them, does not go much further than that, i.e. what exactly should 
be identified with and promoted is open for wide-ranging interpretations, disparate and 
incommensurate readings of what EUML actually signifies. Nonetheless, the discursive 
positionings and symbolic boundaries drawn in these discursive policy framings are of 
crucial and constitutive importance and can be translated into social boundaries in mean-
ing-making, and social consequences in policymaking.  
 
The purpose of the above analysis of the plenary speech was to outline how EUML as a 
discursive construct is taking shape in LP performances. The EP Report text was ap-
proached as a framing of discursive selection, omission and emphasis, and the speech 
was analyzed with an outlook to the speech event itself as a unique and chronotopic 
performance in a nexus of practice observed in its multi-modal semiotic emergence. It 
was understood, among other competing discursive policy framings of persuasion, as a 
further discursive re-framing (Yanow & Van Hulst, 2016) by sense-making, naming (se-
lecting and categorizing) and storytelling, of the template text of the Report. In the map-
ping-up operation of the analysis, the intertextual origins of that text, also reflected on 
in the speech performed in the meaning-making domain of the EP floor, were traced 
back to co-texts and events, and were associated with inter-discursive subject positions 
or heteroglossic voices within the speech. The aim was to explore how symbolic bound-
aries are connected to social boundary potentials of various levels and scales invoked by 
the LP discourse sample. Approached as a discursive option in, and outcome of, a strug-
gle to set the grid of intelligibility around fixing the meanings of EUML, it is intriguing 
how this discourse, in conceptualizing “language”, organizes possibilities of knowledge 
and potential categories by boundaries and subject positions that can be translated into 
social identifications in the concurring discursive contextualizations by audiences. The 
results of these analyses can be taken stock of as explicit and implicit relational position-
alities in various social scales, invoked by the LP narrative in an inventory of items and 
instances, wherein the sets of boundaries constructed discursively and contextualized in 
meaning-making by participants and observers or hearers/readers, assign entities delin-
eated by social boundaries. 
 
As the speaker takes the floor and holds a speech in eloquent standard Portuguese, his 
ascribed language of identification, which is the official language of the state he is the 
citizen and representative of, he follows a habitual, yet less and less frequent, practice in 
the genre of EP Plenary speeches. The incumbent LP management document, the Code 
of Conduct for Multilingualism (CCM) of the EP only recommends the use of the native 
official language to speakers, whereas they often intervene, as discussed in Chapter 1, in 
languages other than their ascribed “mother tongue”.133 

                                                 
133 As it can be checked and quantified in a break-down by individual MEPs in archived records of meetings, 
among them the speeches in the Plenary. Retrievable at: http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meps/en_activi-
ties.html. Upon selecting the MEP and clicking on “Parliamentary activities” all speeches held in the given term 
can be retrieved in the original language. 
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The speaker in this instance addresses not only the immediate Plenary floor, but on an-
other spatiotemporal scale, confirmed by the code choice, his potential voters, presuma-
bly mostly Portuguese citizens of the Right, whose regional or sectorial interests he is 
supposed to represent. This audience has the option to follow the debate on-line via web-
streaming, the audio-visual source also broadcast and routinely imbedded into the na-
tional and local media. This second audience framework draws a potential line of de-
marcation to determine the most confined realm of a subject position defined by the 
MEP’s potential electorate, an audience implicitly and intimately addressed, and having 
access to the semiotic-indexical accomplishments of the Portuguese speech, vis-à-vis all 
Others. However, by the rhetorical work of the introduction, the discourse is implicitly 
and explicitly positioned within the institutional space of the EP Plenary and the EU 
(Community) institutional regime in general, addressing an EU polity projected by the 
discourse as its audience. 
 
The two fundamental dichotomies between EU citizens vs. outsiders, and Portuguese 
speakers vs. others, within or outside the EU polity, are not the only ones inherent in the 
speech sample. The binary oppositions are implicit in the subject positions taken in its 
narrative course and open up potential collective identifications in the process of discuss-
ing matters and policies pertaining to “language”. As post-structuralist interpretative po-
litical science reminds us, “narratives perform and enact the nation” (Mottier, 2005: 260), 
but can also perform and enact more complex collective identifications below, above or 
simply disparate to the grid by nation. Although intentionally rooted and moving within 
a tradition of high modernity, the “discursive mechanisms of boundary-drawing, boundary-
maintenance, ordering and othering” (Mottier, 2005: 260) transpiring in the sample reveal 
a multi-layered and polycentric crisscross of a map which allows for a variety of possible 
subject positions and performs various identifications. This they do without the speaker 
apparently intending to negate or question the eminent relevance of the national per-
spective, or the taken-for-granted normative determinant relationship between (native) 
language, place, and identity, and the conviction of an essentialist isomorphism of col-
lective identities with the territory marked by the national language. To the variety of 
audiences having access to it, the discourse seems to make meanings and identifications 
possible regardless of (or sometimes against) the assumable intended meaning by the 
speaker. Intended or not, the outcome of the argumentative policy performance, as 
Schram (2012: 246) reminds us is an “agency of the discourse in creating possibilities of 
meaning” whereby “every policy has its otherness” in constructing entities by contrast. 
In the essential discursive process of narrative authentication in social life, “stories mark 
out identities; identities mark out differences; differences define ‘the other’; and ‘the 
other’ helps structure the moral life of a culture, group or individual” as Plummer (1995: 
19) concludes.  
 
The discursive identifications and authentications by the analyzed speech are boundary 
outcomes of public talk that may or may not confirm the taken-for-granted convictions 
it is actually based on, but proceed along axes of differentiation by linguistic forms in 
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acts of LP. The boundary outcomes of differentiation can be read as chains of equiva-
lence in representations of a homogeneous within, and the antagonistic boundaries of 
contrast without, towards hegemonic collective identifications and political communities 
discursively accomplished. The conceptual model of discursive nodal points becoming 
empty signifiers elaborated by post-foundational discursive social theory134 offer a very 
good fit to the above findings on symbolic and social boundaries emerging in competing 
and incongruent framings of EUML. 
 
In the course of the speech, the chains of equivalence and contrast unfold along various 
thematic, symbolic and practical contrastive associations and dissociations, which make 
boundaries by enlisting to categories of self-other identifications of various orders, scales 
and nature through discussing LP. Reviewing the binary oppositions, whereby the dis-
course determines the “us” and “them” categories of its own ontology in subject posi-
tions it is told from, it is first the utilitarian interest of the competitive advantage of the 
EU, in opposition to Others, that draws the line. This unified entity, defined here exactly 
by its multilingualism, is then opened up for a potential Luso-Hispanic symbolic, lin-
guistic and geo-political subject position by global claims of salience, in contrast to the 
rest of the EU member states and their citizens, speaking languages other than Spanish 
and Portuguese as their first language or as tokens of identification. Implicitly, however, 
another boundary is drawn within the EU, between (speakers of) official national and 
indigenous RMLs, plus Classical Greek and Latin foregrounded within the presented 
conditions of possibility, and languages of immigrant minorities without it, omitted in 
silence in contrast to the provisions of the Resolution itself, which explicitly discusses 
those languages.  
 
The expressed need for policy enters the scene only at this point of the narrative where 
the discursive perspective hones in on one member state, and the persuasive plot around 
the school form is unraveled. In this story line, the voice of Castilian speaking residents 
of the Autonomous Region of Catalonia, or of those with an assumed or aspired Castil-
ian linguistic identity, is vindicated and demarcated from the identity attributed to the 
Catalan local authorities. In a more general ideological frame, this subject position may 
be projected onto that of the proponents of the central(izing) modern state and the ethno-
linguistic identities it offers to citizens, as well as onto other competing decentralizing 
regional entities that pursue analogous co-constructive practices in scales of fractal re-
cursion (Gal, 2005: 27), epitomized by “Galician, Catalan and Basque nationalists”. It 
is telling that the plot is organized around the tangible core scenery of the classroom, the 
site where ascribed and subscribed identities are regimented and ordered by way of pro-
liferating the standardized national language through massive practices of acquisition 
planning and status planning. Surprisingly, in the debate on a 21st century legislation on 

                                                 
134 As Glasze (2007: 662) explains, “(f)ollowing Laclau, groups are constituted through a double process, which 
establishes a chain of equivalences that obliterates the differences within, and an antagonistic boundary de-
fining their limits. This constitution is contingent and, therefore, political. In a paradoxical way, the chain of 
equivalences, as well as the antagonistic boundary of the group, are signified by a specific nodal point: an 
empty signifier”. 
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promoting multilingualism as a valued asset of a supranational polity in potentia, the nar-
rative focuses on a particular issue of one Member State, and on one of the most intimate 
and powerful institutional sites for forging the habitus of high modernity – the monolin-
gual classroom.  
 
Particular as the case may be, it instantiates perceptions and values of ideological con-
victions about the State, citizens and regional and linguistic minorities, or concepts of 
language, identity, and territory on a supranational level. Thereby a demarcation line is 
proposed to be drawn along clear-cut political party lines within the EU polity to cate-
gorize one party of Us, away from Them, meaning other political Groups (the EPP versus 
the Socialist, Liberal and Green Groups in the given case). It is also significant that the 
Spanish “domestic” issue is presented from the Spanish Partido Popular point of view in 
the Portuguese language discourse of a Portuguese fellow member of the European um-
brella party. Thereby, the acquired position is delineated in stark opposition from MEPs 
of differing party colors from Portugal, and those of autonomy-seeking or autonomy-
furthering Galician speakers of the Spanish State.  
 
Galician, a co-official regional language of Spain spoken in a region bordering on Por-
tugal, is a case in point. It is closer135 to standard Portuguese than Castilian by the stand-
ards of historical and comparative descriptive linguistic typologies (e.g. Rei & Manuel, 
2011). This relational position in the broader dialect continuum is reflected in both the 
re-integrationalist and the isolationalist LP positions of language ideologically motivated 
Einbau and Ausbau (Kloss, 1967) processes, approximating Galician into or outside 
standard Portuguese, and in relation to standard Spanish, with the relevant corpus plan-
ning programs of strategic standardization proposed by these movements (Herrero-
Valeiro, 2002). Political and language ideological discourses and ambitions relationally 
positioning the three named ideal linguistic entities, “Galician”, “Spanish”, and “Portu-
guese” reveal essential inconsistencies of the underlying ideological constructs of the 
language-nation-speaker isomorphism itself, as Alvarez-Cáccamo, (1993) explains. How 
this is enacted and displayed in the language use practice of code-choice and resource 
performance on the EP floor, blurring boundaries meant to define these distinct codes in 
parliamentary speeches claimed to be “Portuguese”, yet exhibiting features that approx-
imate them to “Galician”, and at times to “Spanish”, and what contradictions this prac-
tice implies to language ideologies and institutional LP management, will be reflected 
on in Chapter 7. In the particular case of the discourse sample analyzed here, it is note-
worthy that a speech, which is institutionally categorized as Portuguese and Conserva-
tive, propositionally (perhaps not so starkly in semiotic-indexical terms for listeners cog-
nate in various resources in the dialect continuum) dissociates from “Galician national-
ists” who seek to approximate, or integrate in one way or another, to the Portuguese 
language, meaning by implication collective identification within the Portuguese state in 
the incumbent contemporary terms of reference. 

                                                 
135 According to Ethnologue (http://www.ethnologue.com/language/glg), Galician is “reportedly between Por-
tuguese [por] and Spanish [spa], but (...) more similar to Portuguese, which has about 85% intelligibility”. 

http://www.ethnologue.com/language/por
http://www.ethnologue.com/language/spa
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This example, just like essentialist-nationalist contributions by amendments quoted in 
the previous Section, shows again that denomination by language, nationality and polit-
ical color should be re-examined in situated analysis by fine-grained and contextualized 
analytical categories, taking into account dynamic configurations of interpretative grids 
and perhaps shifting and dislocating ideological framing potentials136 for the relational 
positioning of agents in EUML discourse. 
 
As pointed out earlier, the relational positioning accomplished by the discourse in the 
political arena and galleries of its performance does not always seem to be in line with 
the deliberative argument. The discursive positions attained and social actions per-
formed by interlocutors seem to indicate that the intended framing and inherent bound-
aries proposed by the speech were not identified with and validated by them. Voting 
results indicate that the discourse outcome of framing LP entities starkly differed from 
the putative aim of the argumentative rhetorical operation.  
 
In verbally introducing, presenting and interpreting the Report, the speaker by necessity 
selected, emphasized and omitted and thereby (re)constructed a discourse, excluding al-
ternative discourses by framing. Regardless of its plausibility of argument and credibility 
of rhetoric in substantiating claims, this discourse orients itself towards various spaces 
of meaning-making and inhabits various subject positions, addressing various potential 
or intended publics. That the intended boundary elicited by the speaker along political 
party lines is overruled by the one the discourse draws between the entities of the narra-
tive, is evidenced in the framings presented in commentaries of policy interest groups137 

                                                 
136 In contrast to summary assessments of the EP describing it as an institution “where the key ideology is that 
of the EXPRESSION OF NATIONAL STANDPOINTS (and) multilingualism is in most cases driven by the MEPs’ 
need/will to express their political and policy positions from a national standpoint in their national language, 
which is facilitated by the interpreting service” (Wodak et al., 2012: 168).  
137 The proposed party political boundary is not the one perceived by the European Bureau for Lesser-used 
Languages (EBLUL), an NGO promoting regional languages. In its communiqué on 24 March 2009 it drew a 
very definite line of demarcation of “us” and “them” commenting the event analyzed in the Chapter: “In a 
surprise move an alternative multilingualism report was passed at Plenary in the European Parliament today 
(March 24th) led by a coalition of MEPs, Maria Badia (PES), Ignasi Guardans (ALDE) and Mikel Irujo (EFA-
Greens), and backed by EBLUL. The alternative resolution overturned the controversial report tabled by Vasco 
Graça Moura (EPP), winning by 335 votes to 279 with 69 abstentions. (...) Sources in the European Parliament 
inform Eurolang that EPP members were given a free vote on the Report, with Hungarian EPP members backing 
the alternative report. (...) EBLUL’s original proposals and nearly all pro-lesser used language clauses tabled 
by many MEPs (such as Irujo, Lax, Tokes) were ignored by the conservative EPP dominated committee. Instead, 
(...) in a surprise move an alternative multilingualism report was passed at Plenary in the European Parliament 
today (March 24th) led by a coalition of Herrero-Tejedor’s (PPE-DE, Spain). (...) Proposals, marked a retrograde 
step to return to the days of the exclusion of ‘regional’ languages, attacked Catalan and Basque medium edu-
cation, and ignored the Commission’s progress in promoting linguistic diversity and multilingualism. (...) The 
alternative report removes the Herrero-Tejedor clauses and seeks to be more inclusive. At the same time in 
seeking the support of a broad range of parties a consensus had to be reached, leaving the report relatively 
lukewarm in terms of pro lesser-used language clauses. The success of the alternative resolution also gives 
reason for EBLUL to be quietly pleased and underlines its effectiveness in lobbying.” (Retrieved at:  
http://www.observatoireplurilinguisme.eu/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=1970%3Aeurola
ng--victory-in-the-european-parliament-&catid=39&Itemid=88888976&lang=fr) 
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and the media in broader public spheres, but also by local social action in voting. Mem-
bers from the political Group of the Rapporteur negotiated a free vote within the Group, 
and Hungarian speaking Romanian (and thereupon Hungarian), members, as well as 
Finnish mainstream EPP members speaking Swedish even voted against the Rappor-
teur’s plea and party discipline, in favor of the alternative Resolution tabled by political 
opponents, thus defeating their own Group. This is an unusual scenario in EP practice, 
usually avoided by leaders of national delegations within Groups. On the other hand, 
majority-language speaking Romanian Socialists, elected in a country with significant 
ethno-linguistic minorities (most of them Hungarian speakers), also voted out of their 
Group across the party division line, in favor of the initial Report. Arguments praising 
the Rapporteur’s conservative LP position approximated to his discursive stance, and 
even rhetorical tropes, as illustrated in the written explanation of vote submitted by a 
Socialist MEP in Romanian138:  
 

Respect for minorities’ rights and the promotion of multilingualism must not be perverted 
by being turned into smokescreens behind which actions are being carried out against the 
European spirit and interethnic harmony. Multilingualism must be a common denominator, 
not a factor of division for the European Union. 

 
The proposition in the co-text, in agreement with the Rapporteur’s position and thus 
crossing party boundaries in framing EUML, is an explicit meta-reference to boundaries 
by language as a “factor of division”. In other words, EUML, the “common denomina-
tor”, in a particular interpretation is shared by, and brings together, oppositional political 
personas with contrasting ideological backgrounds in the meaning-making and meaning-
fixing legislative debate on the floor. EUML, understood as an empty signifier, that gives 
“a particular demand a function of universal representation” as Laclau (1996: 57) coins 
the concept, is shown in the above policy framings to be able to bring together in a unified 
discourse various actors and interests that are otherwise heterogeneous and contradic-
tory, under a concept “sufficiently broad or universal (...) to allow particular identities 
to use the term to form political alliances” as Townsend (2003: 132) explains, how empty 
signifiers work in policy practice. 
 
As discussed in the analysis of the above discursive and social actions, as well as the 
amendments tabled in the drafting process, both EUML and its conventionally accepted 
policy manifestation, parity, are construed in entirely disparate and in fact incommen-
surate conceptualizations. These are more or less cogently argued from various contexts 
of discursive framing, with disparate discourse coalitions aimed at and/or achieved. Par-
ity and EUML in some clashing conceptualizations are attributed with essential and 
foundational social significance but can mean so many things that it is difficult to define 
any common ground for these discursive framings entering the EP floor. 
 

                                                 
138  The source of the explanations of vote is the same as above (http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/ 
getDoc.do?type=CRE&reference=20090324&secondRef=ITEM-005&language=EN&ring=A6-2009-0092#2-
183) 
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The LP deliberations on defining EUML outline a broader language ideological debate, 
a discursive struggle for the hegemonic fixing of a nodal point where language sets a 
dominant horizon of social orientation and collective identifications. The proliferating 
and incommensurate symbolic and social boundaries accomplished by these deliberative 
framings of EUML clashing in the discursive field reveal a nodal point so ambiguous 
and shifting by incommensurate or contradictory framings that it often tends to become 
open or empty. This is not only true to the direct object of the LP exercise, EUML, but 
the yawning openness of this signifier reveals the unstable mutability in the underlying 
discursive construct of the language/identity/state paradigm of the ethno-linguistic as-
sumption.139 
 
A similar conceptualization of EU multilingualism is recently discussed by Williams and 
Williams (2016) who grasp its LP manifestations as a contemporary discursive hege-
monizing project. LP discourses of EUML in this research framing are attempts at a 
discourse formation in the recent discursive struggle around the dislocated nodal points 
of the nation state, revealed in floating and empty signifiers in articulations, with new 
configurations taking shape in the institutionalization of language as a horizon of signif-
icance in LP debates wherein “(a)s both subject and object of practice, language becomes 
an independent force with its own determining influence” (Williams & Williams, 2016: 
293).140 Seen the incongruence of discursive boundary outcomes of the above analyzed 
articulations, EUML is constructed around a nodal rhetorical battleground of discursive 
fixation attempts of equivalence and contrast the model of the empty signifier is a very 
good fit to the findings. EUML in this perspective is going through re-articulations of a 
dislocated nodal point by foundational relational chains of equivalences and antagonis-
tic boundaries offered for collective identifications, that are incommensurate to one an-
other.  
 
Conversely approaching from the boundary-making framework hosting the above anal-
yses, it can be argued by analyzing these articulations on the EP floor, that EUML takes 
the extremely heterogeneous shape of an open or empty signifier due to its disparate 
discursive origins, the intersecting discourse cycles carried in co-texts and discourses un-
packed in the chronotopes above. These analyses of vertical intertextuality, manifest and 
interdiscursive, show how EUML emerges as the confluence sum total of discursive 

                                                 
139 Glasze (2007: 7) concludes the critical evaluation of the conventional ideological role of language in iden-
tification by post foundational theory, as follows: “In this perspective, a political community is not constituted 
around a “heart” or a shared essential quality, but, instead, around an empty signifier, which represents the 
pure and perfect but impossible identity of a community and defines an antagonistic boundary defining their 
limits - i.e. excluding the fundamentally different other”. 
140 The authors discuss recent language ideological change, analyzing and presenting “(h)ow the various insti-
tutions of language hegemony supported one another, and their relationship to the state, in establishing and 
sustaining the norm is currently being destabilized. The legitimizing narrative of the disciplinary society vis a 
vis language has been lost, or discredited. The new narrative, constructed around the supposed cognitive and 
economic advantages of multilingualism, has yet to be institutionalised” (Williams & Williams, 2016: 290). The 
new narrative, according to the authors, “provides the empty signifier of the nation and its link to language and 
culture, albeit in a new context replete with new meanings” (Williams & Williams, 2016: 299). 
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boundary-maintenance and boundary-shifting aspirations formulated in various and of-
ten incommensurate contexts and scales. EUML has been shown to become an empty 
signifier in the exposure to an extremely wide range of multi-scalar boundary-making 
aspirations in the observed discursive and social practice of policymaking on the EP floor. 
 

5.5 Conclusions 
 
In the particular sample speech analyzed above, the main proposition that may ulti-
mately be extracted from the narrative is a meta-reflection on boundary-making: Lan-
guage, the named, bounded, standardized classroom species of the single mother tongue, 
can be a means of exclusion. It draws boundaries within and without. Exclusion, accord-
ing to the explicit argument, should be avoided. The point is substantiated by the plot of 
a specific case where exclusion from teaching in the mother tongue, the essential grid of 
intelligibility as the necessary substrate to all knowledge, is presented as especially grave, 
for it happens to be “the official language of the state”. The specific case of exclusion by 
language invoked in the story line manifests exclusion from the language-identity-state 
paradigm of authentic being-in-the-world.  
 
The locus of interest of the narrative is language, and languages, primarily associated 
with states, catering for citizens. The policy story told is not about speakers and their lan-
guages, not even languages and their speakers, but rather languages and their states, a particu-
larly and fortuitously multilateral affair in the Spanish case. Exceptions from this state 
of affairs are sensed as exclusion, a problem to be tackled by means of LP in the top-
down classical sense of policy by law-making to solve problems, soft law-making to be 
sure, according to the distribution of the relevant policy competences mostly held by 
MSs, with only recommendations and not imposition by EU legislation. This discursive 
“naming and framing” (Rein & Schön, 1993: 153) of the socio-political reality presented 
in the narrative may be contrasted, following the research questions of the present study, 
with the ethnographic concept of LP inductively explored therein, understood as dis-
courses with the effect of posing groups for institutional organization from representa-
tions of the speaking subject along the contrasting resources subjects use. This compari-
son reveals major differences with the perspective the discursive organization of repre-
sentation the sample speech unfolds. In the framing of the analyzed LP narrative, the 
resources subjects use are abstracted out of practice as the actual protagonists of the story, 
with speaking subjects playing a subordinate role or not appearing in the picture at all.141 
 
Critical as the outcome of the contrasting ethnographic analysis may be, the speech and 
the Resolution may not simply be dismissed from an experience-far research perspective 
as a sample of retrograde, essentialist or backward-looking language ideological framing 
that thwarts the proper conceptualization of policy tasks and solutions. As the contours 

                                                 
141 This feature of the LP narrative is not unique. The discursive structure of the narrative of ECRML recom-
mendations also systematically address languages, and seldom speakers. Gal (2010: 32) points out the same 
discursive perspective in the conceptualizations of LP in EU documents. 
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of framings in co-texts not entextualized into the Report, but re-semiotized in the speech 
uncover, the discourse is the outcome of a balanced consensus through a genred and 
institutionalized deliberative practice representing broad and multifarious social interests, 
seeking to forward aspirations and resolve problems, tensions and injustice in society. 
As voted out amendments indicate, these issues are addressed in an approach that, 
within the confines of relevant knowledge about the purpose, aims, entities and means 
of LP, is more technocratic than explicitly ideology driven. The multi-scalar discursive 
emergence of this locally relevant knowledge is what the analysis seeks to gauge into. 
The discrepancies between discursive policy framings explored by the research questions 
are well exemplified in some discourse cycle samples in co-texts. In the research perspec-
tive of the study, the explanation of vote intervention in standard Italian indexically per-
forming an act of LP it is propositionally condemning, is only a step away from the 
insight into the ideological construct of “language”. This construct, standard Italian in 
the given case, is an essentialized product of representation along standardization pro-
cesses towards the “voice from nowhere” spoken everywhere, in contrast to its posed 
discrete opposite, regional dialects, or varieties, authenticated by their evaluation of be-
ing spoken from somewhere specific. How close this comes to, without entering, a criti-
cal relativization of the essentialized regime of truth is evidenced by being within both 
practice scales, “Italian” and “Piedmontese” which then explicitly falsifies the taken-for-
granted dichotomy of Standard Italian and resources in the dialect continuum.  
 
In a similar vein, the speech performance of primary analysis, enacted in standard Por-
tuguese and propositionally implying competence in standard Spanish, holds the same 
insight potential, harbored by the discrepancy between the discreet ideological positions 
of Galician, Portuguese and Spanish, and the actual practiced forms, but never enters it. 
Instead, it reinforces a monadic image of languages as essential-natural-primordial enti-
ties with no windows, connections or containment on and in one another, and discur-
sively reifies the language ideology its very practice of performance questions. It is not 
only that resources of practice are considered as phenomena of ideal collective entities, 
strictly discreet languages, but these entities are curiously placed in the world. The dis-
cursive framing of the phenomena of multilingualism does not approach speakers and 
their languages, not even languages and their speakers, but rather languages and their 
states, with state-identified individuals implied occasionally.  
 
The discursive construction of LP for the EU is taking shape in the multi-scalar and 
polycentric parallel audience dimensions of meaning-making in a key site of public dis-
course circulation, citation, and policy legislation, the EP floor. The analysis pointed out 
how the discursive construction of EUML, driven by boundary making aspirations, runs 
into an intractable policy controversy of incommensurate framings, coming from dispar-
ate contexts and scales, with the outcome of a policy concept which tends to become an 
open signifier. The incommensurate discursive framings of EUML rearticulated in the 
observed deliberative struggles for hegemony exhibit dislocated nodal points, master sig-
nifiers that should assume a universal structuring function of entities within a discursive 
field.  
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The discursive conceptualization of EUML is shown in parliamentary debates and leg-
islative entextualizations to be employed as an open signifier in story lines for various 
discourse coalitions across social boundaries of political party and national or ethnolin-
guistic denomination on the EP floor. This discursive role, often empty and overcharged 
at the same time, does not favor objective definitions of communicational phenomena 
grounded in actual experience of practices pursued by agents, nor commensurate and 
evidence-based policy conceptualizations, policy agenda setting and policy evaluation. 
Thus, the discursive construction of the LP to define and regulate EUML seems to grap-
ple with conceptualizing social processes that doubtlessly happen, and are changing the 
deictic relationships between the practice of linguistic forms and social positions, con-
textualized by, and contextualizing, transforming European settings and societies, and 
re-drawing constitutive symbolic and social boundaries in these settings and societies. 
How this change is conceptualized and assessed by policymaking in the more confined 
and tangible application of LP to the multilingual institution of the EP itself will be an-
alyzed in the next chapter. 



CHAPTER 6 
 
The European Parliament, its languages, and managing  
the deluge 

The following chapter analyses discourse about LP in the stricter sense, understood as 
language management regulations for EUML in one institution, the European Parlia-
ment. The epistemological point of entry being a plenary speech introducing the report 
“Towards more efficient and cost effective interpretation in the European Parliament”, 
the multilingual performance, its heteroglossic polyphony by text intern points of view, 
and the intertextual and interdiscursive traces leading towards this chronotope, are ana-
lyzed in a research framework explained in Section 6.1 of the Chapter. The intertextual 
lineage of the speech include the text of the Report itself, as well as previous LP dis-
courses emerging in debates on the floor, and the resulting Code of Conduct on Multi-
lingualism regulating language use in the EP. Section 6.2 includes the interpretative anal-
ysis of the discourse data based on the speech transcript, contextualized in the observed 
chronotopic event of its performance on the Plenary floor, and connected to co-texts of 
direct intertextual lineage. Section 6.3 takes stock of the inconsistent boundary outcomes 
of the discourse, and its policy manifestations in the resulting policy measures of the 
CCM. Section 6.4 presents the Conclusions of the analyses of language ideological de-
bates to explore how the discursive construct of EUML is taking shape in iterative de-
bates on institutional LP on the EP floor. This would allow for an evaluation to be ar-
rived at in the end of the study on how this construct compares to similar constructs 
meant for societal LP analyzed in the previous chapter, and performed LP in EUML 
practice analyzed in the next one. This follows the overall research design collating, ac-
cording to the research questions, LP texts with policy intentions, and policy practice, 
approached from the chronotope observed in the nexus of practice of a performance on 
the EP floor.  
 

6.1 The data and the concepts for their analysis 
 
On the 9th of September 2013, a non-legislative Report with the title “Towards more 
efficient and cost effective interpretation in the European Parliament” was presented in 
the Strasbourg Plenary chamber of the EP, one day before it was put to the vote. After 
going through editing by amendments, additions and deletions towards its adoption in 
the voting process, the Report was conceived to become a Resolution, envisaging signif-
icant changes in the organization of LP management in the EP.  
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The debate of the plenary agenda item was opened by the Rapporteur. The speech, ac-
cording to the scripts and incumbent conventions of the genre, relied on the text of the 
Report. By argumentative reframing, that is, selecting, highlighting and interpreting ex-
cerpts of that text into an oral narrative, the speaker presented the Report to her audience, 
arguing in favor of its adoption. This textually guided and arbitrated speech performance 
in turn has become entextualized in the official verbatim transcript published on the EP 
website142 in the original source language, Dutch.143 The immediate data set for the pre-
sent analysis is the official transcript entering the public sphere in this particular form, 
and my English translation, purposed to be authentic to the original transcript. As it can 
be checked against the audio-visual record retrievable in a broadcast format in the EPTV 
archive of the EP,144 in comparison to the original discourse performance, the Dutch 
official transcript is a cleaned-up standardized residual of the speech, at points even lex-
ically diverting from the original utterances. Aware of this, the analysis relies on the 
transcript for its status endowed by institutional entextualization, comparable and con-
nected to institutional co-texts, including pieces of legislation, but puts it back into the 
chronotopic perspective of the spatial-temporal “onceness” (Hughes & Trautmann, 1995: 
1) of its performance. The interpretative analysis of the text is thus opened up at some 
points in the anthropological research narrative to capture the idiosyncratic performance 
in the original event context. This contextualization is to be achieved in the course of the 
analysis of the text by ethnographic insights of description into co-occurring semiotic 
and discursive performances of speaker and interlocutors, co-constructing the observed 
event in reception and exchange in the parliamentary debate. This conceptualization and 
treatment of the data is comparable to the multimodal ethnographic LP research per-
spective outlined by Hult (2015). This LP research concept grasps the nexus of practice 
(Scollon & Scollon, 2004) in the policy performance, in this case the one observed on 
the EP floor, analyzable in the discourses in place at the articulation of the speech, the 
historic body of the speaker, and the interaction order of the performance. Focusing in this 
chapter on the available and accessible discourses in place, and at certain points on the 
interaction order, the analysis does not approach the Rapporteur as a speaking subject 
with assumed mental representations, nor the political persona mobilizing rhetorical de-
vices to present a state of affairs and persuade an audience in a deliberative operation. 
Instead, a speech sample from the discursive formation of policy and discursive con-
struction of EUML in the circulation and citation of discourses is explored as a textual 
outcome of the semiotic indexical performance emerging in an observable nexus of in-
terdiscursivity and intertextuality.  
 

                                                 
142 At http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?type=TA&language=EN&reference=P7-TA-2013-347 
143 One cost efficiency measure introduced at an earlier revision of the Code of Conduct for Multilingualism 
(CCM) was to stop automatically translating verbatim speech transcripts to all 23 official languages. They are 
now only transcribed into the original, and translations can be requested, in a pull regime replacing the push 
one. 
144 At http://www.europarl.europa.eu/ep-live/en/plenary/video?debate=1378760957428 
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This outcome is available in the given contexts to hearers and readers, including the 
participant-analyst, attempting here to disentangle both the text-intern heteroglossic fab-
ric of this product by interdiscursive components, and the intertextually connected co-
texts in place in the institutional realm for its articulation. In this perspective, both the 
“manifest intertextuality” and “interdiscursivity” (Fairclough, 1992: 85) of the parlia-
mentary speech, multi-voiced (Bayley, 2004) or polyphonic (Nølke et al., 2004; Fløttum, 
2010, 2013) by its very nature, can be analyzed in the textual material of the transcript. 
The text under analysis is a product of a multiplicity of unfolding voices that Bakhtin 
(1981) calls “a background made up of contradictory opinions”, often explicitly apparent 
in manifest quotes from other texts and debates, and inherently available in text-intern 
points of view by semantic markers, identified in contextualized meaning-making with 
accessible social voices.  
 
Therefore, the multivoicedness of the speech, by which it implicitly and explicitly effects 
boundaries, has a twofold meaning for the following analysis. In the dialogic under-
standing, explored by enunciative pragmatics, it is the organization of text- or utterance-
intern voices or points of view presented by semantic markers, to be contextualized in 
meaning-making by discourse participants. These are analyzable in a “bridging perspec-
tive” (Dahl & Fløttum, 2014: 404) to link the linguistic level to the discourse and context 
level of analysis, whereby text-inherent points of view (pov.s in the terminology of the 
ScaPoLine authors) in taking and rejecting available argumentative positions are draw-
ing boundaries in every context of meaning-making. 
 
On the other hand, the multivoicedness of the parliamentary speech genre also means, as 
explained by Bayley (2004), that the utterances by a speaker on the floor invoke, or 
openly quote, other voices of various orders and scales, embedding themselves in a web 
of intertextuality. This is analyzable in the diachrony of vertical intertextuality, as pro-
posed for the exploration of the discursive emergence of LP by Johnson (2015). 
 
In a perspective connecting the text-intern, semantic polyphony of dialogic voices in the 
sample to the diachronic lineage of its intertextual and interdiscursive emergence along 
contextualizing events is the conceptual and event trail the analysis follows. These events, 
observed in debates on the EP floor in competing and clashing discursive policy framings 
(Yanow & Van Hulst, 2016) in language ideological debates (Blommaert, 1999) in a 
“struggle for authoritative entextualization” (Silverstein & Urban, 1996: 11) along the 
legislative pipeline to fix hegemonic meanings of EUML for an institutional LP offer a 
diachronic lineage for the analysis. In the same instance, the sample is itself an observed 
semiotic performance of EUML, with various levels and scales of indexicality, setting 
symbolic boundaries by sociolinguistic choices while meta-discursively reflecting on 
them, discussing social boundaries of positionality or stance, also instantiated by re-
source choices and code alternation.  
 
The discrepancies across propositional and indexical accomplishments in these LP acts, 
enquired according to the research questions of the study between the two analyzable 
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scales of the discourse sample, are consequential to the very concept of EUML. Alt-
hough the policy exercise presented and argumentatively promoted in the plenary speech 
is aimed at reviewing technicalities of institutional LP, the meso level of policy research, 
it instantiates ideas about intersubjective and societal representations of LP, the micro 
and macro levels of EUML, and ideological conceptualizations about languages, individ-
uals, and societies in contemporary Europe.  
 
The LP speech under analysis, understood in this perspective as a particular nexus of 
practice, is an intersection of various discourses, also reflected and accessible in the po-
lyphony of the sample text, and of the discourses in place in related co-texts of manifest 
intertextuality. While making connections across these scales, it should be borne in mind 
that the heteroglossic organization of discourse, surfacing in the LP speech under scru-
tiny, weaves on important LP co-texts, incumbent on institutional multilingualism in the 
House, by explicit or manifest intertextuality. 
 
The most salient such regulatory text, both in the diachronic trajectory and among the 
synchronic co-texts of the sample, and the primary source of LP arrangements in the EP, 
is the “Code of Conduct on Multilingualism” (CCM). As explained in Chapter 1, the 
CCM is revised as a recurrent policy exercise in every five-year parliamentary term to 
revisit policy implementation, by the Bureau of the EP. This body is comprised of the 
EP President, 12 Vice-Presidents and five Questors, responsible for laying down opera-
tional rules for the institution and making decisions in all administrative, staff and or-
ganizational matters. In the recent history of the EP it happened seldom that an EP Res-
olution was drafted and adopted by Plenary in operational matters and the organization 
of parliamentary work, like institutional LP, to interfere with the household business of 
making LP management rules. This has been traditionally taken care of in the compe-
tence field between the Bureau and the executive head of the administration, the Secre-
tary-General. The most notable interventions of this kind took place in 1999 and 2001 
when, in the preparation for the “big bang enlargement” to happen in 2004, the unprec-
edented expansion of interpreting and translation needs were taken stock of in a policy 
cycle launched in 1999 by the agenda-setting exercise, the so-called Cot Report (EP, 
1999). This policy step was followed by the Podestà Report (EP, 2001a), mapping up 
possible language regime scenarios submitted to and adopted by the Bureau on 21 April 
2001, starting a legislative cycle and drawing up a three-year plan to be implemented by 
the executive.  
 
The particular sequence of discursive and intertextual events in the legislative pipeline 
along a trajectory of debates and texts that led to the emergence of the speech under 
analysis, and then to the ensuing modifications of the CCM adopted in 2014, can be 
traced back to this point in a perspective exploring the vertical intertextuality (Johnson, 
2015) of the LP sample, marked by the 1999 Cot and the 2001 Podestà Reports. The LP 
agenda setting included the annexes of the Podestà Report, in particular Document No 9, 
“The language regime; Future options” (EP, 2001b), outlining alternative LP scenarios 
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of EUML in the institution and the debates around them. These debates led to the policy 
outcome of the adoption of the 2004 CCM and the policy concept of “Controlled full 
multilingualism” envisaged therein, critically presented in Chapter 1 of the present study. 
This discursive policy outcome replaced “pure” full multilingualism that prevailed be-
fore. More recent antecedents of the discourse sample, analyzed in this chapter, are the 
recurrent CCM texts submitted by the Secretary General and adopted by the Bureau in 
every parliamentary term, namely the one dated 2008, preceding the speech event, and 
the ensuing one adopted after the speech, in 2014.  
 
Within this intertextual history, the specific event trajectory that directly led to the 
speech sample performed in the Plenary chamber on 9 September 2013 from 11:09:44 
PM can be traced back to the assignment of the own initiative Report in the Committee 
of Budgetary Control (CONT Committee) meeting on 17 November 2011. The first 
presentation of the Rapporteur’s draft took place in the CONT Committee on 18 April 
2012, upon which 13 amendments were tabled until the deadline of 30 May. The draft 
then went to vote in the committee without debate on the 18th of June, briefly introduced 
by a MEP on behalf of the Rapporteur, in a speech event reflected on in the following 
analysis. This event was then followed by the debate in plenary on the 9th, and a final 
vote there on 10 September 2013, with written explanations of vote submitted later, re-
sulting in the adopted final text of the Resolution, stipulating institutional measures to 
be taken. As explained in the series of discursive and institutional events leading to the 
emergence of the sample analyzed in the previous chapter, these events and document 
items are the sources of co-texts for the intertextual inception of the Report. The speech 
under analysis while presenting the Report, re-frames and re-semiotises these items with the 
intention to promote the adoption of the text right before the vote takes place. 
 
This legislative pipeline of discursive events, and intertextual “gateways”, or points of 
entextualization in various interim draft documents leading to LP making, are outlined 
in the policy fiche145 below: 
 
Table 2.  Key Events 
 
17/11/2011 Committee referral announced in Parliament, 

1st reading/single reading 
  

12/06/2013 Debate in Parliament     

18/06/2013 Vote in committee, 1st reading/single reading     

25/06/2013 Committee report tabled for plenary, single 
reading 

 A7-0233/2013 Summary 

09/09/2013 Debate in Parliament    

10/09/2013 Results of vote in Parliament    

                                                 
145 http://www.europarl.europa.eu/oeil/popups/ficheprocedure.do?lang=en&reference=2011/2287(INI) 
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10/09/2013 Decision by Parliament, 1st reading/single 
reading 

T7-0347/2013  Summary 

10/09/2013 End of procedure in Parliament   

 
The CONT Committee, a powerful political and policymaking formation, habitually ex-
amines the implementation and accounts of multi-billion-euro Community programs ex-
ecuted by MS governments and regional administrations, and is involved in the admin-
istration of EU institutions only in issuing annual assurances of accounts, or so-termed 
RALs. The fact that after the fall-out of the financial and fiscal crisis it turned its attention 
to actually changing the technicalities of organization and delivery of the in-house inter-
pretation service is a novelty which happened for the first time in September 2013. Mat-
ters of LP administration and management within the institution had been supervised 
and managed before by the Bureau in its own competence. Evidently, an issue was 
sensed in late 2011, when the report was assigned to the Committee, which called for 
policy change, to be controlled within the thus potentially expanded remit of the CONT 
Committee, which in general covers “monitoring the cost-effectiveness of the various 
forms of Community financing in the implementation of the Union’s policies”.146 The 
delivery of institutional LP in the House is, strictly speaking, one of the Union’s policies, 
albeit of different scale and nature than what the CONT usually investigates. The Report, 
in the formulation on the CONT Committee website, consists of three parts, looking 
respectively into “the general interpretation framework applicable to the European Par-
liament”, “the recent efficiency gains made partially as a result of the agreement on the 
2012 EP budget, which demanded a EUR 10 million cut in the interpretation budget”, 
and “future steps to be taken, notably through the concrete implementation of ‘interpre-
tation on demand’, the reduction of late cancellations and an update of the 2005 Euro-
pean Court of Auditors report on interpretation expenditure”.147 These institutional and 
legislative rearrangements and the launch of a policy cycle traceable in the institutional 
intertextuality of the exercise not only envisage significant changes in the organization 
of language services in the EP but, as the following critical analysis will point out, imply 
a shift in the ideological framing of LP, including a re-evaluation of the purpose, aims 
and entities of EUML.  
 
  

                                                 
146  As the as its website of the CONT Committee (https://www.europarl.europa.eu/committees/en/cont/ 
home) formulates. The policy intention of extended remit is clearly stipulated both in the Report text (e.g. point 
24. “Believes that the Committee on Budgetary Control should be informed regularly about changes in the cost 
of interpretation; calls for the annual Code of Conduct report prepared by the interpretation services and sent 
to the Secretary-General to be made public to members of the committee”) and the speech performance (e.g. 
“...a decision which we expect from the Bureau before the end of this year, and I say this with emphasis, 
because this is our chief expectation and explicit demand expressed here”). 
147 The Court of Auditors’ Special Report No 5/2005 on interpretation expenditure incurred by Parliament, the 
Commission and the Council. Retrievable at: http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?pubRef=-// 
EP//TEXT+REPORT+A6-2006-0261+0+DOC+XML+V0//EN  
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6.2 Analysis of the discourse sample 
 
The presentation and debate of the Report and call for Resolution is the last point of the 
agenda in the late-night Plenary with sporadic audience. The Rapporteur (EPP, NL) is 
given the floor by the President (EPP, AT) in German. The Rapporteur, who speaks on 
most occasions in English (also indicated by her plenary activities record), has exhibited 
an excellent command of a LFE resource in various rhetorical performances. This time, 
however, she opts for Dutch, looking up to and directly addressing the President who, 
having given her the floor in German, follows the speech with the interpretation head-
set on. The code choice of the Speaker is conscious, public, and meta-discursively re-
flected on. The discourse thereby identifies an audience projecting it in the speech act, 
and by the code choice within a claimed plurilingual repertoire, including the direct in-
terlocutor’s German, but also English, “or whatever”: 
 

Ik richt mijn woorden tot u in het Nederlands en ik doe dat heel bewust. Niet omdat het niet in het Duits 
of in het Engels of wat dan ook gekund had, maar juist omdat wij als Europarlementariërs sowieso al 
het nadeel hebben dat wij vaak zo ver weg lijken van onze kiezers. Als er toevallig op dit late tijdstip in 
Nederland een journalist of een geïnteresseerde burger meeluistert, wil ik wel dat hij mijn verhaal in onze 
moedertaal kan horen. 
 
I am addressing you in Dutch, and I am very consciously doing so. Not because I could not 
do it in German, English or whatever language, but exactly because we, European Parlia-
mentarians, are at a disadvantage anyway, for we seem to be detached from our voters. If a 
journalist or an interested citizen happens to listen in at this late hour, I want him to be able 
to hear my story in our mother tongue. 

 
Although the direct addressee is the President and secondary addressees are fellow 
MEPs in the Chamber, as the identical singular and plural pronoun “u/u” (you/you) 
allows and the gaze of the speaker indicates, the narrative, both meta-discursively and 
indexically, projects an audience of Dutch speakers (citizens and journalists) in the vir-
tual gallery outside the Chamber by the explicitly reflected code choice of “our mother 
tongue” as a “We” reference of identification and contextualization. Whereas in the be-
ginning it is “us, European Parliamentarians” who define the community of subscribed 
identification, in the end of the sequence boundaries defining the position of the narrat-
ing voice are shifted to designate the discursively projected audience as primary address-
ees included within the boundary by “our” mother tongue. This act of LP establishes 
and confirms a link with Dutch citizens and voters to whom the late-night message is 
sent out through the digital ether as immediate and real-time addressees, albeit random 
ones, who might only listen in by chance, as the somewhat doubtful self-designation of 
the discourse weakens its own significance by relativizing its forum as a medium com-
manding a wide audience. This meta-discursively designated audience is only one, 
though, among other available audiences. 
 
In an essential LP act, the utterances meta-discursively reflect on their own linguistic 
form and the social positions attainable by this linguistic form in contrast with utterances 
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performing other linguistic forms, while performing its own positioning in the social 
spaces relevant to the context. It should be noted that in this act vital links between lin-
guistic form and social positionality are accomplished both propositionally (by reflection) 
and indexically (by performance). In a polyphonic analysis of the semantic entities of 
positionalities within the text, this is revealed as the Locutor of the utterance establishes 
the points of view voiced. Pov 1 is established in contrast to a pov 2 of the taken-for-
granted practice of speaking in English, German, or any dominant language other than 
the mother tongue, if one has the competence to do so. The Locutor takes responsibility 
for pov 1 (mother tongue use is the relevant and valid norm), whereas pov 2 (lingua franca 
practices are relevant and valid norms), whose source is not specified but is to be identi-
fied with MEPs (potentially including the speaker pursuing a powerful practice by de-
fault), is claimed to effect an undesirable positionality of detachment from the group to 
be approximated to, causing a growing distance between a politician and his/her voters. 
The Locutor attains pov 1 in the polyphonic operation, and in the same instance the 
utterances perform this indexically, through the choice of Dutch, which happens to be 
the speaker’s mother tongue of subscription. The vital link between linguistic form and 
social positionality is thus accomplished both propositionally (by meta-pragmatic reflec-
tion), and indexically (by performance). 
 
The meta-discursively reflected speech effects a boundary around Dutch speakers and/or 
citizens of the Netherlands, more specifically those identified with the indigenous lan-
guages of the Netherlands named and framed within, along, or beyond the standard of-
ficial language and the identities assumed to subscribe to them.148 By declaratively sub-
scribing to a Limburgian linguistic identity and rendering it an integral part of the lin-
guistic, and thus by implication political community of the Netherlands, together with 
Frisian explicitly named, and without the Dutch speakers of Belgium, for instance, and 
citizens of the Netherlands who may not subscribe to this identification by language, 
implicitly excluded, a discursive and social set of positions are accomplished by meta-
reference to linguistic form. Us/them boundaries emerge in a discursive construct of 
multilingualism which is “complex, liminal and suffuse”, as Franceschini (2009) defines 
the essential nature of the social semiotic phenomenon. 
 
In terms of explicit addressees, respectively the “We” of European Parliamentarians and 
the “We” of our (Dutch) mother tongue, there is a plain ambiguity hovering between 
peers at gaze physically present, and voters in the Netherlands propositionally projected 
and indexically invoked. Depending on the two available scales of re-contextualization 

                                                 
148 The two resources, Frisian and Limburgian, named by the discourse, are acknowledged by the Netherlands 
as regional languages, categorized in Annex iii in the ECRML for protection and support, as opposed to dialects 
which lie outside the jurisdiction of the Charter. Belgium and the Nederlandse Taalunie (NTU), on the other 
hand, do not categorize Limburgian as a regional language. As Swanenberg (2013) points out, the three re-
gional languages, Frisian, Limburgian, and Lower Saxon, are as much traditional cross-border lingua franca 
resources (coined as ReLans by Janssens, Mamadouh and Maracz (2011), as isoglossic elements that can be 
imagined within and without the national standard, “(b)ecause of inconsistent national and subnational poli-
cies on language” (Swanenberg, 2013: 10). The contradicting position of these resources is reconstructed in 
the narrative as defining and defined by the geopolitical administrative boundaries of the nation state. 
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possibly applicable to the utterance, there are at least two parallel audience spheres im-
plied in and generated by the discourse, also distinct in the spatial or trans-local sense. 
One participatory framework is accessible in the mediatized context directly in Dutch. 
Another, multidimensional, framework is achieved in parallel in the 23 other official 
languages via the language channels operated by the interpreting service, the very object 
of the speech act to evolve. The distinction between the audiences and the choice of the 
one meant to be the primary addressee here is explicitly proposed by the speaker. Sec-
ondly, the discourse also accomplishes identification with the Community of Practice of 
MEPs as a “We” group at communicational disadvantage in comparison to national 
politicians. MEPs are perceived to be in a position detached from voters, perhaps not 
only by the physical sense of distance, but rather by a communicational-linguistic one 
implied. 
 
This distance, however, is abridged in front of us, discourse participants, in real time by 
the very speech act, enabled by affordances of the new technologies the speaker is also 
making use of in the very instance of performing it. The speech can only presume, project, 
and access its eminent audience by using the web-stream on-line broadcast (EPTV) avail-
able to citizens and the news media, and by using the interpreting service itself, through 
which the discourse can confirm identification by language in regard of one primary 
segment of its assumed audience, Dutch speakers/Citizens of the Netherlands among 
others in the arena and on the multi-scalar galleries, audiences present and listening in 
real time or in posterior, mediated and unmediated.  
 
This intended use of a discourse trajectory option to address one framework while not 
excluding all others is of salience, knowing that the Report, envisaging further regula-
tions on institutional EUML implementation by savings on the services on top of 
achieved ones, persistently and urgently refers to the savings potential of doing away 
with interpretation “not used” in meetings (cf. point 25, “urgent implementation of a 
system that prevents situations in which interpretation is made available into languages 
that are not actually spoken in these meetings...”).149 This restriction, cancelling out in-
terpreting into languages not spoken in, but potentially listened to in meetings, is going 
as far as requesting the annual updating and reporting of MEPs’ language profiles to be 
reported (cf. point 17) to the secretariats of the political bodies. The administrative defi-
nition, filing and supervision of language repertoires of MEPs may not only be problem-
atic in terms of technical and professional-scientific feasibility, but may be considered as 
an act of imposing limitations on their work and of the declared spirit of EUML. Yet, in 
spite of the fact that an amendment (Amendment No.7, PE508.175v02-00) was tabled 
to delete the provision from the draft text, it was voted down in the Committee and the 
restriction prevailed.  
 

                                                 
149 The text of the Report is included in Annex II of the study and is retrievable at: https://www.europarl. 
europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?reference=P7-TA-2013-0347&type=TA&language=EN& redirect. 
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Important amendments were also tabled on the broadcast potentials of web-streaming. 
The very logic and main argument implied by the Report calling for a policy change to 
cancel services in languages not spoken in by participants in the given meeting, may 
potentially be incongruent with the principle of democratic scrutiny by the public over 
legislation in the making. This presumption was flagged up by an oral amendment pro-
posed as a prominent point 2 of the Report in the preceding committee debate. The 
amendment was voted down there. Another amendment150 of the same member, Mr. 
Sorin (S&D-RO), however, made it through the vote to the Report to complement its 
point 20, which stipulates the technicalities of how to note, report and file reports by the 
administration on languages requested but not spoken by participants in the given meet-
ing, adding half a sentence to the end: “… considers that the list should also take account 
of those using web-streaming or video on demand”. 
 
This insertion of the Committee amendment into the organization of the draft text cor-
pus, however, unsettles its balance of meaning. Regardless of the question of how virtual 
and/or posterior attendance by citizens would be verified or assessed in actual practice, 
the brief reference, by the inclusion of on-line audiences annuls not only the whole point 
it amends, but strikes out one of the main arguments of the entire policy exercise which 
frames EUML only in view of those physically present in the arena. It is also noteworthy 
that this insertion from the co-text of the Committee debate is the only reference to the 
dimension of virtual viewers of legislative debates, a potential gallery of millions, enabled 
by the new media. The Report in its original form has only made mention of “web-
stream users”, that is e-literate citizens, who may have an interest in matters of legislation 
in the making, in the restrictive sense in its point 25 (“or requested by web-stream users”).  
 
This disregard of the virtual gallery in the proposed organization of EUML practice is a 
contradiction amounting to something of a discursive blind spot. This is evident, for the 
speech act presenting the Report inherently and by default uses this medium in position-
ing the discourse within the realm of an audience and accomplishing a community of 
“We” by symbolic boundary, only accessible at the time by web-streaming, while not 
excluding everyone else, including most citizens in 26 MSs and most MEP colleagues 
who are attending without competence in Dutch, physically present in the Plenary hall 
or not, only by using interpreting services, also into languages not spoken in the meeting, 
and consciously reflects on this fact in a meta-discursive scale framing.  
 

                                                 
150 The written contribution to the debate clearly explained the amending position: “Multilingualism and inter-
pretation are essential for Parliament to be transparent for the public, and for its legislators to work on highly 
technical legislative information in their own language and that of the people in their Member State. Efficiency 
and cost-effectiveness are extremely important, but these aspects must not erode the availability of live and 
accessible information in the language of listeners/viewers across the EU. This is why (we) have tabled an 
alternative resolution that aims to get the right balance between cost-effectiveness and the defence of true 
multilingualism as part of EU culture”. (Retrievable at: https://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do? 
type=CRE&reference=20130909&secondRef=ITEM-029&language=EN 
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The code choice as indexical grounding implicitly re-contextualizes the discourse by ne-
gotiating and accomplishing an audience of Dutch speakers as primary, and others (via 
the taken-for-granted interpreting medium immanent in the institutional multilingual 
ecology in place) as various parallel, yet isomorphic secondary contexts. This effect, as 
explained in Chapter 4, is a defining feature of meaning-making in the polycentric and 
multi-scalar EP floor. Moreover, the discourse also reflects on this re-contextualization 
in an explicit meta-discursive reference to the linguistic form, the conscious preferential 
choice of Dutch, which renders it an axiomatic LP act, besides being one by the virtue 
of explicitly deliberating a LP regulation. 
 
Progressing towards the ensuing section, the discourse, formally paying tribute to the 
values of EUML, implies multi-layered subject positions inherent in the discursive act 
and the staged discursive pov.s, which the dialogic polyphony of the discourse text opens 
to recipients to be saturated with social meaning in their interpretation: 
 

U hoort al uit mijn verhaal dat meertaligheid in dit Europees Parlement een groot goed is. Ik ben trots 
op onze Europese talen, op de 24 officiële talen van onze inmiddels 28 lidstaten, maar als geboren 
Limburgse met een zwak voor de Friese taal noem ik ook heel bewust alle kleinere talen die in de 
Europese Unie gesproken worden. 
 
You may hear from my story that multilingualism in the European Parliament is a very good 
thing / a great asset. I am proud of our European languages, the 24 languages of our now 28 
member states, but as a Limburger by birth and with a penchant for Frisian, I very 
consciously refer to all smaller languages spoken in the European Union. 

 
Discourse participants can sense a certain distancing effect here in the possibility of a 
meta-narrative subject position that marks out the distinction of the Locutor, responsible 
for the utterances and the polyphonic arrangements therein, from the speaker, who refers 
to this narrative as a “story” from outside, and meta-discursively reflects on its discursive 
and indexical accomplishments which discourse participants “may hear from (the) 
story...”. According to the semantic instructions by the discourse for meaning-making, 
the leading voice of the Locutor enters a pov within the social boundaries of an entity of 
the 24 official languages, identified with the 28 MSs. These languages are a matter of 
pride, if not “profit”, to paraphrase Gal’s (2012: 22) dichotomy of EUML, as the spirit 
and main thrust of the policy exercise indicates. However, another, more fine-grained 
and more intimate boundary scale is accomplished in pov.s approximating to, in a Dutch 
speech of Standard Dutch of the Netherlands,151 a Limburg subscribed identity position 
and a display of a positive attitude towards Frisian.  
 

                                                 
151 As available to the researcher’s level of perception, whereas for other participatory frameworks of higher 
resource competence, it may be evaluated in a more fine-grained indexical relational positioning of the speaker 
and the speech, available to them in concentric circles of competence around the idiolect. 
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These assertions are a tribute to and reaffirmation of the incumbent parity LP principle, 
but display concern going beyond official state languages to indigenous minority lan-
guages and communities of speakers and voters. The language rights of speakers of 
smaller languages and the principle of parity, however, are not completely unproblem-
atic if approached in the detail of daily institutional practice. It is also noteworthy that 
the subject position identifying with the interests of smaller indigenous languages in the 
Netherlands is positioned by two entities of which officially one, formerly a dialect, is a 
regional minority language, and the other a regional language which is not an official 
language of the EU, as opposed to other languages, with perhaps fewer speakers, which 
are. These pov.s draw the contours of another symbolic boundary emerging around the 
Locutor voice in the discursive polyphony of the speech: 
 

Ik raak in mijn verslag ook heel bewust niet aan het recht van eenieder om hier één van de 24 officiële 
talen te spreken, ook al wordt er in deze plenaire vergadering maar 0,1% van de tijd Ests gesproken en 
bijna 30% van de tijd Engels. Aan het recht van eenieder om zich te uiten in zijn eigen taal raak ik niet. 
 
In my report I am very conscious not to touch upon anybody’s right to speak here in any of 
the 24 official languages. In this plenary, however, Estonian is spoken in 0,1% of the time, 
and English in nearly 30%. On the right of anybody to express himself in his own language, 
I do not touch upon. 

 
The emphasized reflection on intentionality and hedging precaution is voiced repeatedly, 
by asserting the qualifier “consciously” once in each of the first three clauses, this time 
as a marked discursive disclaimer to exclude the intention of touching upon any one’s 
right to speak one of the 24 official national languages. It is noteworthy, however, that 
in spite of this declared intention, the compelling disproportionality of the two extremes 
of a language score-board is featured in the statistics on the official languages ordered by 
minutes spoken in Plenaries from September 2009 to February 2013, attached as a single 
Annex to the report. In light of the argument of doing away with services in languages 
not used by speakers in the given settings, this inevitably raises the question to the hearer: 
what do the factual figures as quantitative arguments presented to talk for themselves 
imply?  
 
Focusing on the semantic instructions for meaning-making within the text in an enunci-
ative pragmatics perspective, the discursive construct of the two paragraphs can be ap-
proached as a polyphony of voices in the argument, to be grasped as pov.s offered by the 
utterance or text whose sources discourse participants may fill in in the given contexts 
of meaning-making into subject positions with social significance. In this perspective, 
the Locutor does not nominally take responsibility and keeps a distance from the pov, 
voiced by the Allocutor through referring to quantitative facts, which are however pos-
ited in a more powerful argumentative position, to delineate the Other(s) in the boundary 
assemblage. To analyze this contradiction in the complex discursive structure of these 
utterances, it may be insightful to set up the p-structure (Nølke et al., 2004) of pov.s stag-
ing the discursive scene: 
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Pov 1. Multilingualism in the EP, defined by the 24 official languages of the 28 MSs, 
is an asset to be proud of; this is a reaffirmation of the conventional parity 
notion of EUML. 

 
Pov 2. A Limburg (linguistic) identity, Frisian, and other smaller languages in the 

EU they stand for, are also (perhaps more) precious; this is a pov in some 
contradiction to pov 1 in relativizing the value of parity in EUML. 

 
By the polyphonic marker “but” in the concessive contrastive semantic structure of “p 
but q” (Fløttum, 2010: 994), the semantic instruction meaning-making can pick up here 
is that although pov 1 is of some validity, pov 2, which is at least to some extent contra-
dicting it, is rendered more valid. The Locutor takes more responsibility for pov 2 than 
for pov 1, in spite of the explicitly declared identifications with both. EUML, the object 
of the policy exercise identified with the parity principle, is thereby positioned as con-
cessive to the importance of Limburgian and Frisian, attached to the Dutch ethnolin-
guistic identity projected in the discourse in the particular case, or small (unofficial) Eu-
ropean languages of intimate identification in general, not featured on the EP floor. 
 
A similar concessive structure of conflicting pov.s is performed in the polyphonic config-
uration of the next proposition. The nuanced semantic structures for meaning-making 
include voices whose pov.s cannot be attributed to the Locutor, yet are present in the 
configuration by negation. The statement “I do not wish to restrict anyone’s right to do 
X” presumes that there is a wish to do that by some unidentified discursive being arguing 
in a voice of some social validity. Accordingly, the p structure as specified by Gjerstad 
(2007: 70) and Fløttum (2010: 994) of the proposition in terms of semantic text-intern 
instructions is the following: 
 

Pov 1. An intention to restrain MEPs right to speak some of the 24 official languages 
Pov 2. Its refutation  
Pov 3. (More relevant than Pov 2). There is a glaring and quantified disproportion between 

the air-time of English compared to Estonian, which is a valid argument for the 
unspecified conclusion r. 
 

Although in the explicit nominal sense the Locutor takes responsibility for pov 2, accord-
ing to the semantic instructions of the concessive connective p but q, where p represents 
the concessive argument and q the counter-argument the Locutor identifies with to a 
greater extent, pov 3 is taken more responsibility for and attributed with higher validity 
in the here-and-now context of the argument for situated meaning-making than pov 2 of 
nominal agreement. Pov. 3 thus validated, however, corresponds to an unspecified con-
clusion r which, indicated by the concessive contrastive marker “but”, is in opposition 
to pov 2, thus hinting towards some validity of pov 1, the complete opposition of pov 2 
explicitly, though with concession, agreed with by the Locutor, in a truly perplexing state 
of affairs. 
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The complex and inconclusive semantic instructions of the text as to the relations of 
competing pov.s arranged by the Locutor signal various levels of responsibility for them, 
from complete nominal alignment and identification, to complete nominal dis-alignment, 
disagreement, and various levels of implicit validations and ambiguity between the two 
positions. This ambiguity may for instance raise the interpretative option of the possibil-
ity of a purely rhetorical rejection of pov 1, a position against the normative authority of 
an incumbent social doxa which few would openly take responsibility for abandoning 
anyway, and at the same time accepting conclusion r deriving from pov 3, which logically 
tends to confirm the very same, rhetorically rejected, pov.1. 
 
The strongest and most relevant voice in the semantic polyphony seems to be the source 
of pov 3, claiming that there is a convincing disproportion among the 24 official languages 
in the social practice of use, a quantifiable “fact” of validity in the here-and-now. This is 
an argument for the conclusion (r), which, in the re-contextualization of meaning-mak-
ing as the discourse participant is screening for relevant contexts in which the utterance 
makes sense, approximates to the insight that something is wrong with the current re-
gime of full formal parity. Meanwhile, the only pov whose source is saturated by the 
Locutor is pov 2 and the one directly dis-associated from is pov 1, the rest is somewhere 
in between, associated with discursive beings that to some extent may include the Locu-
tor.  
  
The contradictions among these pov.s are contrasted, but not resolved, by the Locutor 
voice, the ‘puppet master’ in the polyphonic scene, and the discourse participant is left 
with inconsistent instructions for meaning-making by subject positions with relevance to 
the social world of its actual context. The ambiguity in the internal organization of the 
discourse has direct social significance. Re-contextualized into actual policy terms of 
application to practice on the EP floor, the question remains open: what do these facts 
quoted and arranged in the narrative framing potentially imply in regard to the position 
of Estonian to English in terms of time, share, or resource, and how does this relate to 
citizens with competence only in Estonian?  
 
Whereas the proposed measures of the Report do not aim to limit one’s possibility to 
speak any official language, what it does aim at limiting is the possibility to be listened 
to152. Regardless of assumed deliberative policy intentions, the discourse by explicit rank-
ing creates new boundaries through argumentative pov.s saturated in meaning-making 
into subject positions beyond the primary one embracing Dutch speakers indexically, 
and Dutch speaking citizens of the Netherlands by deliberation, directly addressed by 
the speech. Another potential boundary thereby delimits English, enjoying a dominant 
share of the floor, evidently not only due to native (NSE) speakers of English, but LFE 
practices, besides Dutch, actually spoken, and Limburgisch and Frisian located in the 
narrative stance, annexed to the Dutch ethnolinguistic identification projected. These 

                                                 
152 Reminiscent of the proposals on the asymmetric scenarios in the Working Document No.9: The Language 
regime; Additional Options (SG.EL/01-125/def.) annexed to the 2001 Podesta Report. 
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identifications effected thus extend above and below the national standard ideology, with 
a boundary dividing them from what Estonian may stand for as the Other in this ar-
rangement, primarily small, yet official, languages, and perhaps “Eastern” or “new MS” 
ones. It is noteworthy that this boundary between center and periphery is ratified and 
reacted upon by interlocutors in the context of the actual situated reception and uptake 
of the speech in the Chamber: Following the Rapporteur’s introductory speech, a fellow 
EPP Group member takes the floor in Croatian, and begins with correcting the Speaker 
that it is not 23, but 24 official languages which are spoken in the EP, including her 
native Croatian, and upon this kind reminder points out that although reducing costs is 
welcome, she attaches great importance to the full rights of her “newcomer” language 
in the House.153  
 
The main conclusion reached at this point of the narrative, that there is something fun-
damentally flawed with parity, is followed by actual recommendations of how to better 
organize meetings and order interpretation. Measures taken so far, and to be extended, 
are presented, with a meta-reference to the very speech event that is giving rise to the 
discourse: 
 

En gelukkig zijn er stappen gezet de laatste jaren, bijvoorbeeld door vergaderingen in Brussel, maar ook 
hier, beter te spreiden over de week. En wat dat betreft is het jammer dat wij nu staan praten na elf uur 
's avonds, want met het oog op kostenefficiëntie van de tolkendienst hadden wij dit debat beter vóór elf 
uur 's avonds beëindigd. Maar ook al zijn er kosten gedaan, het Parlement dient nu doortastend op te 
treden. In mijn verslag wijzen wij op een aantal punten waarop volgens ons actie nodig is. 
 
And fortunately, measures have been taken in the past years to better spread meetings across 
the week, for instance in Brussels, but also here. In fact, it is a shame that we are debating 
here after 11 PM, since the cost-efficient organization of the interpreting service taken into 
account, we should have wrapped up this debate before 11. But even if expenses incur here, 
The Parliament makes relentless efforts to act upon them. In my Report, we point out where 
action should be taken to this end. 

 
The proposed more efficient organization and scheduling of meetings in Brussels and in 
Strasbourg is substantiated with figures. In particular, late cancellation of meetings is 
identified as a cause of squander. The narrative, however, accomplishes this to be asso-
ciated with the interpreter, paid without being of use:  
 

Allereerst het aanpakken − en dat heeft echt prioriteit − van de late afzeggingen van vergaderingen. In 
het geval van delegatiereizen bedragen die maar liefst 20%! De kosten van deze laattijdige afzeggingen 
kunnen oplopen tot 5 miljoen euro per jaar. Dat zijn echt kosten waarop je kunt besparen, tolken die 
betaald worden terwijl van de dienst geen gebruik wordt gemaakt. 

                                                 
153  Retrievable at: http://www.europarl.europa.eu/ep-live/en/plenary/video?debate=1378760957428. In 
fact, the claim is wrong; the Speaker in Dutch mentioned 24 languages. Yet the tacit but definite resentment 
over the rights and status of Croatian in the House is genuine, if semantically unjustified for the given exchange. 
The incident is also a hint at how simultaneous interpretation, at times by error, co-constructs the speech event 
and symbolic and social boundaries. 
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First of all, late cancellations of meetings should be tackled, and this is a real priority. In case 
of delegation travels, this amounts to almost 20%! The costs of these late cancellations can 
go up 5 million Euro a year. These are really expenses you can save on interpreters paid, 
while the services are not made use of.  

 
The argumentative deliberation continues with an inventory of further proposals, or ra-
ther demands, formulated from the subject position of the community of practice of 
MEPs as a whole, and from that of the CONT Committee in specific: 
 

Ten tweede, een grotere bewustwording van het feit dat het inzetten van tolken geld kost. Bewustwording 
bij medewerkers, bewustwording bij ambtenaren, maar ook bij de parlementariërs zelf. In het verslag 
worden een aantal suggesties gedaan hoe die bewustwording verbeterd zou kunnen worden. 
 
Ten derde, de invoering van vertolking op verzoek, ‘interpretation on demand’. We moeten daar gewoon 
veel meer gebruik van maken, veel beter weten voor welke talen er behoefte aan vertolking is en alleen 
die talen aanbieden.  

 
Ten vierde ook een betere informatie aan de Commissie begrotingscontrole om de kostenontwikkeling 
van deze uitgaven goed in het oog te blijven houden.  
 
Daarnaast roepen wij ook de Europese Rekenkamer op om opnieuw naar het talenregime te kijken, niet 
alleen in het Europees Parlement, maar ook bij de Raad, de Commissie en de andere instellingen. Dat 
gebeurde voor het laatst in 2005, maar het is hard nodig dat wij daar opnieuw naar kijken. 
 
Second, awareness should be raised about the fact that the deployment of interpreters costs 
money. Members of staff, administrators, and Members of Parliament themselves should be 
made aware of this. The Report includes a few proposals how to better raise awareness about 
this.  
 
Third, the introduction of interpretation on demand, interpretation on demand. We need to 
make more use of it, we need to know much better, in which languages there is need for 
interpreting, and offer only those languages. 
 
Fourth, better information should be provided to the Committee of Budgetary Control, so 
that the developments in costs could be better kept track of. 
 
Moreover, we also call upon the European Court of Auditors to check again on the linguistic 
regime, and not only in the European Parliament, but also in the Council, the Commission, 
and the other institutions. The last time this happened was in 2005, but it is more than 
necessary to have a look at it again. 

 
The LP deliberation, taking stock of policy measures envisaged and already taken to 
remedy the problems with EUML management in the House, also sketches out bound-
aries between EU institutions and certain bodies within the EP. It is remarkable, how-
ever, that during the lengthy discussion of these technical measures, although brief ref-
erence is made to raising the awareness of costs among “staff, administrators, but also 
MEPs themselves”, all the causative verbs are formulated in the passive voice. The only 
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direct agentive subject identified by the critical discussion of the problems and solutions 
is the interpreter.  
 
Interpreters, paid while their services are not required are the protagonists of this se-
quence of the narrative plot, effecting a boundary accomplishment around the discursive 
being of the other. As theories of argumentative policy (e.g. Verloo, 2005; Hajer, 2006; 
Schmidt, 2012) point out, narrative structures in policy discourse habitually identify a 
subject position, which is implied in the story line to be responsible for the situation the 
proposed policy aims to remedy. The wasting the European taxpayer’s money and the 
annoyance of the taxpayer are posited on the explicit level of the deliberative proposi-
tions to be caused by insufficiently planned bookings by users, management errors the 
underlying Report meticulously condemns and calls to be remedied by corrections and 
improvements prescribed. Yet, the discourse tacitly and indirectly though, associates 
those free-wheeling costs with the tangible persona of the interpreter who is paid regard-
less of being useless, and whose exceedingly high price is quoted to raise eye-brows, in a 
self-fulfilling prophecy: 
 

Een Europese burger begrijpt prima dat er tolken nodig zijn voor ons om hier ons werk te doen. Maar 
volle cabines, waar geen gebruik van wordt gemaakt, dat begrijpt hij niet. Zeker als je je realiseert dat 
dat 1025 euro per persoon per dag kost. 
 
It is plainly evident to European citizens that we need interpreters to have our work done 
here. But they do not understand the need for full booths which are not used. Especially if 
they realize that they cost 1025 Euro per person a day. 

 
Beyond the text-intern dialogic emergence of symbolic boundaries inherent in unfolding 
pov.s of the discursive beings in the narrative, and subject positions implied and saturated 
in the social context of meaning-making, the explicit deliberative argument of the policy 
narrative framing the reality of EUML in language management is to cut back on lan-
guages “not used”. 
 
In a close reading of the polyphonic organization of the text, the Locutor voice arranges 
various pov.s around itself. It is the projected audience of the European, by the indexical 
focus of code choice, the Dutch citizen, who is discursively given identity and voice in 
the evoked pov of the Alocutor by implicitly dis-identifying and dis-aligning from the 
expensive interpreter, the inherently Other in most encounters he/she is employed in 
anyway, exactly for deep-seated language ideological beliefs on belonging, rooted in a 
taken-for-granted link between languages, identities and loyalties (e.g. Woolard, 1996; 
Cronin, 2006). In the discursive polyphony of the statement the Locutor voice is distin-
guishable in the beginning from the Allocutor voicing the pov of the “European citizen”, 
but in the end of the proposition the two merge in the reflexive pronoun: “als je je real-
iseert”. The addressee subject of the asserted epistemic act “as you realize” by the generic 
pronominal subject “je” in a reflexive structure in Dutch “je je realiseert” is semantically 
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isomorphic with the second person singular and plural. This enables heterogeneous po-
tentials of meaning, covering the introspective Locutor’s self, identified or not with the 
speaker, the addressee(s), among them the physical interlocutor(s), in singular the Pres-
ident at gaze, but also peers present in the hall in the plural, and virtual participants, 
among them the indexically accomplished primary gallery audience framework of Dutch 
speakers. The use of the general pronoun allows for a certain fuzzyness (e.g. Madsen, 
2019) in the boundary work achieved, and transforms the proposition into a polyphonic 
mix of the speaker’s voice, the interlocutor and the audiences’ proposing a discursive 
construct of consensus through grasping the quantified facts presented and framed. By 
narrating an epistemic act of the self, it brings about that of others, rendering the narra-
tion a classic speech act, and also narrating its outcome in the same utterance, allowed 
by the competing polyphonic configurations around the reflexive pronoun. 
 
That the presented trope is contradictory (e.g. whenever the European citizen is pre-
sented, in media broadcasts or from the physical visitors’ gallery, the annoying sight of 
the “full cabins” at a parliamentary meeting, he/she most probably happens to be listen-
ing to one), does not change the relevance of the figurative persuasiveness of the discur-
sive boundary. There are also complimentary disclaimers here, but they do not cancel 
out the othering from “us in the Parliament” an often unnecessary group which for the 
time being is potentially in a position to take a free ride on taxpayers’ money: 
 

Wij hebben hier in het Europees Parlement ook de beste tolken van Europa en een compliment is hier 
op zijn plaats. Wij hebben die tolken vaak keihard nodig en dan moeten zij er zijn. Maar andersom 
geldt ook dat, als wij ze niet nodig hebben, als er geen beroep op wordt gedaan, zij er dan niet hoeven te 
zijn en wij als Parlement kosten kunnen sparen. 
 
We also have here in the EP the best interpreters of Europe, and they deserve due 
acknowledgement. We often desperately need them, and then they should be here. But it is 
a different case when we do not need them, when they are of no use. Then they need not be 
here, and we, the Parliament, can make savings. 

 
It is to be noted at this point that the concern raised by the deliberative argument is 
exclusively about the costs of the services, and not their quality, which is actually praised. 
This is remarkable, for directly related co-texts of policymaking and policy research 
dated before and around the 2004 enlargement, although also discussing costs, identified 
the chief problem of EUML in critical assessments questioning whether the quality of the 
interpreting services can be sustained, or even whether these services are possible at all 
with the increased number of languages. 
 
It is also noteworthy that the emergence of the boundary, accomplished by the discourse 
in an explicit We/Them split in the second story line in dis-aligning or dis-identifying, 
and even spatially detaching from the othered category of interpreters, was also ratified 
in reception and reacted on by the interlocutor during the antecedent Committee de-
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bate154 of the Report. Following the critical expose by a member on behalf of the Rap-
porteur, the Chairman, in an exchange in German, closed the debate of the Report, con-
cluding the points raised and adding on a tense though playful note, as he pointed out 
the responsibility of Parliamentary bodies and MEPs in properly booking interpreting 
needs and addressed, in a mitigating vein, the interpreting service155 while glancing up 
to the booths: 
 

... ein Hinweis das ich an der Stelle auch verbinden will mit einem Dankeschön an den 
Übersetzungsdienst, ohne dem wir hier aufgeschmissen werden ... Gut, dann können wir den 
Tagesordnungspunkt... 
 

(Inaudible intersection by the previous speaker)  
 
Wie bitte? 
 

(Inaudible intersection) 
 
...would be shorter, genau ja, ja... oder auch nicht... Gut. Ja... Vielen Dank.  
 
... a remark to which I would immediately add that I am grateful to the translation service: 
Without them we would be all jumbled here, I think... Right, let’s go to the next point in the 
agenda... 
 

(Inaudible intersection by the previous speaker)  
 
I beg your pardon? 
 

(Inaudible intersection) 
 
...would be shorter, exactly, yeah, yeah... or not at all... Right, then… Thank you! 
 

The very same boundary is reflected on and re-enacted in the consecutive speech, re-
sponding to the Speaker’s expose in the actual Plenary debate under analysis by the en-
suing speaker, one of a starkly different party colour (GUE-NGL). He, responding to the 
Rapporteur in Portuguese, not only calls the Report a “further insidious attack on the 
principle of Multilingualism” infringing upon MEPs’ rights and working conditions, but 
identifies interpreters as the target of the proposed measures he vehemently rejects.156  
 
This stark boundary, however, is only one of the various sets and scales accomplished 
by the discourse. The narrating voice effects discursive distinctions within the ascribed 
community of MEPs and not only along party lines. In the end of the speech, a demand 

                                                 
154 Retrievable at: http://www.europarl.europa.eu/ep-live/en/committees/video?event=20130527-1630-
COMMITTEE-CONT (event date: 27.05.2013, sequence starting at 17:22:13) 
155 Calling interpreters Übersetzer, or translators is a widespread usage on the floor. 
156 At: http://www.europarl.europa.eu/ep-live/en/plenary/video?debate=1378760957428 
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is formulated on behalf of the CONT Committee represented by the Rapporteur, extend-
ing and perpetuating its remit and authority to the implementation of the LP regime in 
the house and, potentially by way of the reports of the European Court of Auditors (ECA) 
to the other EU institutions, and instructs the Bureau of the EP to promptly act on its 
demand: 
 

Dit zijn een aantal suggesties die in het verslag worden gedaan voor een nieuw verdergaand besluit over 
meertaligheid en ook het inperken van de kosten daarvan. Een besluit dat wij van het Bureau willen 
zien vóór het eind van het jaar, en dat wil ik wel uitdrukkelijk zeggen, want dat is onze hoofdverwachting, 
onze belangrijkste eis die wij hier formuleren. Ik wens u daar in elk geval heel veel succes bij. 
 
These are a few suggestions presented in the report, aiming at a new decision expanding on 
multilingualism, and also on the limitation of its costs. A decision which we expect from the 
Bureau before the end of this year, and I say this with emphasis, because this is our chief 
expectation and explicit demand expressed here. In any case, I wish you a lot of success for 
that. 

 
This is noted by the interlocutor presiding the plenary sitting, a fellow political Group 
member and a Vice-President of the EP, thus member of the Bureau instructively ad-
dressed, with an ironic and terse smile. Assuming the role of the direct addressee and 
exceptionally stepping out from his procedural task of chairing the Plenary, he does re-
flect and respond to the very contents of the speech as a direct addressee, upon a minus-
cule delay due to interpretation: “Danke schön für die Ermunterung” (“Thank you for 
the encouragement”), drawing a boundary of salience between the two institutions of 
the EP, the Bureau and the CONT Committee, at the end point of the speech event. 
 

6.3 Results and discussion  
 
Approached from an ethnographic perspective through the observed performance, the 
speech transcript was analyzed as a chronotopic set of utterances in the research nexus 
of LP practice in the intersection of texts, discourses and social practice.  
 
The discourse analytical reading of this policy framing of EUML explored two main 
storylines staging discursive beings in narrative plots. The first one took shape around the 
metaphor of a competition among language agents like “English”, “Estonian”, “Lim-
burgian” or “Frisian”, struggling for positions among unreasonably and unfairly skewed 
conditions, as substantiated by a score-board presenting their “results” in objectively 
quantified facts. The second is a narrative plot around the interpreter, unreasonably mis-
placed in the current arrangement of institutional and social positions of in and out. Both 
plots of conceptualizing EUML depict and identify, substantiated in quantitative terms, 
a deviation by warped positions to be corrected by policy, and enable or invite discourse 
coalitions to support the proposed course of actions. These policy actions are enumer-
ated in the speech and in the articles (e.g. No. 8; 21; 30) of the Report, proposing 
measures that are mostly about restrictive technical stipulations of access to language 
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services by MEPs, in fact other things than the protagonists and ingredients of these 
stories told.  
 
In the course of the four-minute performance on the EP floor, the subject positions in-
voked and entered into effect various and often overlapping or incongruent potential 
interpretative boundaries by propositions and indexical accomplishments. These sym-
bolic and social boundaries accomplished in the uptake of the discourse unfold along 
dynamic, overlapping and conflicting adequations and distinctions, towards various 
axes of differentiation in the partition of social space between Us and Them, or in and 
out.  
 
The initial invocation that strikes the chord for the performance on the floor, and as a 
speech act positions the LP discourse in the multi-scalar spaces of meaning-making in 
EUML practice, effects boundaries around a Dutch (collective) identity through various 
resource forms propositionally, in what Bucholtz and Hall (2005) call labelling, but also 
by the idiosyncratic indexical performance. The broader accomplished boundary delin-
eates non-official indigenous European languages and dialects from “English”, and 
through another boundary line from some standard European languages symbolized by 
Estonian. Boundaries then, in the course of the narrative, effect definitions of EUML as 
an institutional LP, delineate the collective of MEPs from LP enablers-providers or “in-
terpreters”, and further distinguish the former from “citizens”. Moreover, beyond posi-
tioning by differentiation along political party lines taken up to the matter, a boundary 
between the CONT Committee and the Bureau of the EP is also taking shape by the 
performance. These discursive boundary accomplishments attained by the performance 
of a policy narrative with direct intertextual impact on legislation are all consequential 
to the policy proposals conceptualizing EUML and regulating its practices. The LP out-
comes of this performance, analyzable in unfolding positionalities and boundaries of 
identification, are thus consequential as to how the distinct concepts of institutional and 
societal multilingualism are established through regulation.  
 
Both story lines reveal incongruences, as pointed out by the critical analysis of the dis-
course. Incongruences were found across the positionalities of differentiation among lan-
guage agents of the first plot and the very boundaries defining them, boundaries very 
consequential to a LP narrative. Similar contradictions are revealed through the analysis 
of the second plot, featuring the interpreter and the deluge of quantifiable volumes in 
financial costs, human and material resources, languages and language combinations, it 
is associated with. 
 
The first story line about competing language agents reveals contradictions between the 
propositional plane of meaning, including text-intern semantic instructions of meaning-
making, and indexically accomplished boundaries. The agents of the plot are items from 
the collection of official national languages, intersecting with entities contradicting their 
order from below and above the ecology scale defined by the language ideologies of the 
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national standard. Their hierarchy and existential positions are perplexing and unre-
solved. The discourse laying bare this confusion reflects on an important language ideo-
logical shift away from the framing of EUML though LP co-texts of horizontal and ver-
tical intertextuality, primary among them the 2004 Code of Conduct on Multilingualism 
(CCM), most of which was sustained in the 2008 version in force at the time of the speech 
event.157  
 
The CCM, defining the aims and means of EUML in the House, plainly and innocu-
ously confirms the idea of the ethnolinguistic assumption by the call for “proposals con-
cerning the more effective use of resources, whilst maintaining the equality among lan-
guages” in Section 2 of its Preambles, in an entirely new and lengthy paragraph com-
pared to the previous CCM. The same text, introducing the concept of controlled full 
multilingualism, poses it as “the only means of keeping the costs of multilingualism within 
acceptable budgetary limits, whilst maintaining equality among members and citizens”. 
The unproblematic discursive confluence of languages, MEPs, and citizens of Member States 
in conceptualizing the aims and purpose of EUML practice in these policy (co-)texts is 
evidently disrupted and problematized in an incongruent framing by the plenary speech 
discourse under analysis. 
 
With regard to the second story line, in comparison to its vertical co-texts, including the 
previous CCM, the policy narrative identifies the paramount problem of EUML man-
agement in the House to be its costs, discussed with a focus on the interpreting service. 
These costs are discursively represented in the narrative as free-wheeling and depicted in 
the overabundance of useless “full cabins” citizens in galleries would be presented with. 
Interestingly, similar rhetorical tropes of a deluge of unmanageable volumes to be 
stemmed by policy are employed in pre-enlargement policy co-texts of vertical intertex-
tuality, similarly proposing restrictions of EUML practice, but focusing more on the 
quality of the interpreting services and on their very feasibility, than the quantified costs. 
The sample narrative discussed in this context and co-texts of institutional discourse 
weaves on some important argumentative threads, while it seems to abandon others. 
 

                                                 
157 The chief co-text underlying the policy exercise instantiated by the speech is the Code of Conduct on Multi-
lingualism (CCM). As discussed in Chapter 1, this primary source of LP management rules in the EP is reviewed 
in every five-year term in a recurrent policy cycle. The CCMs for the given five-year terms are thus entextualized 
nexus signposts of the historic trajectory of LP discourses for institutional application. The most recent redraft-
ing of the CCM in 2014 was directly and explicitly impacted by the Report itself, whose introductory speech is 
analyzed above, explicitly requested under its point xx also reframed by the speech. As discussed in Chapter 
1, the first major overhaul in the textual history of the CCM had taken place upon debates triggered by the 
upcoming 2004 enlargement which increased the number of official languages from 11 to 20. The outcome 
of that policy exercise was labelled the Code of Conduct on Controlled Full Multilingualism adopted in 2004. 
This entextualization milestone was followed by a further revision in 2008, at a time overshadowed by the 
unfolding consequences of the financial and fiscal crisis. The parliamentary speech sample approached as 
entextualized discursive action may therefore be meta-discursively re-contextualized by the analysis within re-
lating discourses as its co-texts (Silverstein & Urban, 1996) of “manifest intertextuality” (Fairclough, 1992) in 
the discursive frame of consecutive CCMs and the iterative LP debates leading to their adoption. 



The European Parliament, its languages, and managing the deluge 193 

 

As discussed in Chapter 1, concerns over the feasibility of the proposed hub and spoke 
system of the simultaneous interpreting regime with relay and retour core languages, 
were originally foregrounded by the Cot (1999) and Podestà (2001) Reports as dangers 
harbored in the reorganization of the regime, taking it to uncharted territory (e.g. Art. 
35. “...the use of a pivot language slows down work and brings with it the risk of a loss 
of quality”). The often quoted argument of potentially deteriorating quality of communi-
cation in pre-enlargement policy research studies, proposed to be remedied by various 
configurations of reduction, are outlined in the annexes to the Podestà Report (2001) 
and widely discussed in LP evaluations (e.g. Van Els, 2005; De Swaan, 2007; Wright, 
2007). These studies include research invited and published by the EC, pointing out that 
“the main shortcoming of this system is possible reduction in the quality of interpretation” 
(Moratinos-Johnston, 2001: 43). In the explicit argument, it is not the quality of the ser-
vice which is of concern or critique in the Rapporteur’s discourse, but rather its price, or 
as it argumentatively appears, its volume or size, also foregrounded in the text of the 
Report (cf. “the challenge of multilingualism has reached a completely new dimension 
in terms of size, complexity and policy relevance” (Recital G of the Report)). The unre-
stricted size is depicted by the “full cabins” (cf. “vast service” in the 2008 CCM), rhetor-
ically implying costs depicted as a deluge to be stemmed. 
 
The rhetorical trope of the unlimited size of the service as a central cause for concern and 
action can be directly traced back to the 2004 CCM, which, in Section (2) states: “In its 
resolution (...) Parliament considered that multilingualism is a sine qua non condition for 
the Institution and its Members, but recognized the high cost involved in maintaining a 
vast translation and interpretation service”. It is interesting that in the concessive struc-
ture the emphasis is not on the language policy itself, whose delivery is taken for granted 
after all, or not even on the high cost involved, but rather on the vast size of the language 
service.158 
 
In addition, the current 2014 CCM, the latest textual signpost in the ongoing discursive 
construction of LP, carries important changes, many of them proposed by the Report 
the sample speech introduces, under the new policy label of “Resource-efficient full multi-
lingualism”. The concept is introduced in Article 1.2: “The resources to be devoted to 

                                                 
158 The register represented by the lexical item “vast” is not only odd in a policy text of this stature, with the 
synonyms immense, limitless, unrestricted or prodigious (www.theasurus.com), but inherently carries threat-
ening connotations to the responsible management of finite resources, implying something too big, beyond 
grasp and control, getting out of hand. It is also interesting to look into the intertextual traces of the term, which 
the latest 2014 version of the CCM (http://www.europarl.europa.eu/pdf/multilinguisme/coc2014 _en.pdf) re-
tained unchanged in point 1 of its Preambles. The inter-discursive traces of this outstanding discursive element 
of a lexical item can be found in co-texts of LP research for EU institutions directly related to the EC: “conse-
quences of the huge increase in the number of interpreters” (Moratinos-Johnston, 2001: 41, my emphasis) 
and the “daunting task of finding the vast number of interpreters” (ibid: 42). Similar lexical items are employed 
in research by Ammon and Kruse (2013). As the EC study outlined the limitless quantitative dimensions of the 
challenge which then, in 2001, lied ahead. At that time, however, the threat was felt to concern the quality of 
services, whereas the same trope was carried over to the argumentation about cost efficiency as both the 
speech sample and the regulation text shows. 
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multilingualism shall be controlled by means of management on the basis of user’s real 
needs”. The concept of “users’ real needs”, central to the modification of the CCM, and 
originally taken from the 2001 Podestà Report raises, in a contrastive reading of pov.s 
offered by the text, the potential possibility of LP laid down in previous CCMs, also 
having catered for needs in the past that were not real. In the new LP perspective on 
EUML it is real needs that are stipulated in Article 1.6 as follows:  
 

Whereas language users are competent to define their language needs, it shall be the service 
providing the facilities requested to make the necessary organizational arrangements and 
decisions.  

 
The basis of these management decisions, very much implementing the proposition of 
the Report and the argumentation of the analyzed narrative, the “real needs” are on the 
one hand ex ante restricted on the basis of the languages to be used in the given meeting 
(stipulated according to an updated language profile of participant MEPs in the given 
EP body, Article 4.1). On the other hand, “real needs” are to be constantly controlled 
and adjusted ex post, taking account of the languages not spoken in, based on reports 
drawn up upon each meeting and listing which languages were requested but not spoken 
in (Article 15.2). This ex ante ex post measure not only precludes on-line audiences of 
various linguistic competence profiles from attending legislative events, since their lan-
guage was not used, but promotes an institutional practice of EUML towards monolin-
gual multilingualism.159  
 
Among other possible consequences of the new LP regulatory arrangements in the 2014 
CCM, the definition of the users of the language services and the restrictive interpreta-
tion of the “real needs” of these users which draws a very stark contrast between an 
inward looking institutional LP perspective and any audience potentials and scales of 
publicity, or public spheres, outside the confines of the community of institutional agents, 
MEPs and the physical confines of presence on the floor. The distinction between insti-
tutional and non-institutional EUML is starkly finalized as an outcome of this policy fram-
ing and the deriving LP regulation, a discursive accomplishment in contradiction to the 
self-designation of the discourse presenting it. 
 

6.4 Conclusions 
 
The analyses of the text and of its staged policy performance on the EP floor show that 
while accomplishing various boundaries by performing and reflecting on linguistic forms 

                                                 
159 Taking the example of a MEP with an L1 being the only one of this particular linguistic background in a 
meeting, which often happens especially for smaller MSs, by choosing to speak in a lingua franca, he/she 
deprives his/her voters, many of them monolingual, to follow the meeting in an “unneeded” language “not 
used” in the meeting. This happens while the steep expansion of lingua franca practices on the floor is a noted 
fact, logically implying an expansion of cases of linguistic disenfranchisement. The very same contradiction 
was noted in the speech in the incomplete orchestration of contradicting pov.s. 
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of differentiation, the LP discourse outcome reveals inherent contradictions in the con-
ceptualization of EUML. The discourse, while and by effecting incongruent and often 
contradicting boundaries, symbolic and social, to discursively delineate and position re-
source entities, reveals rifts of contradiction by moving away from the plain and unprob-
lematic ideological confluence in the representation of states, national standards and cit-
izens, without resolving them. The contemporary late modern dislocation of the nodal 
points in hegemonic discourses towards the institutionalization of language in societal 
LPs found in the analysis of the previous chapter result in incongruence of LP measures 
in the discourse analyzed here. 
 
One of the evident contradictions deriving from this language ideological shift, conse-
quential to actual LP arrangements, is that while arguing for framing the constituent 
resources of EUML as a plain means of communication, understood strictly within the 
confines of the institution, it employs by deliberation language for identification, em-
bracing a community projected outside of the institution.  
 
Thus, the deliberation, in contradiction to its own discursive ontology, conceptualizes 
EUML confined to the arena, framed as a financial problem of unmanageable volumes, 
without resolving the incongruences it represents. As pointed out in the analysis of its 
polyphony, emerging in an incongruent rhetorical operation, the argumentative delibera-
tion poses the discourse to be mostly non-existent. 
 
Due to this language ideological blind spot on the discursive outcome, in rhetorically 
arguing for efficiency, the very performance of the discourse on the multi-scalar EP floor 
is a negation of most of those arguments which move within the explicit dichotomy of 
efficiency versus (excessive) solidarity, and the implicit dichotomy of language for com-
munication and language for identification. These incommensurate perspectives, the fru-
gally narrow and the immensely large, are based on conflicting understandings of lan-
guage as a mere referential conduit channel of communication, and language as the to-
ken for the existential authenticity of social Being. 
 
Moving within the conceptual possibilities determined by these dichotomies, EUML is 
constructed in overlapping discourses of (conventional) policy research and policymak-
ing, traceable in the diachronic intertextuality of these concepts. The discourse under 
analysis is trapped in the inconsistencies between the dichotomy pairs and contradiction 
of claims presented and discussed in Chapter 1 among conventional LP framings of 
EUML. 
 
The same concepts, applied to EUML from two incongruent perspectives, evidently can-
not match. The way out from the LP gridlock this discursive inconsistency implies may 
be resolved by another, practice-based perspective on resource deployments in EUML, 
with a more flexible rearrangement of these taken-for-granted, yet inconsistent claims, a 
concept of resource repertoires for social interaction, instantiated by lingua franca practices 
pursued on the EP floor. These practices of communication and social co-construction, 
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transgressing perceptual and ideological language boundaries towards an emerging scale 
of indexicality and authenticity, may present a contrast to essentialized and, as seen 
above, discursively codified beliefs of “monolingual multilingualism” (Krzyzanowski & 
Wodak, 2010) and “native speakerism” (Pavlenko, 2002; Blackledge & Creese, 2010) to 
participant agents who perform and uptake them in everyday practice. A sample from 
this situated practice, co-constructing the sociolinguistic and LP situation on the EP floor, 
will be analyzed in an interactional social pragmatics perspective on EUML perfor-
mance in the next chapter to gauge how observed LP practice measures up to regulation 
and beliefs. 



CHAPTER 7 
 
The grilling: EUML performed in the encounter of an EP 
hearing 

In the following chapter, the performance of EUML is analyzed in the speech event of a 
Parliamentary hearing observed on the EP floor.160 In Section 7.1, the setting and par-
ticipating agents are described and introduced. Section 7.2 is an analysis of the unfolding 
speech event discussing quoted stretches of discourse I transcribed and translated as a 
participant observer. It also includes a sociolinguistic phonological analysis by allo-
phones of the idiosyncratic LFE resource deployed by the protagonist of the speech event. 
Section 7.3 discusses the indexical effects of the performance, including potentials of 
identification and authentication in the given EUML domain of meaning-making by a 
thick description and sociopragmatic analysis of the positionalities of agents in the 
speech event by differentiation in resource performances, instrumentalizing the Com-
munity of Practice framework and its dynamics to the observed event. Section 7.4 briefly 
describes a similar speech event with the same agents, setting and genre three and a half 
years later to show how these sociopragmatic dynamics and the domain of EUML per-
formance has evolved, explored in a diachronic perspective. Section 7.5 discusses how 
changes in positionalities accessible in CofP terms evolve by the enregisterment, and the 
changing valorization of linguistic resources, notably LFE, and how these indicate a 
change in positions of identification and authentication attainable through resource de-
ployments in EUML practice.  
 

7.1 The institutional setting and the participants 
 
The Committee of Economic and Monetary Affairs (ECON) of the EP is one of the most 
powerful political and policymaking bodies of the House. It shows aspirations, especially 
since the Lisbon Treaty, to fulfil its institutional mission and to be a “major agenda-
setter” in areas of economic and monetary policies of the EU,161 a shared endeavor 

                                                 
160 A modified version of this chapter is under publication in K. Strani (Ed.), Multilingualism and Politics: Revis-
iting Multilingual Citizenship. London: Palgrave Macmillan. 
161 As formulated in the 2013 ECON Fact Sheet retrievable at: http://www.europarl.europa.eu/committees/en 
/econ/home.html;jsessionid=C9B98BBC69BEAB7892D24B54EC88AEB1.node2). Committee membership, 
as outlined in the document, entails the shared domain of human endeavor, which may be concluded in 
shaping legislation with wide-ranging policy outcomes. The policy items in the joint enterprise include taxation 
and competition policies, the free movement of capital and the regulation and/or supervision of financial 
services including banks, insurance and pension funds, asset and fund management, accounting, international 
monetary and financial systems and institutions. These extensive remits and responsibilities are concluded in 
the Committee’s Fact Sheet as follows: “As regards the monetary policies of the Union and the functioning of 
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among the 50 full and 49 substitute members from 26 MSs, with 22 official languages, 
representing seven parties and including three independent MEPs.162 In the pursuit of 
the joint policymaking enterprise through mutual engagements, including focused face-
to-face encounters, members come together in one- or two-day Committee meetings set 
in the EP sessions agenda every month, among other debating sessions and hearings 
organized with simultaneous interpreting. These Committee sessions and debates are 
public displays of constitutive practices, argumentative and semiotic, towards consen-
sual policymaking among members to field contending policy-framing narratives (e.g. 
Hajer, 2006; Van Hulst & Yanow, 2014) which, as explained in Chapter 4, invite a de-
scription and analysis of staged performances in Communities of Practice (CofP) terms 
(e.g. Eckert & Wenger, 2005; Wodak, 2009; Moore, 2010). In this CofP, further group-
ings are potentially taking shape within the institutionally cut one, through extending 
and overlapping boundaries of differentiation negotiated and/or emerging in participant 
engagements in the progressing practice of observed multilingual interaction. These con-
stitutive discursive processes of propositional and indexical differentiation are explored 
in the following ethnographic observation and analysis of one of the debating sessions. 
The analysis explores LP processes in how linguistic resources are deployed by agents in 
local practices throughout encounters towards alignment and disalignment, attaining re-
lational positionalities, and perpetually performing and re-defining the institutional LP 
context of EUML. 
 
In exercising its supervisory powers, the ECON twice a year invites the President of the 
Eurogroup, a top EU Council formation of the Ministers of Finance of the Eurozone 
member states, to a hearing coined the Economic Dialogue. This is a relatively new ele-
ment of the EP’s prerogatives to strengthen its role as a co-legislator on a par with the 
Council comprised of MS governments. On its meeting, dated the 21st of March 2013, 
the ECON Committee for the first time exercises this legislative prerogative. The re-
cently appointed Eurogroup President is the Minister of Finance of the Netherlands, Mr. 
Jeroen Dijsselbloem. He is invited to the EP committee, a co-legislator in certain policy 
areas holding equal rights to those of the inter-governmental Council he is representing. 
The guest is to report on crucial policies of increased Community powers and to give an 
account of the Eurogroup’s, and his own, actions and plans on safeguarding the common 
currency, as well as of EU-level economic policy measures in general. The claim that the 
prerogatives of the EP as co-legislator in drawing up, implementing and supervising 
these policies would be side-lined by governments monopolizing power in the Council 
is something of a commonplace in quotidian discourses on the floor, and in the ECON 

                                                 
EMU and the European monetary system, the accountability of institutions like the European Central Bank vis-
à-vis the Parliament plays a key role, as it acts as an important counterbalance to the central bank's independ-
ence ECON plays a key role in making EU law, because the Parliament is, together with the Council, the EU's 
co-legislator in most EU policy areas. EU law often determines the national laws and regulations in Member 
States, especially in financial services and, after the entry into force of the Treaty of Lisbon, in the area of EU 
economic governance. This allows ECON Members to shape EU law in these important areas of EU policy.”  
162 As pointed out in Chapter 3, the data were taken in the 6th EP term in 2014, and political groupings and 
membership has changed since. This should be noted without, however, impacting the sociolinguistic rele-
vance of the observed multilingual interactions. 
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in particular. This history of a perpetual power contest creates a critical atmosphere at 
the hearing from the outset, a tension reflected in the Europarl media report of the event, 
calling it a “grilling”.163 
 
As leader of a co-legislating EU Institution, Mr. Dijsselbloem holds a thoroughbred EU 
Community job, with strong competences and responsibilities for the joint cause of 
strengthening the internal market, to be enacted by leading the college of Finance Min-
isters of member states in a primus inter pares position. This entails a duality of roles and 
institutional identities, being a Minister of Finance of one member state, and leader of a 
top Community legislator, under which hat he is summoned to the hearing. The occa-
sion is of high relevance, the general theme being the signs of recovery from the financial 
and economic crisis, the standing of the Euro, and the burning current affair of the bank-
ing crunch in Cyprus. The latter is to be remedied by a disputed multibillion bail-out 
plan by member states, whereby there is an impression that the EP had not been suffi-
ciently involved in the deal, strengthening the general atmosphere of critical resentment 
in the Chamber. 
 
The interest in the issues to be discussed and in the person of the freshly appointed 48-
year-old president is keen. The scene is set in room 3PHS001, the largest chamber of the 
EP facing the Plenary Hall, instead of the usual room to host ECON meetings. There is 
full house attendance and strong media presence, and the meeting is web-streamed and 
broadcast on-line, recorded in archived format by the EP TV on the web.164 Interpreta-
tion is provided in full regime in all 23 languages in both active and passive modes. In 
the brightly lit space, the semi-circle of benches gradually descends towards the center 
stage, in 13 rows with 339 seats, mostly occupied, facing up the elevated massive pulpit 
in the point of converged focus. The view is closed in the background, and is directed to 
stage, by the circular walls and the oval sides of the hall with the tinted smoke-glass 
panels of interpreters’ booths, erected like large theatre gallery loges in two floors. The 
pale wooden beige of the benches and grey wall panels with the subdued grey of the floor 
carpet and of the tinted-glass panels, contrasted with the shiny chrome frames emanate 
the distinguished flair of a grand media event. This space of subdued colors is abundantly 
lit and environs the event in the shape of a Greek theatre or a Roman arena. Leaders or 
core members from the incumbent CofP of members are seated in the front rows, many 
well-known heavy-weights in the House, veterans and intimate foes and friends in coa-
litions weathered in debates, with positions often measured-up, clashed and negotiated 
against one another by skillfully deployed rhetoric repertoires in countless engagements 
outlining and shaping the joint endeavor. Behind them the arrays of rank and file mem-

                                                 
163 “Euro group chief grilled over Cyprus”, Europarl TV, 21.03.2013, retrieved at: https://www.europarltv.europa 
.eu/programme/others/eurogroup-chief-grilled-over-cyprus 
164 The video archive of the whole meeting is retrievable at: http://www.europarl.europa.eu/ep-live/en/ 
committees/video?event=20130321-0900-COMMITTEE-ECON 
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bers, “back benchers”, and committee and group officials, assistants and experts, all ar-
ranged facing up the elevated stage at a distance of detachment where a seat is awaiting 
the guest.  
 
As he enters and brusquely walks up the aisle among blinking flashlights from the door-
step news interview just finished outside the hall, followed by an entourage of reporters 
and MEPs, Mr. Dijsselbloem gives the impression of a media personality emanating 
institutional and political power. He at the same time exudes the accommodating read-
iness and diligence of an eminent and eager student looking forward to an oral exam as 
he takes his seat in the front. The two roles and statuses are balanced by both him and 
the audience with a degree of forthcoming and courteous amenity, cloaking palpable 
tension discernible to participants of the encounter and participant-observers, including 
myself in the interpreters’ booth. 
 
The chairwoman of the committee, Ms. Bowles, is seated with the two vice-chairs, and 
two officials of the committee secretariat to her right, and the guest to her left, the latter 
aided by a single officer to stand what is evidently going to be a difficult exercise. The 
meeting is the first point in the morning agenda, and as the guest is led by the chair-
woman to his seat, the murmuring subdues in expectation, resembling the start of a the-
atre performance. The Chair calls order, and at 09:05 AM the hearing begins. 
 

7.2 The speech event 
 
In a lengthy introduction of recent events, the Chairwoman, Ms. Bowles (ALDE-UK), 
ushers in the guest in standard RP English rich in professional terminology, and in a 
polite but definitely critical vein, paraphrases his recent entering into office and the hear-
ing itself as “baptism by fire”. She also explains the rules for floor appointment, speaking 
times and turn- taking, according to the habitual scripts of the Committee practice. Then, 
Mr. Dijsselbloem is given the floor. He holds a ten-minute crisp and confident introduc-
tory speech, coherently kept in an idiosyncratic resource characterized by an ease of flow 
and exact professional terminology, delivered in a consistent register and articulate style, 
smoothly adapting to the institutional genre laid out by the previous speaker. In contrast 
to hers, however, his performance exhibits a set of perceptual features widely dubbed in 
empirical participant practice, and by some researchers, as Euro-English.165 

                                                 
165 This is not the place to take a stance if Euro-English (e.g. Jenkins et al., 2001; Seidlhofer, 2006) is devel-
oping as a distinct variety of its own on a par with the New Englishes of Kachru’s (1992) Expanding Circle or 
not. Authors sceptical to the claim (e.g. Mollins, 2006) also describe phonological, lexical and morpho-syntac-
tical features relevant to European lingua franca English corpora (for Dutch English, also Edwards, 2014). Un-
derstood in the strict sense as the linguistic practice customary in professional meetings and communications 
of EU institutions, Euro-English is described by Jenkins (2007) as having a distinct lexis (troika, acquis, condi-
tionality), being grammatically simple (SVO) and relatively lacking in metaphor and citation. Its lexical and gram-
matical solutions are often markedly different from native use, colored with a phonology influenced by the L1 
of the speaker, which also transpires in new coinages and (pseudo-)calques. It is a shared resource of overlap-
ping repertoires of professionals of various national backgrounds, exposed, in quantitative terms, to the English 
of more NNE peers than to native speakers. 
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This first impression effected by a range of aural-auditory signs within a broader realm 
of multimodal semiosis available to perception, strikes the participant's ear in cues of 
prosody and pronunciation. After some time of listening, lexical, morpho-syntactical 
and discourse organizational features would also come to be encapsulated in the assess-
ment;166 however, the immediate identification relies on paralinguistic and linguistic 
features of voice quality, intonation and pronunciation. The latter realm covers iso-
glossic distinction and recognition by allophones for lay sociolinguistic assessments by 
participants towards identification of the speaker, and social contextualization of the 
situation evolving. The contexts available and accessible in indexical terms (Blommaert, 
2015: 110) for assessment by members of the CofP, bounded by shared practices of mul-
tilingual verbal and written exchanges and meaning-making, are open even to partici-
pants without native competence in either the L1 or L2 of the speaker, including me in 
the participant observer position. The primary indexical signs of identification and con-
textualization, acoustic and phonetic cues, are taken up as soon as the speaker begins 
speaking, with a significantly more restricted pitch-range, rhythm, and intonation pat-
tern, in contrast to the prosody exhibited by the interlocutor’s standard Native Speaker 
English (NSE) resource. The agile pitch movements within a wider pitch range, e.g. de-
scent high falls, the phonation types of creaky voice (Laver, 1980; Keating et al., 2015) 
characteristic of native intonation and voice quality, and the typical pre-glottalization, 
the so called glottal stops, so distinguishable in NSE, including RP realizations (Milroy, 
Milroy & Hartley, 1994), are also absent from the utterances. 
 
Beyond identifying the participant talking as a Non-Native English (NNE) or Lingua 
Franca English (LFE) speaker, a more fine-grained sociolinguistic identification is ac-
cessible and available to the general participant by further indexical cues, in perceptual 
effects by transfer phenomena of features and patterns from the speaker’s L1 phonolog-
ical and phonetic systems and prosody, into the L2 realization. Most salient in the idio-
lect observed is perhaps the voicing of consonants and some confusion or unstable real-
izations of the fortis/lenis contrasts (F-f) in stressed syllables, which result in the under-
voicing of EN lenis fricatives in the speaker’s utterances (e.g. “value”, “vital interest”‘). 
This general characteristic of the English production by standard Dutch L1 speakers 
(Collins & Mees, 1981, 2003), especially in word-final positions and assimilations, is a 
marker evidently present and often appearing in the speech unfolding (e.g. “imperative”, 
“inevitable”) along sporadic, but marked consonant realizations where Dutch /f –fˇ/ is 
confused with English /v/ as in “native”, or the Dutch type assimilation /fˇ/ in “advice”. 
At some points the English /dʒ/ is realized as the alveolo-palatal affricate Dutch /dj/, 

                                                 
166 To what extent recognition is available beyond the prosody/phonetics level, has not been systematically 
enquired by research. As Edwards (2014: 139) points out, “(a)lthough ESL varieties show widespread and 
systematic nativization of features at the phonological, morphosyntactic, lexical and pragmatic levels (...) to 
date, no comprehensive study within the World Englishes paradigm has considered the linguistic forms of 
Dutch English”. Therefore, as she adds, “(t)he study of Dutch English to date remains at the initial level in the 
emergence of an English variety, a stage characterized only by ‘sketchy and impressionistic’ anecdote” 
(Edwards, 2014: 145). 



202 Babel Debates 

 

like in the utterance “legislation”, or the English /tʃ/ is substituted by Dutch beetje-type 
sequence /tj/, like in the utterance “future exchanges”. 
 
These emblematic utterance tokens “betray” to the auditory judgment of most partici-
pants, members of the multilingual community of communicative practices in the setting 
of EUML practice, and of the broader social domain (Agha, 2007) of meaning-making, 
the LFE production of a Dutch L1 speaker. This identification does not require native 
competence in either EN or NL, and is effected by indexical features of what is labelled, 
and variously conceptualized and analyzed in recent research, along different language 
ideologies, as “Dutch English” (Edwards, 2014), “Dutch accented English” (Van den 
Doel, 2006) or the “Polder-English” variety dubbed by Koet (2007). 
 
This perception is further confirmed, and perhaps fine-tuned by other cues of the Dutch 
phonological inventory slightly transpiring at times in the vowel quality of the diph-
thongal glides (Dutch diphthongs /ɛi/ and /œʏ̯/ /oʊ̯//aʊ̯/) at points when realizing 
English phonemes, slightly and sporadically detectable to the observer, like in “water-
tight”. This feature, however, is much less marked in the idiolect than what the charac-
teristically strong diphthongization of some Northern or Randstad Dutch L1 speakers of 
LFE exhibit. Another marked Northern feature, the “Amsterdam shibboleth” (Koet, 
2007: 52) in the “dullness” of the articulation of the English /z/ closer to the English /∫/ 
or the Dutch /sj/ is totally absent from the clear /z/ realizations in the utterances (e.g. 
in “easy”). 
 
The same goes for another emblematic Randstad Dutch token, the specific uvular, so 
called bunched /r/ or (in Dutch) brouwende /r/ (Collins & Mees, 2003: 179; Koet, 2007: 
53), which is practically absent from the utterances. Realizations of the /r/ allophones, 
moreover, to most participants with some knowledge of, or exposure history to Dutch, 
an availability to participants in the “Brussels bubble”, perceivably shows that the L1 is 
presumably not Belgian Dutch (BD), but rather Dutch of the Netherlands (ND). The 
/r/s in the utterances are mostly alluvial, and at times retroflex, resembling the Standard 
American English (SAE) but never the trill or tongue r type (BD) Flemish speakers cus-
tomarily produce in many positions. Beyond his usual tapped /r/, some sporadic definite 
and rhotic retroflex realization of the consonant (e.g. in “require”), give the impression 
that the resource, although mostly accommodated to a British RP phonology, shows a 
slight North American, or perhaps Irish color influence and acquisition trajectory 
(Blommaert & Backus, 2011). This impression is supported by the /ae/ of the reference 
vowel TRAP instead of BATH in his utterance of “pass”, accessible even to participants 
with no Dutch competence.  
 
To very competent or native speakers of Dutch, the particular LFE production would 
certainly provide indexical assessment availabilities towards a more fine-grained identi-
fication of the chronotopic voice, including spatial and social contextualization, and iden-
tification of a regional and socio-economic trajectory. This diachrony is available to 
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them by the assessment of prosody and allophones of the L1 variety transpiring in the 
synchronic LFE production.167 The performance thus carries the virtual (Hülmbauer, 
2013: 60) potential of English as a lingua franca speech, defined as an integrated and 
integrating practice tapping resources from within the code, and from without, coming 
from, and indexing, resources from speakers’ plurilingual repertoires, including their L1. 
The more particular repertoire category of Euro-English within LFE resources display-
ing more or less discernible features of European L1 substrates, sometimes evident and 
stereotypical, sometimes hardly noticeable to other European L1 speakers with some 
LFE competence, has become increasingly native in the EP, as some quantitative ac-
counts (e.g. Annex 1 of the Report “On the better organization of the Interpreting Service” 
(EP, 2012) confirm. This virtual effect is not uniform, however. As observable, even 
within the same, practically functioning contextualization framework (Gumperz, 1992) 
or domain (Agha & Wortham, 2005; Agha, 2007) of recognition and meaning-making, 
the “degrees of availability and accessibility of adequate contexts creatively invoked” by 
the speaker’s discourse and specific resource, and the “scalar effects of (their) recogniza-
bility” (Blommaert, 2015: 111) are not evenly distributed across participants. Meaning-
making means markedly different things for different groupings within the institutionally 
defined CofP, and outside it, in broad layers of the public sphere attending the perfor-
mance.  
 
In line with the polycentric and multi-scalar conceptualization of the EP floor, discourse 
participants of the domain can be arranged in concentric circles of “nativeness” around 
what may be analytically split into the indexical recognition (e.g. What kind of English? 
What kind of Dutch?) and the discursive accomplishments of differentiation (e.g. What 
kind of self/other framing? What kind of group membership? What boundaries of 
sharedness and inclusion/exclusion?) through the idiolect, the linguistic datum, which 
carries a particular chronotopic time-space organization. This layered and scaled pattern 
of relational identification and contextualization through semiotic, mostly linguistic, in-
formation reveals, among other spatial-temporal features and boundary effects, a posi-
tioning trajectory of the speaker vis-à-vis his interlocutors and audience. This audience, 
an institutionally delineated group, polycentric in conventional linguistic and socio-cul-
tural terms, is hosting an overall CofP subsuming the dynamics of smaller communities 
emerging in ongoing social practice through engagements. This participant CofP, com-
plex as it is, only covers the physically present audience in the arena, and not the ones in 
the multi-scalar mediated gallery, certainly borne in mind for the statements broadcast 
with wide-ranging impacts in faraway places of the public sphere, like Cyprus on the 

                                                 
167 This availability of regional recognition by dialectal inferences from the L1 into the L2 is implied in conven-
tional phonetics studies of EFL pronunciation by and for Dutch L1 speakers (Gussenhoven & Broeders, 1997: 
72-73) or in the “error analysis” of Collins and Mees (1981, 2003). That this recognition is happening in social 
practice and has a social effect of positioning and judgment is confirmed by Koet (2007) who, by a weak but 
significant statistical correlation found a “sociolinguistic halo effect” in that “Dutch listeners are influenced by 
characteristics of the speakers’ Dutch that they perceive in the speakers’ English (whereby) it stands to reason 
that these are characteristics that they associate with varieties of Dutch, to the speakers of which they also 
attribute personal and social characteristics” (Koet, 2007: 101). 
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brink of a bank run. The particular multi-scalar audience potential established in institu-
tionalized practice on the EP floor, sustained in part by the affordance of simultaneous 
interpretation, is structured in the given event, by the particular patterns of availabilities 
of, and accessibilities to, the shared indexicalities of the performance participants and 
observers are exposed to.  
 
To the observer the performance by the speaker skillfully maneuvers authenticity (Wang & 
Kroon, 2017) by a repertoire to accommodate the discourse patterns relevant to the genre, 
register and style attributed to the incumbent multifaceted community of the EP floor, 
while revealing traces of its origin of “coming from somewhere” particular in the LFE 
resource. Meanwhile, contrasted with the introduction speech by Ms. Bowles, it does 
not give the impression of any essential contrast, inferiority or deficit, in either aspects 
of nativeness. Neither in terms of the linguistic form (a LFE, contrasted to her NSE 
resource, strictly juxtaposed by normative beliefs of prevailing language ideologies), nor 
in linguistic anthropological terms of community membership (sharply differentiated by 
the institutional roles determining the event). The idiosyncratic resource deployed here 
blends into the joint repertoire of the CofP, doing business in discourses bounded by a 
characteristic register, style, terminology and jargon, deployed in the L1s of the members, 
but increasingly often in an L1-colored L2, predominantly LFE. The genred performance 
(Bauman & Briggs, 1990) of multimodal semiosis staged by the guest approximates to 
the broadly defined shared repertoire (Wenger, 1998: 82; Eckert, 2012: 175) of the ad-
dressed community; we could term the ECON style of speech. Honing in analytical at-
tention to the narrower set of linguistic forms within this repertoire, and their chrono-
topic indexical information available for meaning-making in the observed context, it cer-
tainly does. Institutionally shaped and genred LFE discourse performances of policy 
framing deliberation, indexically colored by European L1 substrate features, are identi-
fiable as attributes of the “aperspectival objectivity” (Woolard, 2008: 309) attributed to 
the global expert in supranational EU voices, and have come to be by now authentic 
phenomena of emergent EUML practice in the linguistic economy of the ECON, and 
the wider EP floor. 
 
Mr. Dijsselbloem’s speech does not only indexically blend in, but he seems to make a 
deliberative rhetorical attempt to go “native” in the CofP addressed. Besides exhibiting 
in the genred performance along the emergent and dynamic domain of practice a set of 
semiotic resources, notably the segmentable particular LFE form of indexicality of the 
how, the speaker’s narrative, approached in a propositional or semantico-referential per-
spective of meaning-making of the what, frames his position in approximation to the 
audience. He strikes the note with gestures of accommodation and a tender for creating 
rapport by cordial reflections on the early days of his career, when back in 1993 he 
worked in the EP as an assistant to a MEP. This flashback is an important preface to the 
actual discussion of the current state of play and outlooks of the Eurozone. By this in-
troduction of approximating positionality, he addresses his audience as one of them, as 
a candidate member of the CofP, with assumed joint goals, shared interests and reper-
toire. The tender for blending in canvasses a honest self-reflection and the display of the 
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intimacy of a shared professional terminology, flashing “shared stories and inside jokes, 
jargon and shorthand for communication (in) a shared discourse that reflects a certain 
perspective on the world”, which, according to Wenger (1998: 48) define and display 
CofP membership. By means of the discursive (indexical and propositional) repertoire 
accessible to him, the speaker seems to attempt attaining an authentic identification 
within the boundaries of the group addressed, and to re-contextualize utterances in the 
setting as an exchange among peers, rather than within the antagonistic discursive dy-
namics institutionally and interactionally structured by the interrogational genre of a 
parliamentary hearing, dubbed grilling by the press. 
 
Attaining boundary crossing and membership in this CofP coincide with a discursive 
strategy of identity construction and legitimation of the economic expert (Fitzgerald & 
O’Rourke, 2016: 271) in the mediatized site of expert knowledge circulation and policy-
making, balancing between peer status aspiration, and awareness of the mediatized 
trans-local publicity of the discourse. The CofP, under ongoing discursive construction 
by participants in engagement with each other and with the aspiring guest, is multifac-
eted and complex in political and cultural terms. It is bounded, however, by the discur-
sive position Mr. Dijsselbloem’s skillfully staged repertoire performance seems to strive 
for, and actually accomplish, in the discursive political economy of economics” (Maesse, 
2015) towards a powerful, hegemonic position in recent policy issues, in the “interface 
between academia, politics, media, and the economy” (Maesse, 2015: 281) to attain a 
neutral and authentic voice for the societal role of objectivity in policy advice this posi-
tion correlates to. Attaining this voice is a shared aspiration the CofP membership in the 
ECON Committee requires and presumes. 
 
After his introductory speech, the floor is opened for questions. Following interventions 
by Mr. Gauzes (EPP-FR) in French and Ms. Ferreira (S&D-PT) in Portuguese, an-
swered by Mr. Dijsselbloem in English, Mr. Klinz (ALDE-DE) is given the floor to pose 
a question in German, responded by Mr. Dijsselbloem in his by now habitual solicitous 
and accommodating style, this time on a playful note with gestures, first hesitant, then 
with exaggerated politeness and with repeated caricature nodding bows:  
 

Danke Herr Klinz…ahhh, err, I will…. this was… ahh I will I … I could say it in German, 
but I won’t, it’s too risky, {huhh uhh} I will continue in English. Danke schön für Ihre Frage, 
danke schön für Ihre Frage, und jetzt gehe ich zurück zuhh Englisch. Ehhh, emm, ehh, yes, 
part of the problem in Cyprus is the banking model (...) 

 
The seemingly hesitant repertoire choices declared to be hovering between courteous 
and efficient communication can be explained in various theoretical frameworks, as a 
gesture guided by speech accommodation (Giles, 1979; Giles & Coupland, 1991; Gallois 
et al., 2005), or intended to serve management of rapport (Spencer-Oatey, 2005) in the 
broader social interactional terms of facework (Goffman, 1967; Arundale, 2006; Joseph, 
2013). The discursive gestures performed and the reflexive commentaries on them in the 
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same utterances can be read as an act of re-enforcing the assumed face-want of the inter-
locutor through recognizing and paying tribute to the significance of his ascribed Ger-
man in-group identification, and through implication to German economic and political 
power in matters pertaining to the Euro and the ECON committee, in a double act. First, 
in adequation through “labelling” (Bucholtz & Hall, 2004) in a propositional meta-prag-
matic reflection, while indexically and meta-pragmatically staying within the generic 
LFE code (“I could say it in German”) with a recognition of the weight and authority of 
the German Voice (Agha, 2005; Woolard, 2008) connecting the local interaction to a 
macro-sociological scale of valorization, mitigated and teasingly bracketed with irony in 
the following adversative clause (“…but I won’t, it’s too risky…”). Second, then, 
through the actual performance of the symbolic fragment token of linguistic form, “Ger-
man” (“Danke schön für Ihre Frage…”), of indexical identification and contextualization, 
introducing the response with a gesture of accommodation and mitigating the face-
threatening act (FTA)168 it carries, with a negative politeness strategy.  
 
Although Mr. Dijsselbloem had his headset on during Mr. Klinz’s question, he may have 
listened to the original floor channel in German, rather than to its translation. One way 
or the other, he opts for answering in English, for reasons he declares to be a safer option. 
Thereupon, the first one to address the guest in his native Dutch is Mr. Eppink (ECR-
BE) from the Conservative Group, a Euro-critical faction dominated by 26 UK Con-
servatives, with one or two members from ten other member states. He is the only mem-
ber of the Group delegated from Belgium, representing the LDD (Libertair Direct De-
mocratisch) party. 
 

Meneer Dijsselbloem ik wil U ook welkom heten in naam van de ECR en in het bijzonder de Belgische 
delegatie daarbinnen.… 
 
Mr. Dijsselbloem, I would also like to welcome you on behalf of the ECR and in particular 
the Belgian delegation within that. 

 
The choice of code is noteworthy, for Mr. Eppink, having acted earlier as the US corre-
spondent of the Belgian Dutch language weekly Knack, and later as the speechwriter of 
Commissioner Bolkenstein, himself an early and ardent LFE speaker within the EU in-
stitutional realm in the 1990s, has always seemed to make a point of speaking up in 
English, even in Plenaries, and even after speeches held in Dutch.169 This time, however, 

                                                 
168 The heuristic application of analytical models based on facework in the ethnographic description of ob-
served encounters is explained in some detail in the chapter on Data and Methods. As discussed there, FTAs, 
specifically applied for parliamentary discourse in terms of impoliteness strategies by Harris (2001) and Ilie 
(2001) are defined in the framework of politeness theory (Brown & Levinson, 1987) and its critical reconcep-
tualizations (e.g. Watts, 2003; Kadar & Haugh, 2014) and broader accounts of socio-pragmatic competence, 
like rapport management (e.g. Spencer-Oatey, 2005) which are all related to Goffman's (1967) concept of face-
work.  
169 As pointed out in the previous chapter, the code choices of MEPs in Plenary interventions can be accessed, 
quantified and analyzed in their individual links under “speeches” on the EP website at http://www.euro-
parl.europa.eu/meps/en/map.html 
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he opts for his Dutch resource to welcome the guest on behalf of the ECR, and in partic-
ular the one-person-strong Belgian delegation within that, he himself is, in the Dutch 
standard of the Netherlands. This dissonance with the ideologies of one-to-one mappings 
of the “ethnolinguistic assumption” (Blommaert, Leppänen & Spotti, 2013) is only avail-
able to Dutch speakers in the room and thus enters an n+1st order of indexicality for them 
only, opening a dimension with boundaries defined within the CofP by competence in 
Dutch, in addition to the plethora of co-existing ones. Apart from the unusual code 
choice, the speaker follows his habit of meticulously reading up from a prepared eloquent 
note, in a somewhat stylized performance in the recitative rhythm of dramatically enact-
ing a feuilleton-like text, slightly detached from his own persona in the position of the 
animator (Goffman, 1981)170. In warning to the Russian offer to bail out Cypriot banks, 
he ironically refers to his Russian family affiliation: 
 

... en dan over Moskou, de Moskouroute. Misschien bent U wat naïef als het over Poetin gaat. Ik ken 
hem niet persoonlijk, maar mijn schoonmoeder is Russisch en zo ken ik de Russen vrij goed, en ik wil U 
zeggen... {interrupted by laughter around} …en ik wil U zeggen, Poetin zal Cyprus eerst aan een 
draadje laten hangen{laughter and cordial vivid murmur around}, de eisen opschroeven…en Rusland 
zal een soort wat Cypriotische invloed…de, de …err, Cyprus zal aan een invloed komen, en ik denk 
niet .. onderschatten wat er hier gebeurt, de Eurozone staat voorop, en de Russen lachen zich rot, en U 
ben nog niet klaar met meneer Poetin. 
 
...and then about Moscow, the Moscow course. You may be somewhat naive as regards Mr. 
Putin. I do not know him in person, but my mother-in-law is Russian, so I know Russians 
pretty well, and let me tell you... let me tell you that Putin will first let Cyprus walk on thin 
ice further... will then raise demands... and Russia will get a kind of influence in Cyprus... 
the, the ...err, Cyprus will get under an influence, and I do not think, ... underestimate what 
is happening here, the Eurozone is in shambles, the Russians roll with laughter and you are 
still not done with Mr. Putin 

 
The jovial identity play presented in his native Dutch triggers an amicable resonance, 
predominantly among Dutch speakers, it seems. Next to Mr. Eppink, Mr. Eckhout, a 
member of the Green Group from the Netherlands, markedly opposed to Mr. Eppink on 
most issues, cordially laughs along (and allows himself an evidently friendly, off-the rec-
ord side remark to Mr. Eppink), like most other Dutch speakers, regardless of party col-
ors and affiliations, from Left to Right. Meanwhile, many of the other participants, lis-
tening to the interpretation via their head-sets, display slightly perplexed expressions and 
seem to grapple with making pragmatic meaning of the words somewhat out of context 
and at odds with the style and the genre of the previous exchange of professional argu-
ments, and perhaps with what this self-exposure and self-imposed FTA and the concur-
rent implicit and stigmatizing stereotype of Russianness exactly entails in the particular 
cultural context the speaker invokes. The gestures exhibited by the split audience mark 
a line of distinction in the CofP along the availability of chronotopic indexicality of the 

                                                 
170 The perceptual effect can be described in Goffman's (1981) terms of the deconstruction of speakerhood to 
the animator getting here detached from and overshadowing the author and principal. 
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utterances for meaning-making. Mr. Dijsselbloem, who is otherwise toughly criticized 
by Mr. Eppink for his policy stance and actions, is not among the ones perplexed, as a 
matter of course, and is involved in the conviviality spreading in the room, albeit selec-
tively among those without a head-piece on, and others joining in with some delay or 
not at all. He starts his response in Dutch as a formulaic overture of politeness,171 from 
within the linguistic boundary of indexicality set by the interlocutor’s culture-sensitive 
and intimacy-generating face exposure, but then turns to English immediately as starting 
the non-phatic discussion of the subject matter at stake. 
 
The next question comes from Mr. Eckhout (Greens-NL), who customarily tends to vary 
both languages, but speaks almost exclusively in English in committee meetings, like 
most of the Dutch L1 participants who are the protagonists of the exchange discussed 
here. Exploring the indexical fields of differentiation configuring the speech event of the 
primary analysis, it is important to complement its perspective with an insight into an-
other event in the same genre, domain and cohort from another point in time for an 
event trajectory to better contextualize the habitual language behavior of these partici-
pants with complex, bi- or plurilingual repertoires. The sample inserted here from the 
October 17 meeting of the Committee172 is intended to illustrate how CofP member-
ship(s) in the EP and in the committee, party affiliation, nationality, and intersubjective 
dynamics of alignment and disalignment are configured and are reflected upon among 
Dutch L1 speakers in their customary English resource to index situationally salient as-
pects of identification and contextualization in the encounter: 
 

Berman (S&D-NL): 
I would like to see these project bonds to be continued. (...) even though my own government 
is not that happy with it. (…) Don’t laugh! {He titters, with jovial gestures pointing to the 
left towards Mr. Eckhout (Greens-NL)}: This is an opposition party from the Netherlands. 
In ... internal ... internal jokes ... ehmmm  
(...)  
 
Eppink (ECR-BE):  
… I would like to express my support with most of the point the Rapporteur just made... 
(…) 

  

                                                 
171 This act of code switching followed by other brief formulaic turn openings addressing Dutch speaking inter-
locutors may be considered “metaphorical switches” (Blom & Gumperz, 1972) that do not reconfigure the 
social situation, or the rights and obligations, defined as R/O sets by Myers-Scotton (1993), of participants 
deriving from this context. As proposed in Chapter 4 in the Conceptual Framework, in the multi-scalar and 
polycentric EP floor the postulated innate native competence or markedness metric (Myers-Scotton, 1998) of 
discourse participants may not sufficiently explain language behavior, and its interactional and discursive ef-
fects. 
172 From the October 17 meeting of the Committee, the audiovisual record of which is retrievable at: http:// 
www.europarl.europa.eu/ep-live/en/committees/video?event=20131017-0900-COMMITTEE-
ECONSTART:11.13  
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Eckhout (Greens-NL):  
Thank you Thijs, ehmm… Mr. Berman, I mean, for... an interesting opinion which is an 
interesting one, also for you get support from the ECR, but also from the Greens..; {laughter 
and inaudible remarks around} something is wrong here, or you made a perfect report, 
ehmmm, I don’t know... {turning towards Mr. Eppink}…Yeah it's the Dutch-Belgian 
alliance of course... No, it is a very important file, and that is why it is a pity that the EPP is 
not present here... (...) We shall table ... and I am looking forward to the collaboration ... 
and just to conclude Thijs, it’s, it’s a pity that I can’t run, you know, to run against you at 
the campaign as the head of the list of the Labour party candidate in the next elections, 
because I was looking forward to that... but... we will meet each other for sure, thank you 
Thijs.  

 
In that speech event, the participants, MEPs elected in the Netherlands and in Belgium, 
not only discussed the current point in the committee agenda in LFE, but in a personal, 
almost intimate style, addressed and exhibited “internal” affairs of Dutch domestic party 
politics and upcoming elections, institutionally and personally embedded , also by the 
very discourse they are performing, into the affairs of European policymaking, while 
clashing over the issue at stake in the given context of the Committee debate. Moreover, 
they consciously reflect on this (“internal jokes, ehmm”), and meta-discursively present 
the political configuration of government and opposition in the Netherlands to their EP 
colleagues and the wider audience, discursively highlighting a boundary between the 
two polities, the Dutch “domestic”, and the European, while transcending it by the 
speech act including code-choice, amounting to the accomplishment of political action. 
Another insider remark is the ironic one reflecting on, and exposing the incongruences 
in Mr. Eppink’s ascribed national/linguistic/political identification (“…the Dutch-Bel-
gian alliance, of course…”). This connects Mr. Eppink’s indexically confirmed, and for 
Dutch L1 speakers evident Netherlands-defined background with his membership in a 
Belgian party, and the peculiar coalition between him, a Conservative party member, 
with a (Dutch) Social Democrat, displayed in the European arena.  
 
It is noteworthy to point out, for better contextualizing Mr. Dijsselbloem’s hearing along 
an event trajectory in the domain, that all this face-work and boundary work was per-
formed and publicly staged, without the smallest exception, in English. This time, how-
ever, following a local practice of emerging interactional norm of variable indexical fields 
(Eckert, 2008) evolving in the hearing event, Mr. Eckhout, after beginning in English 
(“Thank you Sharon!”) switches to Dutch to welcome the guest in the EP and point out 
perceived gaps in institutional roles, affiliations and identities in Mr. Dijsselbloem’s 
words and actions. Calling for the assertion of European responsibilities, he claims that 
Mr. Dijsselbloem would insufficiently fulfil them and would tend to subscribe to a na-
tional position. His claim is basically that the national role identity of the Minister of 
Finance overshadows the Community role identity and responsibility attached to that, 
to be performed in Brussels. He makes these claims in Dutch, addressed to the person 
who has painstakingly adhered to English, except for a few words of politeness, in de-
ploying his communicative repertoire. Interestingly, this time Mr. Dijsselbloem does not 
only confine his Dutch resource to the few complimentary opening words, but is carried 
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further to refute the claims of the duality of roles and the perceived identity positions 
ascribed to him, so that he has to remind and “police” himself, performing and com-
menting a code-switch. Making a meta-pragmatic commentary managing his talk and 
resource deployment, he responds:  
 

Dank U mijnheer Eckhout voor Uw vraag … er … mijn opmerkingen in Nederland gisteren betroffen 
inderdaad de democratie legitimiteit wat wij in Brusse ... err … sorry let me change back to English, 
ehhm … ehmmm … I made some remarks yesterday… 
 
Thank you for your question, Mr. Eckhout … err … my remarks in the Netherlands 
yesterday indeed addressed the democratic deficit that we in Brussels ... err ... sorry let me 
change back to English, ehhm … ehmmm … I made some remarks yesterday… 

 
The discursive shift between two time-space realities coincides with the semiotic contrast 
of two resources, wherein the heteroglossia of two voices with chronotopic indexicality 
distinguishing between two time-space realities neatly coincide with a classical code-
switch (e.g. Bailey, 2007), recognized as distinct by participants and speaker. It is a meta-
discursive leap out of the talk, a pure LP act of self-regimentation to strictly compart-
mentalize and rearrange two resource clusters, and two distinct identifications and con-
textualizations thereby projected. The effect of the meta-pragmatic remark on the con-
scious or unconscious173 switch opens a prospect for the speaker to slip back to the other 
subject position, indexed by the LFE code, which he deliberately or intuitively chooses 
to inhabit in the given discursive context he thereby re-defines.  
 
After a question by a Mr. Chountis (GUE/NL-GR) in Greek, responded to in English, 
the chairwoman gives the floor to the head of the Dutch EPP delegation, Ms. Wortman-
Kool. As she starts, however, a substitute non-aligned member of the Committee from 
the radically anti-EU PVV party of the Netherlands, Mr. Zeilstra, interrupts in English 
and points out, in polite and precise terms, that according to the housekeeping rules of 
the committee, after the round of Group speakers it is his turn as a non-attached member 
to pose a question. He is a MEP without a parliamentary group, which means that he 
and his fellow party members of the PVV have not applied or were not invited by any 
Group to join them – a fact which not only deprives them from various benefits in par-
liamentary work enjoyed by others (e.g. speaking time), but also casts the shadow of an 
outsider position over them. This outsider position is emphasized by their stance of ne-
gating the whole political system, institution and discursive forum they are after all part 

                                                 
173 To what extent the reflective remark of self-correction flags up an unconscious or conscious act is a difficult 
question to be addressed by psycholinguistics or cognitive linguistics and is beyond the scope of this enquiry. 
The phenomenon is often observed in multilingual contexts, and in case of bi-or plurilingual speakers with 
certain competence distributions, creates the impression of an “honest” realization and self-(language) polic-
ing to redress the absent-mindedness of going astray across boundaries of a rather seamless continuum of 
resources in a plurilingual repertoire. In other cases, it gives the impression of the opposite, of acting, or de-
ception, consciously performing a seemingly spontaneous glitch, disguising the discursive consciousness as 
practical (Kroskrity, 2010) to indirectly point out the effort made to accommodate an audience and/or showing 
off authentic command of a variety of resources of equal competence, a perceived norm of skilful performance 
in the given context the speaker would orientate, but has no access to.  
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of, and make use of. Measured against the three dimensions of CofP membership within 
the hierarchy, this position is a delicate one, moving on an outbound trajectory towards 
a peripheral or marginal status (Davies, 2005; Moore, 2010), or even a non-participant 
one, due to the evident deficits in the “joint enterprise” component.174 On the other hand, 
the discursive, semiotic and behavioral resources of the “shared repertoire” deployed 
throughout interactions of “mutual engagement” seamlessly fit into the genred practices 
of the CofP, as also confirmed by the observed exchange presented here. Upon the in-
tervention, Ms. Bowles, a central member of the CofP, evidently annoyed and reluctant, 
approves the legitimate request, but at the same time calls upon time constraints:  
 

Keep the time frame! If you don’t, you won’t get an answer. 
 
Mr. Zeilstra, thus manifestly pushed by the interlocutor towards the periphery or mar-
gins of the CofP, chooses and declares to address the guest in Dutch (“Ik ga in het Neder-
lands…”) and does not mince his words. Questioning the integrity of the interlocutor 
with otherwise deferential lexical choices of “rule governed rudeness” (Lakoff, 1989: 
123), he delivers face-threatening acts (FTAs) bald on record, without much redress. The 
acts can also be explained by social pragmatics research as elements of an impoliteness 
strategy (e.g. Harris, 2001), a resource customarily harnessed for parliamentary de-
bates.175 Commenting on Mr. Dijsselbloem’s record and posing in part rhetorical ques-
tions, not actually requesting information, to highlight the futility of the entire European 
project and his role within that, he focuses on Mr. Dijsselbloem’s statements on the Euro, 
made a few days earlier in the Parliament of the Netherlands. During the intervention 
Mr. Dijsselbloem repeatedly shakes his head and turns away from the speaker, towards 
his aide on the left, to have his negation and disapproval confirmed. He does not have 
his headset on. The chairwoman, with a set on, looks annoyed and hardly waiting for 
Mr. Zeilstra (and the interpreter in the English channel) to finish, gets rid of the headset 
with relieved impatience and intersects: 
 

You have taken nearly all the time, so you won’t get answers necessarily. 
 

                                                 
174 As Meyerhoff (2002) notes, membership by joint enterprise in the CofP does not need to be non-conflicting. 
Elusive the constitutive concept of joint enterprise, and its relation to membership may be, in discussing here 
the CofP position of the anti-EU member on the EP floor, it should be borne in mind that there is a line between 
the within and without. As Gee (2005), discussing the example of gamers, who, by deliberately undermining 
the rules while gaming, may work towards and cause the collapse of the whole enterprise, points out: “in fact, 
it is perfectly possible that some people within it work to defeat the enterprises and projects of others in it. (...) 
These people most certainly share something, indeed, lots of things, including practices (...) but not a joint 
enterprise, unless one defined ‘joint enterprise’ so generally and vaguely that it covers everything” (Gee, 2005: 
591). 
175 Harris (2001) describes impoliteness strategies as a legitimate strategy and a communicational resource 
contradicting the politeness axioms of Brown and Levinson (1987) in adversary parliamentary talk as deliber-
ate and explicit acts of positive impoliteness embedded in negative politeness of formal deference, performed 
in questions with propositions and presuppositions that are face threatening to undermine the credibility of 
the addressed, prefacing the actual requests for information. Deployed by intention, the rhetorical strategy is 
conceptualized as face invading act (FIA) by Culpeper (1996, 2010). 
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The atmosphere in the room palpably stiffens, and so does Mr. Dijsselbloem, who deliv-
ers his answer in English from the very outset and faces off Mr. Zeilstra’s performance, 
bluntly challenging the truth of his words in what amounts to a face invading act: 
 

Thank you for your concern, we are doing just fine … Secondly, you misquoted me, what I 
was supposed to have said in the national Parliament as a minister of finance, where I spoke 
yesterday on Cyprus as a minister of finance...ehmm, I was asked by the Socialist Party in 
the Dutch Parliament, would I … err, (turning to aside to his aide) … how do you say… his 
is, ehmm, errr ... I am thinking about the Dutch debate now (with rotating gestures of the 
hand around his head, simulating rewinding, or putting on a hat)… so I’m having a 
translation problem, err… but I made it quite clear that first of all it had nothing to do with 
the deposit guarantee system, though I understand that there was confusion on that… I was 
very, very specific and clear on that. … just a small amount from the money machines, 
whether that’s an … err, imposur ..., impositi…, err, how do you say {looks at his aide, who, 
head-piece on, perhaps listening to the interpretation has not even noticed that there is a 
lapse}... a breach of the … errr … free capital {looks aside again, by now the aide is alert and 
helps him out in whisper} ... movement, thanks… my English is giving up all of a sudden.” 
 
Ms. Bowles: “You can speak in Dutch…” 
 
Mr. Dijsselbloem: “Huhh uhh, ehhmmm, hmm, er, no and I don’t think it’s true, we are 
within the legal frameworks…” 

 
At this point Mr. Dijsselbloem not only acts as his own interpreter, and is meta-prag-
matically discussing this duality of roles connecting two distinct speech events, but also 
reflects from an external position, also with and by means of linguistic choice, upon a 
past occurrence he had enacted in a different and distinctly detached subject position. 
As the Bakhtinian insight into the “invokable histories” (Blommaert, 2015: 110) by chro-
notopes, and the heteroglossic nature of meaning-making through dialogically evolving 
points of view, voices, identities and the interactions among them reminds us, “each 
chronotope installs its own discursive frames and orders of indexicality (and, thus, of 
authenticity)” (Wang & Kroon, 2017: 9); and not necessarily homogeneous or monoto-
nous ones. As the discursive and semiotic performance falters for an instant, the effect 
of the dialogically orchestrated performance of the two voices, sources of two points of 
view from two time-space realities reveals its own internal dialogic clockwork. One time-
space reality the voice, invoked in one resource, “Dutch”, went through interferes with 
the performance of another time-space reality to be performed with another resource, 
“English” in the immediate spatiotemporal envelope of the observed event.  
 
The observed act, under the pressure of the responsibility assumed for displaying com-
municative competence in the artful performance genre, stumbles its “virtual metaprag-
matics” (Silverstein, 1985: 226). In other words, as explained by Lucy (1993: 21), it flick-
ers the “attempt to sustain a particular interpretation of ongoing usage (...) to establish a 
particular mode of speech as the one in progress (i.e., as the relevant communicative 
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context) in conjunction with individual style and situational specificity (...) residing in a 
configuration of enactable indexical forms”. 
 
The guest, in the immediate context of the EP floor performing an identity in the multi-
lingual discursive space of EUML as the head of a supreme Community entity concur-
rent and parallel to the EP, also literally re-interprets into English a discursive action per-
formed in another context from another position, in another resource. The speech act he 
performed back in a past moment in the Tweede Kamer, the Lower House of the Dutch 
Parliament as the Minister appointed by the Labor Party of the government coalition to 
be responsible for executing the national budget of the Netherlands vis-à-vis tax-payers, 
citizens and voters of the country, is transposed in a sudden discourse trajectory into the 
context of the ECON hearing of the EP. In the here and now of this hearing, he acts as 
a leader responsible for the common currency and essential economic conditions of an 
entity integrating 333 million people in 17 states and determines outlooks for the other 
70 million. The performance is to be staged on a polemical note, refuting a challenge to 
the integrity of his word, under a face-invading threat. The act is not a simple one, and 
he indeed lapses in keeping up the fluency of the skilled performance, one that happens 
to deploy the English resource of indexical choice. In a vulnerable moment of linguistic 
solitude turning to his aide, recruiting a third voice in a meta-pragmatic distress call 
about the discourse channel itself, he remarks: “How do you say… I have translation 
problems.” Then, continuing in a meta-linguistic entry he reflects on his role as his own 
interpreter, and to his lapse in the performance in the resource, and the identification 
and contextualization it is to index: “My English is giving up all of a sudden”, while Ms. 
Bowles, experienced in using the interpretation service in the House, comes to his aid: 
“You can speak in Dutch.” He just does not do that. 
 
All along the question and during his answer Mr. Dijsselbloem enjoys the support of the 
floor, expressed in rich behavioral cues, even among political adversaries from main-
stream parties. To the observer it seems at this point that he is widely allowed the benefit 
and protection of the peripheral CofP membership (Davies, 2005; Moore, 2010), with the 
concession to make mistakes without sanctioning positive face by rejection, embarrass-
ment or ridicule. The FTAs he is exposed to are mitigated by interactants, gatekeepers 
of the CofP hierarchy, with an attitude of deference and negative politeness. However, 
from this time on there are lapses in his “English” performance for a while. It may be 
fatigue, or a phenomenon explainable in cognitive or psycholinguistic frames, or as the 
result of successful rhetorical impoliteness tactics, powerful items in the discursive rhe-
torical weaponry of parliamentary debates (Culpeper, 1996; Harris, 2001; Ilie, 2010) de-
ployed by his opponent to destabilize him.  
 
Yet these potential explanations are not of interest in this analysis. Not why he lapses, is 
what these phenomena reveal to the observer, but what the linguistic lapses effect and 
(re)present as disturbances in possibilities of meanings and semiotic identity positions in 
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the given multilingual discursive space and context of LP performance. These possibili-
ties of meaning are available to interlocutors and discourse participants, in the context 
co-constructed by them. For a comparative hypothesis, it is intriguing to imagine the 
same intervention being made by the speaker in Dutch. Responding to the face-invading 
act negating the legitimacy of his stance in his native language would not only have 
deprived the speaker of performing a stark indexical contrast to the challenger in the 
multilingual arena. It would also have kept the argument and the exchange in the con-
fines of a Dutch discourse with participants with no, or limited competence in the re-
source following in simultaneous interpretation the relaying of a polemic exegesis of se-
mantic and pragmatic, perhaps dialectal indexical, nuances of intended meanings in an-
other language, and discursive context, detached from the immediate setting and social 
situation defined by the community of most participants physically present real time. 
The debate would have remained more in the spatio-temporal envelope of the Tweede 
Kamer, rather than enter the EP floor. Responding in English however, a resource most 
people in the room directly listen to, has palpably transposed it into a different context, 
and community domain of meaning-making, to which the Tweede Kamer lies outside. 
Right according to the assumed intentions of the speaker to inhabit a persona distinct 
from the one who had spoken in there, and most definitely other than whom Mr. Zeilstra 
is invoking. 
 
Listening to the exchange, it also seems that Mr. Zeilstra, like many other speakers in 
the genre of hearings, appears to strive to make a statement, rather than to pose a genuine 
question requesting information, or sustain a dialogue by engagement. By posing a series 
of mostly rhetorical questions, to which answers would require an unrealistically long 
time and elaboration, incoherent to the turn taking rhythm and purpose of the debate, 
he seems to take heed of an audience not present in the room, instead of the nominal 
interlocutor at gaze. This is quite a logical slant, to be sure, for his intersubjective position 
is oriented towards outside of the debating chamber and the incumbent collective of par-
ticipants, and is aimed at an audience collective in the virtual gallery, striving to negate 
the legitimacy, or even existence, of the very forum it is organized in. His outside-oriented 
position is so stark that it reconfigures constitutive affiliations by stance, as ensuing in-
terventions would display. He nevertheless has good reasons to believe he has an audi-
ence, for the meeting is broadcast live and such broadcasts are quoted by the media in 
member states. The speech is more like a press release, only occasioned by the presence 
of the guest, rather than an actual interactional turn of deliberative engagement. The 
performance seems to deploy resources to access a mediated/mediatized EP audience 
(e.g. Strömbäck, 2008; Gjerstad, 2013) as a third party and primary scale, rendering the 
face-to-face participatory framework of the incumbent CofP, in spite of gaze, body ori-
entation and physical arrangements of focused attention in the Chamber, as secondary 
in terms of relevance to the meaning-making of the utterances. This footing shift effects 
an audience design of a collective third party of “alleged overhearers”176 (Dynel, 2010: 

                                                 
176 The concept of alleged overhearers is a modification of Goffman’s framework to cover “ratified participants 
(third parties) when speakers not only are heedful of them, but also intend to be listened to by them” (Dynel, 
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25), with no conversational responsibilities and not including the nominal ratified ad-
dressees, fundamentally reconfiguring the context of the event. This option seems to be 
open to the interpretation of other co-participants, for instance the ones speaking Dutch 
for the most part, and renounced by Mr. Dijsselbloem’s persistent and contrasting code 
choice of local differentiation, co-occurring with an effect of foregrounding orientation 
to the incumbent CofP of the actual participatory framework present for engagements. 
 
It is now Ms. Wortman-Kool (EPP-NL), a political opponent of the guest in the party 
political spectrum, who is given the floor:  
 

Dank U wel, Voorzitter, het is niet verbazend mijnheer Dijsselbloem dat Uw Engels erop achteruitgaat, 
als mijn voorganger …een Nederlands debat ervan probeert te maken, maar wij zijn hier in het Europese 
Parlement en dank voor uw komst, naar deze Commissie. U maakt geen gemakkelijke start (…)  
 
Thank you, Chair! It is no wonder, Mr. Dijsselbloem that your English flounders, for the 
previous speaker …attempts to turn this into a Dutch debate, whereas we are in the European 
Parliament here, and I thank you for coming to our committee. You did not have an easy 
start… 

 
As an active participant discursively co-constructing the speech event and the setting, 
affected by it and affecting it through contextualization(s) and identification(s), Ms. 
Wortmann-Kool reflects upon a link between the preferential semiotic resources, the 
discursive performance, and the identity outcome of the utterances produced by the in-
terlocutor participant. This meta-pragmatic rationalization of talk, and meta-linguistic 
commentary on resource forms or languages is, under the terms of the present study, a 
pivotal LP act and renders the commented utterances LP acts too. Contextualizing the 
utterances, it creates a direct link between the linguistic form and social meanings of 
indexical group alignment by signs of an identity in an explicit denotational fashion. 
Moreover, mitigating the FTA/FIA performed by the previous speaker, the intervention 
not only redresses mutual respect by acts of negative politeness, but performs positive 
politeness acts enhancing the face of the other, a political and institutional adversary 
after all. This is, however, more than a redress of politeness axioms to avoid a potential 
break-down of communication. By these utterances, boundaries are being shifted across 
the CofP dynamics unfolding in the interactions, being rearranged in front of our eyes 
with inclusions and exclusions and membership trajectories diverted towards periphery 
and center.  
 
At this crucial juncture adequation and distinction (Bucholtz & Hall, 2005) is accom-
plished at various levels and in different configurations by the very same utterance, and 
speech act. It is evident that although the speaker’s position according to political party 

                                                 
2010: 25) in situations when “speaker may overtly address one participant, while intending to communicate 
meanings primarily to another ratified hearer (in) the complexity of polylogues where differentiating between 
the addressee and another participant, i.e. third party may not always be possible” (Dynel, 2010: 11). 
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and institutional loyalty is in opposition to Mr. Dijsselbloem’s, she chooses to discur-
sively enter a subject position by propositional statements which overlap with his, and 
with the PVV party stance outside the boundary this shift creates. It should also be noted 
that nationality/ethnicity does not factor in, but rather sharpens the visibility of the in-
terplay of configurations of relative identity positions this discursive and social position-
ing of self and other, or “we” and “them”, is going through, catalyzed by the position 
Mr. Zeilstra is performing. Moreover, the speaker propositionally asserts preference for 
keeping the discourse in a European framing, and not letting it slip back to a national 
debate confined to the matters and interests of the political community of the Nether-
lands. What is intriguing, however, is that it is done in the denotational code of Dutch, 
contrary to her diachronic record of speaking strictly in English in committee meetings 
and alternately speaking Dutch or English only in Plenaries, and in spite of the conscious 
meta-pragmatic and metalinguistic (meta-LP) reflection on the link between preferred 
code and ascribed identity in the actual context of the unfolding speech event. Interest-
ingly, whereas on the propositional and meta-discursive level the speaker is perceived as 
taking side with the guest, effecting adequation, on another level her utterances effect 
distinction in the subject position accomplished by the discourse in exhibiting resource 
contrast within the shared repertoire. One could say that propositional LP making by 
discursive policy framing is incongruent with the semiotic indexical LP making in per-
forming, taking the utterances in the split analytical perspective distinguishing the two 
realms of the same speech act accomplished in the single total linguistic fact. 
 
As a matter of fact, not one of the Dutch L1 speakers interacting in the event, including 
the ones who by choice of custom speak in English otherwise, accommodates the code-
choice of their compatriot and accept the implicit invitation of the guest to enter his 
indexical semiotic subject position of preferential choice. Unlike him, who almost every 
time flags up a few words of formulaic code switches into Dutch, their turns only occa-
sionally begin in English, his preferential code of choice, when addressing the Chair-
woman, Ms. Bowles, but strictly adhere to Dutch when addressing him. The only ex-
ception in the two-hour debate is a brief intersection by Mr. Berman (S&D-NL), a fellow 
party member of the guest. He alone accommodates and confirms the code choice and 
indexically invoked subject position of Mr. Dijsselbloem, even if many explicitly support 
or demand his supranational stance at the propositional and meta-discursive level. To-
wards the end of the hearing, Mr. Berman intervenes in a half cheering, half-joking tone, 
without being formally appointed for the floor, in English, interrupting after a question 
by Ms. Bowles: 
 

...this almost leads to a question to the Minister of Finance of the Netherlands! 
 
His remark in the LFE form and function points out the mutable duality of roles, and 
thus propositionally confirms the explicit boundary between the identification of the 
guest posed to be relevant, and the irrelevant one as the Minister of Finance of the Neth-
erlands, to affirm the right one from the alternate subject positions and social personas 
ambiguously attributed to the guest by participants throughout the speech event. The 
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utterances in an LFE form of contrast effect a semiotic authentication (Bucholtz, 2003) of 
the performance indexicality by the guest, and at the same time propositionally confirm 
and foreground his preferred identification (i.e. not the Minister of Finance of the Neth-
erlands), with the side effect of dismissing the relevance of the question put by the chair-
woman. This propositional, linguistic-indexical, discursive-political, and intersubjective, 
(positively polite) act, evidently supporting and enhancing his face wants, even at the 
cost of challenging the authority of a central figure of the CofP, the Chairwoman, is 
reacted upon with visible alleviation and gratefulness by Mr. Dijsselbloem: 
 

I know, I know {laughter} and I try to be as frank and open as I can…and I know, to address 
this issue we have to do it internationally and in the European Union together, together! 

 

7.3 A diachronic epilogue 
 
As the samples from a speech event discussed above are part of a larger data set of lon-
gitudinal participant observation, they should not be treated as phenomena of standalone 
synchrony. Following up on trajectories across detached speech events in the observed 
domain of meaning-making to insert the analyzed event into an extended spatiotemporal 
envelope over seven hearings during more than three years, changing patterns of LP 
performance appear in the particular genre of an emergent institutional domain practice. 
Drawing an event trajectory by participatory observation accounts of a timescale from 
the first meeting of the Economic Dialogue analyzed above, to the seventh, dated 29 
November 2016, the patterns of an essentially different resource deployment configura-
tion come to be perceivable. The contrast is stark and intriguing, even bearing in mind 
that notwithstanding the domain coherence, each individual event is also an ontogenetic 
discursive universe of its own, with often randomly emerging rules of engagement, 
where not all patterned changes are necessarily part of a larger, neatly unfolding linear 
incremental process. They may, however, flag up innovation in the practice of the ob-
served speech chain. 
 
The seventh hearing, a manifestly much more relaxed affair than the first one, began 
slackly, with a delay of some six minutes, although all participants were present in the 
chamber, standing or sitting around in spontaneous arrangements. Mr. Dijsselbloem, 
standing on stage with hands in pocket, jovially chatting with members of the Committee 
panel, and time and again returning greetings from MEPs coming and going along the 
benches before the dragged on start, seemed to be part of a professional team, rather than 
the focal point of an inter-institutional show-down to come. This impression continues 
to prevail, even after the official start of the meeting, although he is not spared vigorous 
and often wicked discursive challenges from participants. The event is also different in 
turn-taking dynamics, and instead of the rigid structure of policed floor appointment 
characterizing the 2013 meeting, there are interruptions and closely latching turns, pro-
gressing in a much more lively and dynamic fashion. While exposed to tough questions 
by MEPs, often delivering thinly cloaked FIAs on the propositional level of utterances, 
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the guest is engaged with a setting of entirely different indexical accommodation than in 
the 2013 event. The propositional challenges and FTAs/FIAs, rich in identity play, and 
provoking explicit meta-pragmatic negotiations and clashes of mutual identification and 
authentication recruit and invoke, as usual, various competing scales and orientating 
centers of meaning-making. One explicit example is an exchange,177 triggered by an 
overtime interruption and follow-up question among the guest, the chair, Mr. Gualtieri 
(S&D-IT), and a member, Mr. Giegold (Greens-DE). In the exchange, Mr. Giegold re-
cruits in the identification/authentication clash an argument about invasive discourse 
styles identified with the stereotypical ethnicity of Dutchness ascribed to the interlocutor: 
  

Giegold: So what you tell us here is not fully coherent to what you tell your ... err ... 
our Dutch colleagues in the Dutch parliament. So, do you want to delay the 
implementation?  

Dijsselbloem:  I want to get an agreement (...) If you want to make progress= 
Giegold: =the five-year delay means 
Chair to G: [Sorry, sorry, ehmm= 
Giegold: =the five-year delay means, that you basically continue the structuring of 

profits, 
Chair:  [Err, ehmm= 
Giegold: =so, it’s your interest as Dutch finance minister not to  
Chair:  [Enough, enough! 
Giegold: [cater for foreign transnationals= 
Chair:  =OK, sorry... sorry= 
Dijsselbloem: =No, ehmm, I... I´ve no problem, I’m a Dutch finance minister all the time, 

so= 
Giegold: =The Dutch speak like this in the Netherlands, so therefore I dare to do it, 

it’s not against you personally, it’s on the substance...= 
Dijsselbloem:  =Oh, no problem... 
Chair (to G): [We have absolutely no time left, so...= 
Dijsselbloem: =I’ve absolutely no problem with that, so yes, the problem is... 

 
In spite of the clashes of authentication in the boundary work of the policy rhetorics 
deployed, compared to the previous meeting discussed earlier, the overall indexical dif-
ferentiation by linguistic form has become less contrasted and polarized in this encounter. 
For a comparative indication of this, it may suffice to note that out of the five Dutch L1 
speakers of the exchange, four resort to LFE, and only one posed a question in Dutch, 
code-switched with LFE in the interruptive follow-up question. The new game rules are 
meta-linguistically featured by the commentary prefacing the question by Ms. 
Nieuwhuizen (ALDE-NL) the second Dutch L1 speaker to take the floor: 
 

Thank you, Mr. Chair, goede morge(.) Jeroen... I will do it in English, because you will answer 
in English anyway. I would like to ask a question about the Commission statement...178 

                                                 
177 In the turn starting at 10:33:13. Retrievable at: http://www.europarl.europa.eu/ep-live/en/committees/ 
video?event=20161129-0900-COMMITTEE-ECON 
178 Retrievable at http://www.europarl.europa.eu/ep-live/en/committees/video?event=20161129-0900-
COMMITTEE-ECON. Turn starts at 10:17:32  
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7.4 Discussion and results 
 
The above description of context-constitutive and community-constitutive encounters in 
the ECON Committee unfolding in a speech event in the observed setting where EUML 
is publicly performed, focused on phenomena conventionally defined as code choices, 
and participants’ meta-pragmatic reflections on them. Approached in the framework of 
ethnographic LP analyses, these events are key incidents (Erickson, 1977; Kroon & Sturm, 
2007) eliciting attention to methodological rich points (Hornberger, 2012) that slit up the 
live texture of sociolinguistic encounters for insights into a layered system of indexicali-
ties. The analyses explored how indexical meanings are defining boundaries of identifi-
cation and contextualization, accomplished in deploying communicative resources of 
differentiation, the items determined by and determining LP. Along these boundaries, 
the event reveals the self-constitutive dynamics within an institutionally cut CofP in the 
observed multilingual and polysemic site of governance and LP performance.  
 
The potential spatiotemporal contextualizations invoked by the observed utterances in 
the mediated/mediatized EP floor can be taken up in a plethora of alternating multi-
scalar and polycentric domain distributions, as theories of the mediated EPS(s) predicate, 
and observed practice by interventions, like that of Mr. Zeilstra, appears to presume. 
Notwithstanding this taken-for-granted multi-scalar and polycentric trans-local audience 
potential of EP floor discourse, the actually attainable local positions in the event pro-
gressing through face-to-face interactions are between participation and non-participa-
tion in the CofP. These positions may cover full, peripheral, and marginal (Lave & 
Wenger, 1991; Myers, 2005; Moore, 2010) participation statuses invoked through vari-
ous participatory role arrangements in encounters performed by interactants. The guest 
of the hearing is, in this respect, a candidate member at a boundary crossing exercise to 
endorse access and admission, facing gatekeeping by centrally positioned insiders of the 
CofP hierarchy.  
 
In the observed practice of mutual engagements, the shared repertoire of the CofP inte-
grates various resources in the broad perceptual range of multimodal semiosis. In terms 
of the linguistic segment within the spectrum, the performance of the guest deploying a 
LFE dominated repertoire, including the extensive and skilled use of accommodation 
and code-switching strategies (cf. Cogo, 2007; Jenkins, 2009), exhibits a high degree of 
fluency in appropriating and enregistering to the semiotic and discursive styles incum-
bent in the ECON committee. Enregisterment to this dynamic and multi-scalar bench-
mark of authenticity179 or “enoughness” (Blommaert & Varis, 2011: 5) by perpetually 

                                                 
179 Taking recourse to the interpretation of the concept of authenticity in applied linguistics and linguistic an-
thropology in the analysis, it may be useful to bear in mind its wider existential philosophical conceptualiza-
tions. Pointing towards effects of identification and contextualization, Guignon (2004: 79) defines “our sense 
of what is involved in being authentic” as “our identity-conferring identifications (...) that are drawn from, and 
are answerable to, the shared historical commitments and ideals that make up our communal life-world (and) 
involves (...) the ability to be a reflective individual who discerns what is genuinely worth pursuing within the 
social context in which he or she is situated”. The understanding of language approximating to the ideology 
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engaging in intersubjective tactics of authentication (Bucholtz, 2003: 408) with interlocu-
tors accrues to the institutional outcomes between authorization and illegitimation con-
ferred by incumbent participants, while shaping the context of the event and the distri-
bution of linguistic resources across it, performing LP. This dynamic performance un-
folds while engaging conflict and contest, traceable in analyses of face work as the en-
counter progresses. The performance, a semiotic and discursive maneuver for authenti-
cation thus effects entry within the symbolic boundaries of the CofP addressed, although 
enacted from the opposing side of an institutional-social boundary. This can be under-
stood as a claim to CofP membership or an aspiration to an identification trajectory from 
the periphery towards central membership within the CofP. 
 
Restricting the focus on the shared semiotic repertoire further to the indexical effects of 
the particular LFE resource deployed, the analysis found it to be part and parcel of the 
semiotic and discursive maneuver and its effects. As the brief analysis of the idiosyncratic 
resource forms indicated, they perform authenticity in both aspects of the concept as de-
fined in applied linguistics (MacDonald et al., 2006; Van Compernolle & McGregor, 
2016: 1), based on Cooper’s (1983) distinction between authenticity of correspondence and 
authenticity of genesis. Judged on perceptual assessment and observed interlocutor behav-
ior, the communicative competence by the performed linguistic form seamlessly adapts 
to locally valid conventions of correspondence, while allowing for identifications of be-
ing from somewhere, with specific origins detectable by participants even in the generic 
code of LFE on a subscale of “accent”. This recognizability, defining the EUML domain 
of agents, confirms the virtual property of LFE, an integrated and integrating practice 
within and beyond conventional multilingualism, summarized by Hülmbauer (2013: 60) 
as “both integrated into larger multilingual environments and integrative of the plurilin-
gual resources available through these environments” (Hülmbauer, 2013: 60). 
 
The indexicality of this linguistic form type in relation to other resource types, such as 
“official national languages”, can be explored through ideologies of linguistic authority180 
composed of, according to Woolard (2008), their perceived authenticity and anonymity. 
The specific concept of authenticity, deployed in participant identification of being 
“from somewhere” in Woolard’s framework, approximates to Cooper’s authenticity of 
genesis, while its dialectical opposing pair, anonymity, is defined by the indexical valor-
ization of an aperspectival voice of the “disembodied, disinterested public freed through 
rational discourse from the constrains of a socially specific perspective” (Woolard, 2008: 
303), with no apparent associations to a particular origin and interest from somewhere 

                                                 
critically termed in sociolinguistics as the ethnolinguistic assumption, is the conceptualization of authenticity 
by Taylor (1989: 34), concluded in “articulating an identity involves adopting a relationship to the good (...) 
conveyed by membership in a language community” defining “a horizon of significance for the Self”. 
180 The defining question posed by Woolard (2008: 1) is relevant to the essential enquiry underlying my anal-
yses: “In analyzing discourses about linguistic policies in multilingual settings, one crucial question is what 
makes languages authoritative in community members’ eyes and ears. By authoritative, I mean that, by virtue 
of the language they use, speakers can convince and command an audience, whether that language has insti-
tutionally-recognized legitimacy or not.” 
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specific. In this respect, participants’ commentaries seem to explicitly evaluate the ano-
nymity of the performance (e.g. the commentary by Ms. Wortman-Kool), rather than its 
authenticity, analyzed above for perceptual features of “accent”, implicitly available for 
lay assessments of speaker identity. 
 
The local assessments of the performance by participants in interaction often explicitly 
reflected on the link where a resource form in a shared repertoire, and relational posi-
tionality in social space are co-performed. These assessment commentaries are defined, 
in the terms of the present study, as pivotal acts of LP. LP acts entering the recognition of 
participants in the exchange effect the re-arrangement of boundaries and CofP member-
ship hierarchies in pervasive ways as the event evolves. To add complexity to the judg-
ments of the performance, its enoughness is exposed to assessments by different target 
groups of participatory status, and distinct audiences invoked in public spheres, with 
different assumed beliefs and different indexical meaning-making access, attending the 
polycentric and multi-scalar stage co-constructed and accomplished by the interacting 
agents in the event. In the multi-scalar domain potentials, the observed acts of LP by 
agents on the floor, local distinction effects by resource contrast according to the dynam-
ics of CofP positions, and allowed by the affordance of simultaneous interpretation, co-
occur with publicly effected footing and scale shifts across participatory frameworks and 
participatory roles. These are not only negotiated by speakers and hearers in the interaction 
(e.g. Levinson, 1988: 176), but also emerge and shift by effects of the chronotopic avail-
ability of indexical information, as we have seen in the sudden split of the audience by 
Mr. Eppink’s performance. Moreover, these participatory role shifts co-occur with foot-
ing shifts between local and trans-local scales in the mediated and/or mediatized multi-
scalar and polycentric forum, consisting of the physical arena and the various virtual 
galleries open to public spheres. 
 
As simultaneous interpreting sets the observed performances of argumentative discursive 
policy framing (e.g. Schön & Rein, 1994; Fischer, 2003; Van Hulst & Yanow, 2014) in the 
EUML setting free from the bare necessities of referential-propositional understandabil-
ity, their indexical accomplishments come to the fore. These accomplishments may be 
best grasped in language-ideological terms attending identification and authentication 
potentials available and accessible to discourse participants. In these circumstances, the 
idiosyncratic LFE performed by the guest positions itself, along with other institutional 
LFE practices with undertones of recognizable or not recognizable European L1s, 
dubbed Euro-English, by qualities valorized as those of the global/supranational/Euro-
pean/EU institutional voice of the expert/political representative, indexing a trans-local 
“place” worth pointing to. In the observed practice, these authoritative attributes of the 
voice conferred by the anonymity of the linguistic form are relationally juxtaposed to non-
LFE speech varieties of the CofP repertoire publicly deployed in the event as contrasting 
performances of monolingualism in resources identified as various national languages. 
These contrasts accrue authority through contesting valorizations as to which is the more 
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relevant or authentic set of registers at a given moment of the unfolding event. This so-
ciolinguistic game, contextualized by and contextualizing the EP floor, and unfolding in 
a process along dyadic identification contrasts wrestling for authenticity, the guest of the 
hearing and MEPs with Dutch L1 in their repertoires engage in a typically late modern, 
or superdiverse practice of authentication described by Wang and Kroon (2017: 91) as 
“semiotic manoeuvring, targeting recognisability for multiple centres and scales”. This 
is happening in a multidimensional engagement with the dynamic valorization options 
of indexical fields, performed in the setting as a “stylistic practice” (see also Eckert, 2012). 
 
Bearing in mind, that authentication in the EP is a polycentric challenge, the same re-
source type that serves it well on one scale, may be perceived to undermine it in another. 
The unusual code choice of Dutch by his interlocutors, mostly central figures in the hi-
erarchy of the incumbent CofP, beyond perceivably denying the guest entry across sym-
bolic boundaries of an ingroup on the institutional level, may also be felt to authenticate 
them in the eyes and ears of a predicated Dutch audience scale. Confining their semiotic 
choices in the particular event against a horizon of significance (Taylor, 1991: 33) de-
fined by a Dutch language community by conventions of semiotics, history and society, 
they are seen to shift footing emphasis from another horizon, authenticated by the LFE 
form, they often choose to deploy on other occasions. 
 
The contrasting deployment of the resource types, however, is not a zero-sum game, as 
most LP concepts of EUML present it, where “English” would crowd out “national 
languages” or vice versa. Contrasting use is rather a variational stylistic resource itself, 
recruited in meaningful juxtapositions within the same domain play of meaning-making 
on the multi-scalar and polycentric EP floor. It is also a noteworthy finding that the 
CofP’s repertoire may be heterogeneous, but its coherence accrues into a distinctive CofP 
style of multilingual ECON talk in the given case, with LFE and non-LFE or “native 
language” resource types and their variation indexing multi scalar identifications and 
contextualizations, where nationality/ethnicity is not always a straightforward explana-
tory variable. 
 
These mutable dynamics are revealed in observed meta-pragmatic commentaries, the 
meaning-making of meaning-making, like the proposition which publicly performs an 
essential link between the LFE voice and a place from anywhere (but the Tweede Kamer), 
entering a supranational position of identification and contextualization. The language 
ideological link established between the guest’s speech and signs of an identity is manu-
facturing an a priori meta-pragmatic reality ad post (cf. Inoue, 2004), and at the same time 
is taking recourse to this ideological model relevant to the multi-scalar domain that can 
recognize it. The metalinguistic effect of the proposition is what Irvine and Gal (2000: 
37) call iconization, a correlation rendered essential. This iconized link, however, is posed 
in the meta-pragmatic commentary to be sustained in, and contingent on, successfully 
nailing a skillful performance of the linguistic form. It is prone to falter as the stereotype 
of iconized stature is flouted, and undermine its authenticity of competence (MacDonald 
et al., 2006: 252) as a voice genuinely owned by the speaker in the context of hearers 
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attending it. In that sense the commentary denaturalizes (Bucholtz, 2003: 409) the 
iconized LFE performance and implicitly withholds genuinity and credibility from the 
enactment in the encounter. Moreover, in contrast to its propositional accomplishment 
of adequation, the performed indexicality of the commentary utterances achieve distinc-
tion, as perhaps dictated by the locally unfolding CofP hierarchy dynamics sustained in 
repertoire deployment practices of Dutch L1 gatekeeping participants. The contradiction 
between the accomplishments by proposition and by indexical form may, to local par-
ticipants exposed to the multilingual set of performances and the metalinguistic com-
mentary of assessment, position itself, and assessed speaker, beyond the link discursively 
established in the order of indexicality posed and essentialized as ubiquitous. It opens 
up an n+1st order of indexicality for assessments, including the present analysis. 
 
As an outcome of the sociolinguistic moves in the positionality game of differentiation 
unfolding in the event, the guest seems to be given the benefit of a peripheral CofP mem-
bership, enjoying rich signs of support and being offered mitigating positive and negative 
politeness redress at sensitive points of potential face loss, or when his performance of 
linguistic authenticity falters in its virtual meta-pragmatics. At some junctures he is al-
lowed on an inbound trajectory by face enhancement propositions, but most of the time 
even when propositional statements by interlocutors effect endorsement, the same utter-
ances sustain a semiotic indexical boundary of rejection or exclusion towards a marginal 
status, as performances by members with Dutch L1 do. In this setting evolving along 
variable indexical fields of valorization, authentication by significant others is performed 
sociolinguistically to attain legitimacy and hierarchically positions LP performing agents 
in the given context, orientating towards a moving target of enoughness, albeit one per-
petually fine-tuned in/by practice by agents, including performers. As Eckert and 
Wenger (2005: 538) point out “(l)egitimacy in any community of practice involves not 
just having access to knowledge necessary for ‘getting it right’, but being at the table at 
which ‘what is right’ is continually negotiated”. The guest, in this perspective, may be 
attaining through delicate and balanced semiotic and discursive identity work, instead 
of a marginal or peripheral membership, the position of a LP “broker” in the CofP dy-
namics, balancing between inbound and outbound trajectories, an act which requires, 
according to Wenger, “an ability to manage carefully the coexistence of membership and 
non-membership, yielding enough distance to bring a different perspective, but also 
enough legitimacy to be listened to” (Wenger, 1998: 110). From a sociolinguistic per-
spective, these positions are accomplished in and by resource choices in the deployment 
of an idiosyncratic repertoire, and the authentic performance of them in a multimodal 
polysemy act, exposed to assessments by participants in the given context. The brokerage 
in resource performance, and the constitutive joint learning curve the CofP is going 
through, gauged in a longitudinal ethnographic perspective following up the three years 
of the emerging tradition in the new EP genre of the Economic Dialogue, evidently exhibit 
essential changes in discourse patterns accruing to LP performance. These phenomena 
reveal innovations in the communicative practice of the observed speech chain hosted 
by the CofP. The fact that LFE has grown more dominant in resource deployment by 
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participants of various L1s, including language behavior by the comparable cohort of 
Dutch L1 agents who, with one exception (performing Dutch with code-mixing), all 
spoke in LFE, is also corroborated by meta-pragmatic and metalinguistic (or meta-LP) 
commentaries by these agents.  
 

7.5 Conclusions 
 
Organizing the above findings into the overall ethnographic LP framework of nexus 
analysis (Hult, 2015), for an “event-based entry point to data collection/analysis (...) as 
the primary context of interpretation” (Perez-Milans, 2017: 4), they complement the en-
quiries of the previous two data samples. Whereas Chapters 5 and 6 explored the inter-
textual and interdiscursive emergence of LP focusing on what the epistemological model 
enlists to the discourses in place at the articulations of LP practice in commentaries on 
policy texts, this chapter encompasses the other two dimensions. The analyses of mean-
ing-making throughout constitutive encounter engagements in the observed CofP of 
agents explored the interaction order in the LP nexus of practice, whereas the analytical 
discussions of idiosyncratic (propositional and semiotic) resource performances in a di-
achronic perspective gave insight into the historic body of speakers as perceivable to dis-
course participants in the setting evolving in interactions. 
 
The ethnographic LP analytical framework allows for an exploration of the indexical 
accomplishments of LP performance on the EP floor. While EUML is approached by 
most conventional and interpretative policy analyses, including (critical) discourse anal-
yses of EP discourse, among them studies attending LP deliberations per se, from the 
propositional accomplishments of deliberative policy framings, how LP performances 
attain indexical effects and outcomes within and without the confines of the encounter, 
is rarely discussed in research. These indexical effects were seen to emerge by complex 
and layered semiotic maneuvers, as identifications in a “new order of authenticity” 
(Wang & Kroon, 2017: 23) come to be performed in EUML, perhaps witnessing the 
process of an emerging identification option locally enacted with trans-local templates 
of ideological meaning-making. Observed in live encounters of agents, shifting symbolic 
boundaries affected by and effecting reconfigurations of social boundaries were shown 
to be indexically performed, while propositionally negotiated, often dismissed or denied 
by the same agents. This discursive and indexical game of negotiation, deliberative and 
implicit, is perpetually making LP the present study ultimately aims at exploring. The 
observed discrepancies between regulation, beliefs and practice along the LP making pro-
cess explored in an ethnographic perspective according to the research questions of my 
study follow the open ended process of reinterpretation and reconfiguration of resource 
repertoires, authentications, identifications and social boundary outcomes taking shape, 
and directions of change they open. This process accomplished and attainable for repre-
sentation by the contrasting deployment of semiotic forms, including LFE in the given 
case, and making meaning of them, may point towards, or perhaps going through, an 
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authentic social position in the performance of EUML which is re-combining the incum-
bent ideological nexus of language, community and identity. 
 
The quantitative trends indicated by recent surveys and research (e.g. EP, 2013; Gazzola, 
2016), and the qualitative patterns analyzed above, reveal an ongoing ideological change 
through the valorization of “native” and “lingua franca” resources across indexical fields 
deployed in the local and trans-local discursive practice of an ECON style, indicative of 
the broader EUML domain. The observed mutability between linguistic form and parti-
tions of social space, or “languages” and “identities” was shown to be locally and per-
petually authenticated in the constitutive practice of EUML. EUML, sociolinguistically 
conceptualized in the analyses according to the definition by Eckert (2012: 94) as a “so-
cial semiotic system capable of expressing the full range of a community’s social con-
cerns” is evidently changing along the observed re-combinations and reinterpretations 
of indexical effects. The observed practice is not only exhibiting changing social concerns 
of differentiation, but affects the perceived stability of the forms themselves, most evident 
in the changing roles, functions and perceptions of LFE, a salient example of integrating 
and integrated form and practice of indexical recombination in idiosyncratic perfor-
mances. The observed mutability of the locally emerging indexical valorizations of var-
iables that make up EUML contradicts in many points the established conventions of 
LP research underlying LP regulations applied to it. 





CHAPTER 8 
 
Conclusions 

8.1 Introduction 
 
The study analyzed the discursive construction and semiotic indexical performance of 
European Union Multilingualism (EUML) conceptualized in Chapter 1, through what 
Chapter 2 defined as acts of language policy (LP). EUML was explored in data from 
three speech events of observed social practice on the EP floor, a multi-scalar site of 
meaning making, introduced as an ethnographic field for research in Chapter 3. The 
ethnographic language policy analysis of the data by a methodological apparatus out-
lined in Chapter 4, with components applied in different multi-method configurations 
specific for each analytical chapter, explored two Plenary speeches on LP per se in Chap-
ters 5 and 6, and one multilingual fiscal policy debate in the ECON committee of the EP 
in Chapter 7. These three chapters enquired how the argumentative language ideological 
framings of EUML evolve and change through conflicting LP conceptualizations, and 
to what extent these are fitting representations of observed practice. The ethnographic 
analysis of LP performances understood both in the ontological and dramaturgical sense 
on the EP floor from discourse analytical and socio-pragmatic perspectives followed the 
dual research design of the study along the following research questions: 
 
1. What is the relationship between (a) the prescriptive LP rules for EUML, and (b) 

the discursive conceptualizations of the entities, aims, and purpose of LP professed 
in meta-pragmatic reflections on language use by participant agents on the EP floor? 
Are there any discrepancies between the two? 

 
2. Does the sum of these two discursive realms included in Research Question 1, that 

is, the declared LP objectives and purpose, and the rules laid down for them, fall in 
line with the observed practice of actual communicative performance and semiotic 
behavior of participant agents, that is, policy performance on the ground? Are there 
any discrepancies between them? 

 
3.  What directions of LP change may these possible discrepancies in (1) and (2) dis-

close, and what relevance do these have to policymaking and research?  
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8.2 The three speech events  
 
8.2.1 “Multilingualism an asset for Europe and a shared commitment”  
 
Investigating primarily along the first research question discrepancies between the de-
clared LP objectives and purpose, and the rules laid down for them, the analysis of the 
Plenary speech introducing an EP Resolution for LP regulation with the above title in 
Chapter 5 explored how the discursive construction of EUML runs into incommensurate 
argumentative framings, and into an intractable policy controversy in the terms of argu-
mentative policy research (e.g. Schön & Rein, 1994; Fischer & Gottweis, 2012; Van 
Hulst & Yanow, 2014). Driven by multifarious, multi-scalar, and incongruent boundary 
making aspirations, these argumentative framings render the construct a very imperfect 
representation of actual practice. The absence of resources other than the (then) 22 offi-
cial national standards from the argumentative framing by the narrative is one of the 
blatant LP incongruences it reveals. That meta-pragmatic commentaries on EUML prac-
tice, discursively constructed LP propositions for societal multilingualism, entirely dis-
regard resources used as L1 or L2 by millions of Europeans is an evident mismatch, even 
within the conventional understanding of languages and multilingualism. 
 
Exploring the intertextuality and interdiscursivity of this data sample in line with the 
research design of the study, various boundaries of differentiation, symbolic and social 
as discussed in Chapter 2, accomplished through the normative representations of speak-
ing subjects and the resources they use for institutional arrangements, were found to 
emerge on various planes. As the results of the analyses in the three chapters (5, 6, and 
7) discussing observational data show, these planes of boundary achievements are of 
disparate social and spatio-temporal scales and of often incommensurate and incongru-
ent character. In the process of its discursive construction, EUML is becoming an infi-
nitely expandable container and a multi-scalar battleground of boundary aspirations and 
achievements, discursive outcomes of clashes in rhetorical LP performances on the floor 
competing for a hegemonic fixing of meanings attributed to multilingualism. The nodal 
point (Glasze, 2007) honed in on these discursive denominations of EUML interrupting 
each other in performances observed on the EP floor, and analyzed in a diachronic line-
age of their interdiscursive emergence, is argued to tend to become an empty signifier 
(Laclau, 1996). The conceptualizations of EUML are found to serve the purpose of var-
ious competing and incommensurate discursive constructions of equivalence and con-
trast in attempts at fixing a dislocated discourse on collective identities in late modern 
Europe, a conclusion confirming the recent insight by Williams and Williams (2016). 
 
The tendency for the concept of EUML to become an empty signifier, (mis)appropriated 
in various discourse coalitions (Hajer, 1993, 2006) on the EP floor and beyond, is con-
current with incongruences between the aims and purpose of EUML laid down in LP 
regulatory texts on the one hand, and the meta-pragmatic commentaries of agents on the 
EP floor in acts of LP, on the other. The comparison instantiates the argument that no 
LP regulation could accommodate the insatiate aspirations of boundary making EUML 
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is approached to and charged with, and no discursive conceptualization of EUML is 
able to envelope the incommensurate planes these boundaries of differentiation, all 
claimed to be relevant to EUML and “language” ultimately, determine. In fact, the pri-
mary purpose of LP framings of EUML often appears to be, from the observed context-
bound meta-pragmatic conceptualizations in argumentative policymaking, the accom-
plishment of boundaries of various sorts, and the other aims to be achieved by multilin-
gualism, overt and declared, only secondary to this primary purpose. 
 
The argumentative policy narrative, nominally confirming and reifying the normative 
convention in configurations of language, identity and place for prescriptive LP, con-
cluded as the ethnolinguistic assumption (Blommaert, Leppänen & Spotti, 2013) by critical 
research, opens up a problematic dislocation of this discourse formation, with the nodal 
point EUML shifting in attributed meanings towards open ended potential reconfigura-
tions. The dislocation of LP discourse does not only allow for the reconfiguration of the 
relationship connecting language, identity and place, but ontologies of these entities 
themselves are problematized. One of them is the naturalized notion of the unique, 
bounded, and strictly distinct standard national language, presented in a collection of 
monadic entities in the analyzed narrative on multilingualism, carrying unresolved con-
tradictions even in the internal logic of the speech itself. 
 
8.2.2 “Towards more efficient and cost effective interpretation in the European 

Parliament”  
 
These incongruences between LP regulations and beliefs (meta-pragmatic commentaries 
by agents) in the discursive construction of EUML in general, explored along the first 
research question are translated into tangible contradictions in the conceptualization of 
EUML as a public policy stricto sensu, confined to one institution, the EP. This is con-
firmed in the analysis, along both the first and second research questions in Chapter 6 
by the data sample of the Plenary speech introducing the EP Resolution on LP imple-
mentation and management. The argumentative speech held on the plenary floor 
amounts to a LP act being mostly a meta-pragmatic commentary on alternating language 
use, the speaker’s own, and that of interlocutors, and also on the merit of deliberating 
on a LP regulation of EUML management per se to amend the EP’s Code of Conduct 
for Multilingualism. It leads again to the intractable argumentative policy problem 
around EUML. Here, the nodal point of discourse formations becoming an empty sig-
nifier precipitates into a policy framing which subsumes measures that contradict, 
and/or disregard one another, and subordinate all aims attributed to EUML, disparate 
as they are, to the logic of quantitative restrictions and material savings in the means of 
policy. This argumentative framing brings about yet another boundary EUML is to carry, 
this time between the responsible stewards of taxpayers’ money and prodigal free-riders 
of various sorts, wasting it.  
 
The second research question contrasting regulation and beliefs with practice is also rel-
evant to the analysis of this discourse sample, enquired by comparing the deliberative 
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performance with its deictic outcome in meaning making. The analysis thus embarks on 
exploring multilingual practice itself, that often contradicts both deliberative policy aims 
entextualized into regulations, and meta-pragmatic commentaries critical of, or indi-
rectly rejecting these regulations, as the unresolved arrangement of dialogic discursive 
subject positions (Gjerstad, 2007; Angermüller, 2011) unfolding in the speech, exhibit.  
 
The deliberation, echoing the widely held solution proposed in LP research and LP mak-
ing to cut the Gordian knot of the policy controversy by the compartmentalization of 
institutional and non-institutional EUML in policy application is found to factually con-
tradict its very discursive ontology. The LP discourse analyzed in the performance artic-
ulated among the institutional and physical confines of the plenary chamber is explicitly 
meant for “non-institutional” meaning-making in public spheres outside it. This shows, 
that neither beliefs nor practice substantiate the split between institutional and non-insti-
tutional LP, taken for granted by LP regulations, like the Code of Conduct for Multilin-
gualism, and most research on EUML (De Swaan, 1999, 2007; Van Els, 2001, 2005; to 
some extent Wright, 2007, 2009). 
 
It was likewise shown to be a contradiction in terms to strictly distinguish between the 
posed communicative and symbolic aspects of EUML in the given contextualized sam-
ple of discursive LP making. The argumentation positing language items of EUML as 
mere conduit channels for communication both overtly and covertly hinged on the 
deictic discursive effects the dichotomy posits as symbolic, and represent as detached 
from a putative propositional meaning attributed to communication.181 The mutually 
exclusive language ideological dichotomies concluded under pride/profit by Gal (2012), 
deriving from the “instrumental” vs. “constitutive” understandings of language (De 
Schutter, 2007) lead to LP solutions critically labelled as “hegemonic multilingualism” 
(Krzyzanowski & Wodak, 2010). In other words, the inappropriate representation of the 
policy “problem” lead to incongruent and self-contradicting LP recipes meant to resolve 
it. 
 
As discussed in Chapter 6, due to these ideological blind spots in the argumentative de-
liberation, the very performance of the discourse on the multi-scalar EP floor is a nega-
tion of most of the propositional LP arguments it puts forth. These arguments move 
within the explicit dichotomies of institutional and non-institutional multilingualism, of 
efficiency versus (excessive) solidarity, and the implicit dichotomy of language for com-
munication and language for identification. The contradictions inundated in these ideo-
logical blind spots in the discourse sample moreover lay bare, that normative ideologies 
of the ethnolinguistic assumption, mostly accepted even in current regulatory texts on 

                                                 
181 It is important to note this, since even critical discourse studies of EU Multilingualism that claim to be eth-
nographic approach propositional meanings of monolingual samples of speeches without exploring the deictic 
indexical dimension of EUML practice. 
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EUML, like the Code of Conduct for Multilingualism in the EP, are implicitly, but evi-
dently uprooted, opening up a yawning contradiction in meta-pragmatic commentaries 
to be entextualized into LP regulations, without resolving them.  
 
The state of affairs found in the analysis of the two discourse samples in Chapters 5 and 
6 amounts to a language ideological crisis of dislodged normativities about language, 
identity and place, rendering the conceptualization of EUML an intractable policy con-
troversy with inherent incongruences and explicit contradictions within LP representa-
tions on the floor. Thus, the discursive construction of the LP to define and regulate 
EUML seems to grapple with conceptualizing social processes that doubtlessly happen, 
and are changing the deictic relationships between linguistic forms and positions in so-
cial space in practice, contextualized by, and contextualizing, transforming European 
settings and societies, and re-drawing symbolic and social boundaries in these settings 
and societies. 
 
8.2.3 The speech event of the Economic Dialogue 
 
The very practice of performing EUML is focused on in the analysis of the third data 
sample, a Parliamentary hearing of the ECON Committee, investigating, according to 
the second research question, how the indexical achievements in LP performed by agents 
relate to argumentative claims made in both policy texts and meta-pragmatic commen-
taries on them. The contradictions in this most ethnographic dimension of the analysis, 
exploring the observed semiotic behavior by agents performing EUML, are especially 
intriguing by hinting at directions of change: While agents talk multifarious boundaries 
into EUML, they perform it shifting boundaries in ways they don’t necessarily talk about. 
The deictic relationships between linguistic forms and positions in social spaces take 
patterns, as the analysis shows, that are not made aware of in meta-pragmatic commen-
taries, and even less in regulatory texts. 
 
This analysis of the Economic Dialogue in Chapter 7 along the second research question 
thus provides a full picture of EUML in the tripartite perspective of critical ethnographic 
LP research investigating regulatory texts, meta-pragmatic insights into beliefs, and ob-
served practice, modelled as a nexus of practice in LP performances in the research design. 
Contradicting in many points regulations and beliefs, performative practice shows the 
potential of a new social domain of meaning making and representation in public delib-
eration by the enregisterment of resources deployed in the unfolding context of the ob-
served event. 
 
The observed voice (Blommaert, 2005; Agha, 2007) interpreted as the figure performed 
through speech with indexically attained stereotypical social identification and authen-
tication of the protagonist and interlocutors co-constructing the event, exhibits an idio-
syncratic resource dominated by lingua franca English (LFE). This particular resource is 
understood to be a constitutive sample from a broader repertoire shared, or recognized, 
by participants with a social range of indexical valorizations and counter-valorizations, 
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going through enregisterment in the EUML domain. It is noteworthy that this increas-
ingly salient and authentic enregistering LFE voice is not captured by any of the LP 
discourses articulated on the floor claiming to be comprehensive descriptions of EUML, 
presented and analyzed in the first two discourse samples and in their intertextual web 
of discourse formations. In other words, the LP models available in regulations and beliefs 
are a very imperfect fit to social phenomena observed in EUML practice on the EP floor. 
 
The social practice observed in the speech event shows that EUML is not displaced by 
lingua franca resource use practices. As seen in the analysis of the event, the particular 
LFE resource deployed on the floor was an effectively translingual practice subsuming 
indexical meanings of one resource type in another, while enabling discourse partici-
pants in the EUML domain of meaning making to identify and authenticate the speaker. 
The LFE performance both entailed EUML by its virtual indexicality, and EUML was 
a sine qua non ecological medium for the deployability of this resource with its complete 
range of meanings, propositional and deictic. Instead of zero sum polarizations, the most 
appropriate conceptualization of this resource of the LFE category is one of an integrat-
ing and integrated (Hülmbauer, 2013) EUML performance. The integrating and inte-
grated nature of EUML practice does not mean, however, that the availability and ac-
cessibility of this repertoire is fairly distributed in society and the arguments of linguistic 
disenfranchisement (Ginsburg & Weber, 2005; Gazzola, 2014) would be rendered inva-
lid. Observed practice on the EP floor exhibits what contemporary research defines as 
“elite multilingualism” (e.g. Barakos & Selleck, 2019; De Costa, 2019), a late modern, 
global social phenomenon emerging through the reconfiguration of the symbolic and 
linguistic capital of distinction, in Bourdieu’s terms, of commodified resources perceived 
as prestigious, in many ways comparable to high modern monolingual language ideolo-
gies. 
 

8.3 Mobile resources, shifting boundaries and social spaces emergent in/as 
Babel debates 

 
The participant observer’s analysis of the speech event progressing through intersubjec-
tive identifications (e.g. Bucholtz & Hall, 2005; Joseph, 2013) and authentications (e.g. 
Bucholtz, 2003; Wang & Kroon, 2017) shows signs of an emergent domain by enregis-
terment, with a novel potential set of symbolic and social boundaries of identifications 
in the context co-constructed in social and discursive practice by agents. This emergent 
domain for social, within that political, identification and meaning making is not only 
significant for LP considerations, but has implications to conceptualizations of the legit-
imacy and efficacy of supranational political deliberations. It opens the view to the po-
tential of open ended ongoing hegemonic processes reconfiguring the naturalized nor-
mative templates and cultural models of action in connecting language, identity, and 
place, and thereby the notion of nationally and linguistically confined political and pub-
lic spheres of representation and deliberation. 
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The observed mobility of resources deployed in the debate, their ability to instantiate 
authentic voices across contexts through the specific linguistic forms have been shown 
in the ethnographic analyses to effect shifting boundaries. These dynamic partitions of 
social space through degrees of membership and non-membership and effects of group-
ness were explored in the sociolinguistic application of the Community of Practice (CofP) 
concept (e.g. Eckert & McConnel-Ginet, 1992; Ilie, 2001, 2010; Meyerhoff, 2002).  
 
People speak in and from a place (Blommaert, 2005: 223) which is never neutral but 
indexes particular values and determines possible positions of differentiation. The con-
clusion upon the analyses is evident that the place people on the EP floor speak from is 
definitely other than what LP conceptualizations propose. Voices observed in social 
practice are not valorized as LP presupposes them to be, and they are oriented to other 
centers, centering institutions and norms than those LP, understood as beliefs and regu-
lations, pose for them. The effects of the performances come across in observed EUML 
practice as voices deploying various repertoires that can be clustered as LFE, able to 
perform functions of differentiated identification comparable to various forms of “na-
tional languages”, and index trans-local, and supranational valorizations of speakers, 
late modern elite multilinguals with spatial and social mobility and power.  
 
They are often seen to carry more potential for this than voices by resources clustered as 
national standards do. LP regulations evidently fail to grasp this, and adhere to a static 
hegemony of the national standard, and of EUML understood as a container of parallel 
national standard languages. 
 
The findings of the analyses guided by the three research questions after all point out a 
fundamental contradiction between the multi-scalar and polycentric mobility of resources 
in EUML practice, and the immobility of these resources in discursive language ideolog-
ical representations, including explicit LP regulations. This contradiction is found rele-
vant even for European official languages, the most classical examples of the standard-
ized ideal entities considered, to quote the categories of Blommaert (2010: 4) “sedentary” 
and “territorized” in contradiction to the “translocal” and “deterritorized” effects of the 
observed performance of repertoires that make up EUML. 
 
The contradictions found and discussed in my analyses along the research questions 
through exploring the emergence and changes of symbolic and social boundaries can 
thus be theoretically framed as the “(im)mobility of linguistic resources”, a recent research 
perspective described by Horner and Dailey-O’Cain (2016: 25) as “exploring the dynam-
ics of sociolinguistic boundaries (wherein) it is crucial to examine what is not immedi-
ately visible in order to understand the construction of space/place and the contestation 
of space”. This research perspective, very much like my ethnographic language policy 
study, pays attention to “the notion of belonging in that it draws attention to complex 
social-spatial dimensions of human experience that enable both boundary construction 
as well as boundary disruption” (Horner & Dailey-O’Cain, 2016: 25). 
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In this endeavor, my study explores and records how linguistic resources move across 
overlapping socio-spatial-temporal frames (cf. Blommaert, 2010) and how transnational 
social spaces (Pries, 2001; Faist, 2006) in transnational environments (Jacquemet, 2005) 
emerge in the communicative and social practice performing EUML by deploying re-
sources and making meanings of them. These new spaces of belonging are taking shape 
along boundaries emerging in live interactions. Most studies on transnational political 
discourse and public policy deliberation in the EU towards a community of communi-
cation (e.g. Wright, 2000) and a European Public Sphere (e.g. Gerhards & Hans, 2014) 
and, ultimately, a transnational demos (Van Parijs, 2004) generated by “politics in the 
vernacular” (Kymlicka, 2001: 213) in a potential or emerging discursive and social space, 
view multilingualism as opposed to it, a hindrance, or a distinct conceptual entity at best. 
In contrast to this understanding of multilingualism, observed EUML practice deploying 
integrating and integrated resources dynamically transforming by enregisterment, is ar-
gued in my study to be not only a vehicle of transnational communications, but rather a 
constitutive semiotic infrastructure for dynamic discursive normativities and shifting 
symbolic and social boundaries among agents in social practice towards new configura-
tions of social space. This semiotic infrastructure subsumes resource types with complex 
multi scalar indexical mobility, labelled as lingua franca according to the widespread 
language ideological convention Creese, Blackledge and Takhi (2014: 98) discuss as “the 
native speaker/non-native speaker dichotomy”, inherent in the ethnolinguistic assump-
tion, the discursive language ideological construct of space/resource/identification the 
modern nation-state hinges on. 
 
LP framings should take heed of this emergent domain scale, instead of adhering to in-
cumbent ideological conceptualizations with inherent contradictions they are unable to 
resolve, apparent and blatant in contemporary EUML contexts, and helplessly laying 
them bare as a terrain for boundary aspirations of incommensurate nature and scales in 
argumentative hegemonic struggles on the floor and beyond in various discourse coali-
tions. Some awareness of this exposure of LP conceptualizations of EUML, to reflect on 
the third research question, would allow policies to make room for the open ended pro-
cesses of enregisterment unfolding in the present socio-historical time and place on the 
EP floor, an institutional locus of public sphere legitimation and replication of register 
stereotypes. The flexible and pragmatic reconfigurations of the five modes proposed by 
Backus et al. (2013) in the concept of Inclusive Multilingualism (i.e. the use of LFE, 
regional LFs, lingua receptiva, codeswitching, and translation/interpretation) without giv-
ing ideologically motivated a priori primacy to any one of them, would be a good prac-
tical start, with a view to providing a semiotic infrastructure to accommodate changing 
patterns and normativities of discursive and social practice in EUML performativity, 
evidently and increasingly transgressing national and transnational conceptual frames. 
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APPENDIX 1 
 
The English translation of transcripts in Dutch 

Transcripts from Chapter 5 
 
“I am addressing you in Dutch and I very consciously do so. Not because this could not 
be done in German, English or whatever language, but exactly because we, MEPs are 
in a generic disadvantage from the outset by default for we seem to be detached from our 
voters. If a journalist or an interested citizen in this late hour happens to follow the de-
bate, I want him/her to be able to listen to it in our mother tongue.” 
 
“You may discern from my report that multilingualism in the European Parliament is a 
great asset. I am proud of our European languages, the 24 languages of our now 28 
member states, but as a Limburger by birth and with a penchant for Frisian, I very con-
sciously refer to all smaller languages spoken in the European Union.”  
 
“In my report I am very conscious not to touch upon anybody`s right to speak here in 
any of the 24 official languages. In this plenary, however, Estonian is spoken in 0,1% of 
the time, and English in nearly 30%. On the right of anybody to express himself in his 
own language, I do not touch upon.” 
 
“These are costs indeed which could be saved on, incurred by interpreters who are paid 
while their services are not in use.” 
 
“It is plainly evident to European citizens that we need interpreters to have our work 
done here. But they do not understand the need for full booths which are not used. Es-
pecially, if they realize that they cost 1025 Euro per person a day.”  
 
“These are a few suggestions presented in the report aiming at a new decision expanding 
on multilingualism, and also on the limitation of its costs. A decision which we expect 
from the Bureau before the end of this year, and I say this with emphasis, because this is 
our chief expectation and explicit demand expressed here. In any case, I wish you a lot 
of success for that.” 
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Transcripts from Chapter 7 
 
“Mr. Dijsselbloem, I would also like to welcome you on behalf of the ECR and in par-
ticular the Belgian delegation within that.” 
 
“...and then about Moscow, the Moscow course. You may be somewhat naive as regards 
Mr. Putin. I do not know him in person, but my mother-in-law is Russian, so I know 
Russians pretty well, and let me tell you... let me tell you, that Putin will first let Cyprus 
walk on thin ice further...will then raise demands ... and Russia will get a kind of influ-
ence in Cyprus... the, the ...err, Cyprus will get under an influence, and I do not think, ... 
underestimate what is happening here, the Eurozone is in shambles, the Russians roll 
with laughter and you would still not be done with Mr. Putin.”  
 
“Thank you for your question, Mr. Eckhout … err …my yesterday remarks in the Neth-
erlands indeed addressed the democratic deficit that we in Brussels…... err ... sorry let me 
change back to English, ehhm… ehmmm… I made some remarks yesterday…” 
 
“Thank you Chair! It is no wonder Mr. Dijsselbloem that your English flounders, for the 
previous speaker … attempts to turn this into a Dutch debate, whereas we are in the 
European Parliament here, and I thank you for coming to our committee. You did not 
have an easy start…” 



APPENDIX 2 
 
The official English verbatim transcript of the speech 
analyzed in Chapter 5 

(Video record retrievable at: http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getVod.do?mode=unit & 
language=EN & vodDateId=20090323-22:56:23-079) 
 

Multilingualism: an asset for Europe and a shared commitment  
(short presentation)  

   
 

 PV 
 

 

 

 

 

Vasco Graça Moura, rapporteur.– (PT) The Commission Communication 
entitled ‘Multilingualism: an asset for Europe and a shared commitment’ 
follows on from an already long series of documents produced by Parliament, 
the Commission, the Council, the Committee of the Regions and the 
European Economic and Social Committee, in which the issue of 
multilingualism is tackled from various angles. 
In my report, I reiterate the positions previously adopted by the European 
Parliament and generally endorse the Commission’s view that the linguistic 
and cultural diversity of the EU constitutes an enormous competitive 
advantage and that there is a need for full support for language teaching and 
exchange programmes in the educational and cultural spheres, both inside 
and outside the Union. 
I also highlight the importance of language as a factor of social inclusion. I 
confirm the importance of dialogue with other regions of the globe, paying 
attention to the specific links existing in terms of language, history and 
culture between the countries of the EU and third countries. I indicate the 
need for policies supporting translation, both literary and technical. I tackle 
the issue of multilingualism in the audiovisual sector, the need to support 
language teachers, and the extension of language competence indicators to 
all the official EU languages, without prejudice to their also being extended 
to other languages spoken and studied in Europe, including classical Greek 
and Latin. 
With regard to the teaching of languages, both at school and in adulthood, I 
maintain, among many other aspects, that education in the mother tongue is 
fundamental to all other teaching. Parents and guardians must be able to 
choose the official language in which their children are to be educated in 
countries with more than one official language or where an official language 
and regional languages coexist. I also maintain that no schoolchild should be 
deprived of education in the official language of the state. 

 

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?type=PV&reference=20090323&secondRef=ITEM-025&language=EN
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I would underline that at no point in my report is the importance of regional 
or minority languages disputed. I clearly recognise and respect these 
languages and at no point try to obstruct them. There is not one aspect of my 
report which is incompatible with these languages. However, an alternative 
proposal has been tabled by Socialist, Liberal and Green Members, which 
quite simply omits the three points that I have just mentioned. 
As a result, principles which are connected with fundamental rights and 
people’s freedoms and which for a long time have been enshrined, accepted 
and practised in the European Union are about to be eliminated due to 
pressure from Galician, Catalan and Basque nationalists. If this alternative 
proposal is adopted, the European Parliament will have given way. 
These intentions are perfectly clear. In today’s edition of the Spanish 
newspaper El País, you can read on page 37 that, just three months ago, the 
Supreme Court decided that a box should be included on the pre-enrolment 
form, asking parents in which language they want their children to receive 
their primary education, which is something that the Catalan Government 
has not done. 
I do not feel that this alternative should be accepted. In contrast to the points 
made in my report, it results in unacceptable protection of extreme nationalist 
tendencies and also unacceptably contradicts our fundamental rights and 
freedoms and even the principle of subsidiarity, not to mention that this 
alternative is also contrary to principles that are already enshrined in previous 
texts of the European Parliament and the Council and that have never been 
called into question. 
I therefore urge this House to be very careful. The alternative tabled must be 
rejected and my report must be adopted, as occurred in the Committee on 
Culture and Education on 17 February, with 20 votes in favour, 3 against 
and 8 abstentions. 
Mr President, the European Union must be a place of respect for democracy 
and pluralism, not a place of exclusion or unreasonable curtailment of funda-
mental rights and freedoms.  

 

Last updated: 22 November 2009 Legal notice 

 
 



APPENDIX 3 
 
The text of, and amendments to, the EP Report 
‘Multilingualism: an asset for Europe and a shared 
commitment’ 

EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT 
2004 

 

2009 

 
Session document 

A6-0092/2009 
24.2.2009 

 
 

REPORT 
 
on Multilingualism: an asset for Europe and a shared commitment 
(2008/2225(INI)) 
 
Committee on Culture and Education 
 
Rapporteur: Vasco Graça Moura 

  















264 Babel Debates 

 

PR_INI 
 

CONTENTS 
 
MOTION FOR A EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT RESOLUTION         265 
EXPLANATORY STATEMENT                 271 
OPINION of the Committee on Employment and Social Affairs       272 
RESULT OF FINAL VOTE IN COMMITTEE             274 
 
 



APPENDIX 3  265 

 

MOTION FOR A EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT RESOLUTION 
 
on Multilingualism: an asset for Europe and a shared commitment 
(2008/2225(INI)) 
 
The European Parliament, 
 
– having regard to Articles 149 and 151 of the EC Treaty, 

– having regard to Articles 21 and 22 of the Charter of Fundamental Rights of the European Union,  

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

− having regard to the Commission Communication of 18 September 2008 entitled Multilingualism: 
an asset for Europe and a shared commitment' (COM(2008)0566) and to the accompanying 
Commission staff working document (SEC(2008)2443, SEC(2008)2444, SEC(2008)2445), 

– having regard to the Commission Communication of 13 April 2007 entitled Framework for the 
European survey on language competences' (COM(2007)0184),  

– having regard to the Commission working document of 5 November 2007 entitled Report on the 
implementation of the Action Plan "Promoting language learning and linguistic 
diversity"(COM(2007)0554), and to the accompanying staff working document 
(SEC(2007)1222),  

– having regard to its resolution of 10 April 2008 on a European agenda for culture in a globalising 
world1, 

– having regard to its resolution of 15 November 2006 on a new framework strategy for 
multilingualism2, 

– having regard to its resolution of 27 April 2006 on measures to promote multilingualism and 
language learning in the European Union: European Indicator of Language Competence3, 

– having regard to its resolution of 4 September 2003 with recommendations to the Commission on 
European regional and lesser-used languages — the languages of minorities in the EU — in the 
context of enlargement and cultural diversity4,  

– having regard to Decision No 1934/2000/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 17 
July 2000 on the European Year of Languages 20015, 

– having regard to the Presidency Conclusions of the Barcelona European Council of 15 and 16 
March 2002, 

– having regard to the conclusions of the Education, Youth and Culture Council of 21 and 22 May 
2008, with specific reference to multilingualism, 

                                                 
1 Texts adopted, P6_TA(2008)0124. 
2 OJ C 314 E, 21.12.2006, p. 207. 
3 OJ C 296 E, 6.12.2006, p. 271. 
4 OJ C 76 E, 25.3.2004, p. 374. 
5 OJ L 232, 14.9.2000, p. 1. 
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– having regard to the Conclusions of November 2008 of the Council and of the Representatives of 
the Governments of the Member States, meeting within the Council, on the promotion of cultural 
diversity and intercultural dialogue in the external relations of the Union and its Member States6, 

– having regard to the opinion of the Committee of the Regions on multilingualism of 18-19 June 
20087 and to the opinion of the European Economic and Social Committee of 18 September 2008 
on multilingualism, 

– having regard to Rule 45 of its Rules of Procedure, 

– having regard to the report of the Committee on Culture and Education and the opinion of the 
Committee on Employment and Social Affairs (A6-0092/2009), 

A. whereas linguistic and cultural diversity have a significant impact on the daily life of citizens of 
the European Union due to media penetration, increasing mobility and migration and advancing 
globalisation,  

B. whereas the acquisition of a diverse range of language skills is considered to be of the greatest 
importance for all EU citizens, since it enables them to derive full economic, social and cultural 
benefit from freedom of movement within the Union and from the Union’s relations with third 
countries, 

C. whereas 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, 

D. whereas the evaluation of multilingualism needs to be validated by recognised instruments, such 
as the Common European Framework of Reference for Languages (CEFR) and others, 

E. whereas certain European languages form a vital bridge in relations with third countries and 
between peoples and nations from the most diverse regions of the world,  

F. whereas linguistic diversity is acknowledged as a citizen’s right in Articles 21 and 22 of the 
Charter of Fundamental Rights, and multilingualism should also have the goal of encouraging 
respect for diversity and tolerance, so as to prevent the emergence of possible conflicts, whether 
active or passive, between the different linguistic communities within the Member States, 

1. Welcomes the submission of the Commission Communication on multilingualism and the 
attention paid to it by the Council;  

2. Reiterates the positions it has upheld over time on multilingualism and cultural diversity; 

3. Insists on the need for recognition of parity between the EU's official languages in all aspects of 
public activity;  

4.  Considers that Europe's linguistic diversity constitutes a major cultural asset and it would be 
wrong for the European Union to restrict itself to a single main language; 

5.  Stresses the crucial role of the EU institutions in ensuring respect for the principle of linguistic 
parity, in relations between Member States and in the EU institutions themselves, as also in EU 
citizens’ relations with national administrations and with Community and international 
institutions and bodies; 

                                                 
6 OJ C 320, 16.12.2008, p. 10. 
7 OJ C 257, 9.10.2008, p. 30. 
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6. Recalls that the importance of multilingualism is not confined to economic and social aspects and 
that attention must also be paid to cultural and scientific creation and transmission and to the 
importance of translation, both literary and technical, in the lives of citizens and for the EU’s 
long-term development; and last but not least, the role played by languages in shaping and 
strengthening identity; 

7. Stresses that multilingualism is a transversal issue that has a major impact on the lives of 
European citizens; calls on Member States also, therefore, to mainstream multilingualism in 
policies other than education, such as lifelong learning, social inclusion, employment, media and 
research; 

8. Stresses the vital importance of creating specific programmes to support translation and of setting 
up multilingual terminology database networks;  

9. Recalls that information and communication technologies are to be used for promoting 
multilingualism and therefore emphasises the role and the use of the appropriate international 
standard (ISO 10646) — which allows for the representation of the alphabets of all languages — 
in European and Member States' administrative systems and media; 

10. Proposes introducing a European Day of the Translator and Interpreter or taking account of and 
raising the profile of these professions during the European Day of Languages, celebrated on 26 
September each year; 

11. Stresses the vital importance of preserving the possibility for parents and guardians of choosing 
the official language in which their children are to be educated in countries with more than one 
official or regional language;  

12. Warns against the mistake of promoting one language at the expense of the rights of speakers of 
another, or by using any form of coercion or discrimination which ignores or infringes these 
rights; 

13. Asserts that it is vital to safeguard multilingualism in countries or regions in which two or more 
official languages coexist and to ensure that all such languages are used as teaching languages at 
every level of education; 

14. Stresses the need, in Member States with more than one official language, to ensure full mutual 
intelligibility between those languages, especially in relation to senior citizens and to the legal 
system, health, administration and employment; 

15. Encourages the learning of a second European Union language by officials who come into contact 
with the citizens of other Member States in their work; 

16. Believes it necessary and appropriate to create opportunities for foreign language learning in 
adulthood and, through vocational and lifelong learning programmes, with a view to personal and 
professional development; 

17. Emphasises the vital need for education in the mother tongue, not only for educational success in 
general but also in particular for the acquisition of acceptable levels of competence in other 
languages, and warmly welcomes the Commission proposal to promote ‘mother tongue plus two’ 
in education; underlines for that reason, that no schoolchild should be deprived of education in the 
official language of the state;  

18. Regrets that the Commission has so far not instituted either a multi-annual programme on 
linguistic diversity and language learning or a European Agency on linguistic diversity and 



268 Babel Debates 

 

language learning, as called for in the abovementioned resolution adopted by Parliament by a 
large majority on 4 September 2003; 

19. Stresses, further, the importance of a full knowledge of the host state’s official languages for the 
full integration of immigrants and their families and emphasises that national governments must 
effectively promote special language courses, particularly for women and older people; calls on 
Member States to act responsibly vis-à-vis immigrants, providing immigrants with the necessary 
means to learn the language and culture of the host country, while allowing and encouraging them 
to maintain their own language; 

20. Recalls that for these reasons it is vital to ensure quality in this context, including relevant teacher 
training; 

21. Stresses the need to give sufficient importance at pre-school level to learning languages, and 
above all the national language of the country where the children attend school; 

22. Takes the view that, before they begin to attend school, children must, in their own interest, be 
able to speak the language of the country in which they live to ensure that they are not subject to 
discrimination in the course of their education or subsequent training and are capable of taking 
part in all activities on an equal basis; 

23. Suggests to the Member States that they examine the possibility of exchanges of teaching staff at 
different educational levels, with the aim of teaching different school subjects in different 
languages, and believes that this possibility could be exploited, in particular, in border regions and 
thus improve worker mobility and citizens’ knowledge of languages; 

24. Believes it is vital to promote mobility and exchanges of language teachers and students; recalls 
that the fluid movement of language teachers in the European Union will help ensure effective 
contact for as many of those professionals as possible with the native environment of the 
languages they teach;  

25. Urges the Commission and the Member States to encourage professional mobility for teachers 
and cooperation between schools and different countries in carrying out technologically and 
culturally innovative teaching projects;  

26. Encourages and supports the introduction of mother-tongue minority local and foreign languages 
on a non-compulsory basis within school programmes and/or in the context of extracurricular 
activities open to the community; 

27. Reiterates its longstanding commitment to the promotion of language learning, multilingualism 
and linguistic diversity in the European Union, including regional and minority languages, as 
these are cultural assets that must be safeguarded and nurtured; considers that multilingualism is 
essential for effective communication and represents a means of facilitating comprehension 
between individuals and hence acceptance of diversity and of minorities;  

28. Recommends that Member States’ academic curricula include optional study of a third foreign 
language, starting at secondary school level; 

29. Stresses the importance of studying the languages of neighbouring countries as a way of 
facilitating communications and enhancing mutual understanding in the European Union, while 
strengthening the Community; 

30. Recommends the support for learning the languages of neighbouring countries and regions, 
especially in the border regions; 
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31. Reiterates the importance of promoting and supporting the development of innovative 
pedagogical models and approaches for language teaching in order to encourage the acquisition of 
language skills and to raise awareness and motivation among citizens; 

32. Proposes that at every level of education, and regardless of geographical environment, there 
should be qualified foreign language teachers, certified and practised in the use of information 
and communications technologies; 

33. Recommends consultation of the European federations and associations of modern language 
teachers on the programmes and methodologies to be applied; 

34. Insists on the need for policies to stimulate reading and encourage creative writing with a view to 
achieving these objectives;  

35. Welcomes plans by the Commission to launch information and awareness campaigns regarding 
the benefits of language learning through the mass media and new technologies; urges the 
Commission to draw on the conclusions of the consultations regarding language learning for 
migrant children and the teaching in the host Member State of the language and culture of the 
country of origin;  

36. Recommends and encourages the use of ICTs as an indispensable tool in language teaching;  

37. Reiterates its political priority of the acquisition of language skills through the learning of other 
EU languages, one of which should be the language of a neighbouring country and another an 
international “lingua franca”: considers that this would give citizens competences 
and qualifications for participating in democratic society in terms of active citizenship, 
employability and knowledge of other cultures; 

38. Suggests that an adequate degree of multilingualism should also be ensured in the media and in 
Internet content, and most particularly in the language policy of European and other European 
Union-linked sites and portals, where European multilingualism must be fully respected, at least 
as far as the 23 official European Union languages are concerned; 

39. Supports the use of subtitles in national languages on television programmes, instead of dubbing 
and voiceovers, in order to facilitate the learning and practice of EU languages and better 
understanding of the cultural background to audiovisual productions; 

40. Recommends to the Member States that TV programmes, and particularly children’s TV 
programmes, should be subtitled, rather than dubbed; 

41. Encourages the EU to reap the potential dividends offered by European languages in its external 
relations, and calls for further development of this asset in cultural, economic and social dialogue 
with the rest of the world with a view to strengthening and adding value to the EU’s role on the 
international scene and to benefitting third countries, in the spirit of the development policy 
promoted by the EU; 

42. Believes that in the context of life-long learning, sufficient support should be provided to help 
citizens of all age groups to develop and improve their language skills on an ongoing basis by 
giving them access to suitable language learning or other facilities for easier communication, 
including language learning at an early age, with a view to improving their social inclusion, 
employment prospects and welfare;  

43. Invites the Commission and the Member States to promote measures facilitating language 
learning by people in disadvantaged situations, persons belonging to national minorities and 
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migrants, in order to enable these persons to learn the language(s) of the host country and/or 
region in order to achieve social integration and combat social exclusion; stresses that it is 
necessary for migrants to be able to use their main language in developing their language skills; 
urges the Member States, accordingly, to encourage the use of a person’s main language as well 
as the learning of the national language(s); 

44. Advocates greater support for the international projection of European languages worldwide, with 
these constituting an asset for the European project, in the light of the key importance of the 
linguistic, historical and cultural ties between the EU and third countries and in the spirit of 
promoting democratic values in those countries; 

45. Believes that companies in the EU, and especially SMEs, should be provided with proper support 
for language instruction and use, thus facilitating their access to world markets and especially to 
emerging markets;  

46. Draws particular attention to possible dangers in the communication gap between individuals with 
different cultural backgrounds and the social divide between multilingual and monolingual 
people; draws attention to the fact that the lack of language skills continues to be a serious 
obstacle to the social and labour market integration of non-national workers in many Member 
States; urges the Commission and the Member States, therefore, to take measures to narrow the 
gap between multilingual people, who have more opportunities in the European Union and 
monolingual people who are excluded from many opportunities; 

47. Believes that support should be provided for learning third country languages, including within 
the EU; 

48. Emphasises the need for the main international languages to be used in tourist areas, and 
particularly at tourist information points, on tourist signs and on road signs; 

49. Demands that the coverage of the language competence indicators should be extended as soon as 
possible to all the official EU languages, without prejudice to their also being extended to other 
languages spoken in the European Union; 

50. Recommends that the language competence indicators should also be extended to classical Greek 
and Latin, not only because these languages are part of a shared European heritage that is of 
major importance to its culture and civilisation, but also because learning these languages 
facilitates further learning experiences and stimulates reflection on language;  

51. Considers that the collection of data should include testing the four language skills, that is, 
understanding of the written language, understanding of the spoken language, written expression 
and oral expression;  

52. Calls on the Commission and the Member States to strengthen their efforts in enhancing 
cooperation between the Member States by making use of the open method of coordination, in 
order to facilitate the exchange of experiences and good practices in the area of multilingualism, 
taking account of the economic benefits, for example in multilingual undertakings;  

53. Instructs its President to forward this resolution to the Council, the Commission and the 
Governments and Parliaments of the Member States.  
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EXPLANATORY STATEMENT 
 
 
Since the European Parliament has already examined the issue of multilingualism on earlier 
occasions, only a brief explanatory statement is needed here. 
 
Your rapporteur endorses the Commission's view that the linguistic and cultural diversity of the EU 
constitutes an enormous competitive advantage, recalling the need for full support for language 
teaching and exchange programmes, in the educational and cultural spheres and both inside and 
outside the Union. 
 
Since language is a factor of social inclusion, it is important to develop policies for supporting 
translation, both literary and technical.  
 
The EU needs to derive maximum benefit from this advantage, wherever possible by means of 
dialogue with other regions of the globe, paying attention to the specific links existing in terms of 
language, history and culture between the EU and third countries.  
 
The promotion of multilingualism is also closely linked to the audiovisual sector, ITC and the new 
concepts of access to culture and education, especially by means of online content. These 
contemporary trends in cultural exchange facilitate the natural coming-together of peoples, and here 
too multilingualism has a part to play.  
 
The language competence indicators should be extended as soon as possible to all the official EU 
languages, without prejudice to their also being extended to other languages spoken and studied in 
Europe. 
 
Your rapporteur believes it is vital that those indicators should cover all of the EU’s official 
languages. 
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11.2.2009 
 
 

OPINION of the Committee on Employment and Social Affairs 
 
 
for the Committee on Culture and Education 
 
on Multilingualism: an asset for Europe and a shared commitment 
(2008/2225(INI)) 
 
Rapporteur: Csaba Sógor 
 
 

SUGGESTIONS 
 
The Committee on Employment and Social Affairs calls on the Committee on Culture and Education, 
as the committee responsible, to incorporate the following suggestions in its motion for a resolution: 
 
1. Re-emphasises its longstanding commitment to the promotion of language learning, 

multilingualism and linguistic diversity in the European Union, including regional and minority 
languages, as these are cultural assets that must be safeguarded and nurtured; considers that 
multilingualism is essential for effective communication and represents a means of facilitating 
comprehension between individuals and hence acceptance of diversity and of minorities;  

2. Welcomes the Commission’s reference in its Communication of 18 September 2008 on 
Multilingualism: an asset for Europe and a shared commitment (COM(2008)0566), to the 
European Charter for Regional or Minority Languages adopted under the auspices of the Council 
of Europe in 1992, and calls on the Member States that have not yet signed or ratified that Charter 
to do so; 

3. Considers that linguistic diversity is not only an essential element of cultural heritage but also a 
crucial feature of the daily lives of European citizens, and a feature that contributes to the 
promotion of essential European values, such as tolerance and understanding, and to networking;  

4. Stresses that multilingualism is a transversal issue that has a major impact on the lives of 
European citizens; asks the Member States also, therefore, to mainstream multilingualism in 
policies other than education, such as lifelong learning, social inclusion, employment, media and 
research; 

5. Considers that the acquisition of different languages, such as those of neighbouring Member 
States, should be encouraged; furthermore, considers it desirable for border residents or for 
majority/minority communities living together to learn each other's language in order to 
consolidate social and cultural integration within Euregios and facilitate the cross-border mobility 
of workers;  

6. Draws particular attention to possible dangers of the communication gap between individuals 
with different cultural backgrounds and the social divide between multilingual and monolingual 
people; draws attention to the fact that the lack of language skills continues to be a serious 
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obstacle to the social and labour market integration of non-national workers in many Member 
States; urges the Commission and the Member States, therefore, to take measures to narrow the 
gap between multilingual people, who have more opportunities in the European Union and 
monolingual people who are excluded from many opportunities; 

7. Emphasises that proficiency in language skills enables citizens to take advantage of the freedom 
to live and work in another Member State and thus facilitates their mobility; urges the 
Commission and Member States, in this context, to step up their efforts in achieving the 
Barcelona objective of enabling citizens to communicate in two languages in addition to their 
mother tongue; 

8. Stresses the importance of ongoing training for language teachers and those involved in language 
teaching and measures to encourage their mobility with a view to improving their language and 
intercultural skills; 

9. Believes that in the context of life-long learning sufficient support should be provided to help 
citizens of all age groups to develop and improve their language skills on an ongoing basis by 
giving them access to suitable language learning or other facilities for easier communication, 
including language learning at an early age, with a view to improving their social inclusion, 
employment prospects and welfare;  

10. Invites the Commission and the Member States to promote measures facilitating language 
learning by people in disadvantaged situations, persons belonging to national minorities and 
migrants, in order to enable the latter to learn the language(s) of the host country and/or region in 
order to achieve social integration and combat social exclusion; stresses that it is necessary for 
migrants to be able to use their main language in developing their language skills; urges the 
Member States, accordingly, to encourage the use of a person's main language as well as the 
learning of the national language(s); 

11. Asks the Member States to establish mechanisms for local communities and service providers to 
address, in an efficient manner, the needs of the citizens who speak a language other than the 
official language(s), thus facilitating their inclusion in the labour market and in the community; 

12. Urges the Commission and the Member States to encourage professional mobility for teachers 
and cooperation between schools and different countries in carrying out technologically and 
culturally innovative teaching projects;  

13. Invites the Member States, with the support of the Commission, to promote better management of 
linguistic diversity in enterprises, for instance by creating linguistically mixed management teams 
at all corporate levels, and encouraging the implementation of training programmes for the 
development of multilingual communication skills; 

14. Calls on the Commission and the Member States to strengthen their efforts in enhancing 
cooperation between the Member States by making use of the open method of coordination, in 
order to facilitate the exchange of experiences and good practices in the area of multilingualism, 
taking account of the economic benefits, for example in multilingual undertakings;  

15. Welcomes plans by the Commission to launch information and awareness campaigns regarding 
the benefits of language learning through the mass media and new technologies; urges the 
Commission to draw on the conclusions of the consultations regarding language learning for 
migrant children and the teaching in the host Member State of the language and culture of the 
country of origin.  
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The Plenary Speech analyzed in Chapter 6 

(Video record retrievable at: http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getVod.do?mode=chapter & 
language=EN & vodDateId=20130909-23:09:17-428° 
 

29. More efficient and cost-effective interpretation in the European Parliament 
(short presentation) 

  

  

 

 Esther de Lange, Rapporteur. − Ik richt mijn woorden tot u in het 
Nederlands en ik doe dat heel bewust. Niet omdat het niet in het Duits of in 
het Engels of wat dan ook gekund had, maar juist omdat wij als 
Europarlementariërs sowieso al het nadeel hebben dat wij vaak zo ver weg 
lijken van onze kiezers. Als er toevallig op dit late tijdstip in Nederland een 
journalist of een geïnteresseerde burger meeluistert, wil ik wel dat hij mijn 
verhaal in onze moedertaal kan horen. 
U hoort al uit mijn verhaal dat meertaligheid in dit Europees Parlement een 
groot goed is. Ik ben trots op onze Europese talen, op de 24 officiële talen 
van onze inmiddels 28 lidstaten, maar als geboren Limburgse met een zwak 
voor de Friese taal noem ik ook heel bewust alle kleinere talen die in de 
Europese Unie gesproken worden. 
Ik raak in mijn verslag ook heel bewust niet aan het recht van eenieder om 
hier één van de 24 officiële talen te spreken, ook al wordt er in deze plenaire 
vergadering maar 0,1% van de tijd Ests gesproken en bijna 30% van de tijd 
Engels. Aan het recht van eenieder om zich te uiten in zijn eigen taal raak 
ik niet. 
Wij hebben hier in het Europees Parlement ook de beste tolken van Europa 
en een compliment is hier op zijn plaats. Wij hebben die tolken vaak 
keihard nodig en dan moeten zij er zijn. Maar andersom geldt ook dat, als 
wij ze niet nodig hebben, als er geen beroep op wordt gedaan, zij er dan niet 
hoeven te zijn en wij als Parlement kosten kunnen sparen. Een Europese 
burger begrijpt prima dat er tolken nodig zijn voor ons om hier ons werk te 
doen. Maar volle cabines, waar geen gebruik van wordt gemaakt, dat 
begrijpt hij niet. Zeker als je je realiseert dat dat 1025 euro per persoon per 
dag kost.  
En gelukkig zijn er stappen gezet de laatste jaren, bijvoorbeeld door 
vergaderingen in Brussel, maar ook hier, beter te spreiden over de week. En 
wat dat betreft is het jammer dat wij nu staan praten na elf uur 's avonds, 
want met het oog op kostenefficiëntie van de tolkendienst hadden wij dit 
debat beter vóór elf uur 's avonds beëindigd. Maar ook al zijn er kosten 
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gedaan, het Parlement dient nu doortastend op te treden. In mijn verslag 
wijzen wij op een aantal punten waarop volgens ons actie nodig is. 
Allereerst het aanpakken - en dat heeft echt prioriteit - van de late 
afzeggingen van vergaderingen. In het geval van delegatiereizen bedragen 
die maar liefst 20%! De kosten van deze laattijdige afzeggingen kunnen 
oplopen tot 5 miljoen euro per jaar. Dat zijn echt kosten waarop je kunt 
besparen, tolken die betaald worden terwijl van de dienst geen gebruik 
wordt gemaakt. 
Ten tweede, een grotere bewustwording van het feit dat het inzetten van 
tolken geld kost. Bewustwording bij medewerkers, bewustwording bij 
ambtenaren, maar ook bij de parlementariërs zelf. In het verslag worden 
een aantal suggesties gedaan hoe die bewustwording verbeterd zou kunnen 
worden. 
Ten derde, de invoering van vertolking op verzoek, interpretation on demand. 
We moeten daar gewoon veel meer gebruik van maken, veel beter weten 
voor welke talen er behoefte aan vertolking is en alleen die talen aanbieden.  
Ten vierde ook een betere informatie aan de Commissie begrotingscontrole 
om de kostenontwikkeling van deze uitgaven goed in het oog te blijven 
houden.  
Daarnaast roepen wij ook de Europese Rekenkamer op om opnieuw naar 
het talenregime te kijken, niet alleen in het Europees Parlement, maar ook 
bij de Raad, de Commissie en de andere instellingen. Dat gebeurde voor het 
laatst in 2005, maar het is hard nodig dat wij daar opnieuw naar kijken. 
Dit zijn een aantal suggesties die in het verslag worden gedaan voor een 
nieuw verdergaand besluit over meertaligheid en ook het inperken van de 
kosten daarvan. Een besluit dat wij van het Bureau willen zien vóór het 
eind van het jaar, en dat wil ik wel uitdrukkelijk zeggen, want dat is onze 
hoofdverwachting, onze belangrijkste eis die wij hier formuleren. Ik wens u 
daar in elk geval heel veel succes bij. 

 

Last updated: 4 December 2013 Legal notice 

 



APPENDIX 5 
 
The text of, and amendments to, the EP Report ‘Towards 
more efficient and cost effective interpretation in the 
European Parliament’ 

  

 EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT 2009 - 2014 

 
Plenary sitting 

 
 A7-0233/2013 

24.6.2013 
 
 

REPORT 
 
on ‘Towards more efficient and cost effective interpretation in the European 
Parliament’ 
(2011/2287(INI)) 
 
Committee on Budgetary Control  
 
Rapporteur: Esther de Lange  

  



280 Babel Debates: APPENDIX 5 

 

PR_INI 
 

CONTENTS 
 

Page 

MOTION FOR A EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT RESOLUTION ................................................... 281 

EXPLANATORY STATEMENT ............................................................................................... 287 

ANNEX I.............................................................................................................................. 289 

RESULT OF FINAL VOTE IN COMMITTEE ............................................................................ 290 

 
 



APPENDIX 5  281 

 

MOTION FOR A EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT RESOLUTION 
 
on ‘Towards more efficient and cost effective interpretation in the European 
Parliament’ 
 
(2011/2287(INI)) 
 
The European Parliament, 
 
– having regard to Article 286 of the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union, 

– having regard to its resolution of 5 September 2006 on the Court of Auditors’ Special Report 
No 5/2005 on interpretation expenditure incurred by Parliament, the Commission and the 
Council1, 

– having regard to the European Court of Auditors’ Special Report No 5/2005 entitled 
‘Interpretation expenditure incurred by the Parliament, the Commission and the Council’, together 
with the institutions’ replies2, 

– having regard to the note to the members of the Bureau entitled ‘Resource-efficient full 
multilingualism in interpretation – implementation of the decision on the European Parliament’s 
budget 2012’,  

– having regard to the report by the Secretary-General of the European Parliament of 9 April 2013 
entitled ‘Preparing for Complexity: European Parliament in 2025 – The Answers’3, 

– having regard to Rule 48 of its Rules of Procedure, 

– having regard to the report of the Committee on Budgetary Control (A7-0233/2013), 

A. whereas multilingualism is one of the key elements of the European Parliament, and of the Union 
as a whole, and whereas it ensures respect for cultural and linguistic diversity as well as equal 
treatment of EU citizens with different origins and backgrounds; 

B. whereas the principle of multilingualism in the European Parliament is the foundation of the 
institution’s political, co-legislative and communication work; 

C. whereas the principle of multilingualism in the European Parliament guards against unnecessary 
obstruction of the right of European citizens to stand for election to the European Parliament; 

D. whereas multilingualism guarantees the right of citizens to communicate with Parliament, in any 
of the EU’s official languages, thus enabling them to exercise their right of democratic scrutiny; 

E. whereas Parliament’s linguistic services facilitate communication, and, in so doing, make sure 
that Parliament remains open to all of Europe’s citizens, ensuring transparency within the Union’s 
unique multilingual structure based on 23 official languages; 

                                                 
1 OJ C 305 E, 14.12.2006, p. 67. 
2 OJ C 291, 23.11.2005, p. 1. 
3 ‘Preparing for Complexity: European Parliament in 2025 – The Answers‘, Secretary-General of the European 
Parliament, 9 April 2013. 

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/the-secretary-general/resource/static/files/preparing-for-complexity---the-european-parliament-in-2025---the-answers--en---2nddraft-.pdf#search=translation
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F. whereas Parliament’s Rules of Procedure stipulate that Members may speak in the official 
language of their choice and that interpretation into the other official languages will be provided, 
thus respecting the democratic right to be elected to the European Parliament irrespective of one’s 
language skills; 

G. whereas, as a result of successive enlargements, the challenge of multilingualism has reached a 
completely new dimension in terms of size, complexity and policy relevance, and whereas 
extensive multilingualism translates, naturally, into major and increasing costs for Parliament and 
therefore for the Union’s citizens; 

H. whereas, with regard to Parliament’s 2012 budget, considerable savings, including a reduction of 
EUR 10 million per year in the costs of interpretation services, were necessary in order to limit 
the budget’s growth to 1.9 % compared with the previous year; 

 

Interpretation framework in the European Parliament  

1. Acknowledges that the European Union is the only entity in the world running an official policy 
of multilingualism based on 23 official languages, soon to be 24, with a total of 506, soon to be 
552, language combinations to be covered; welcomes, in this connection, the very high quality of 
Parliament’s interpretation services, but believes that ways of reducing the burden entailed by the 
complex structure of multilingualism and its considerable and increasing costs should be sought; 

2. Notes that, of all the languages spoken in plenary in Strasbourg and Brussels from September 
2009 to February 2013, English was used for 26 979 minutes (29.1 %), German for 12 556 
minutes (13.6 %), French for 8 841 minutes (9.5 %), Estonian for 109 minutes (0.1 %) and 
Maltese for 195 minutes (0.2 %); 

3. Notes that some multinational bodies, such as the United Nations and the North Atlantic Treaty 
Organisation, operate only at intergovernmental level with no legislative function; points out in 
this connection that the UN, with 192 members, has a language regime with six official 
languages, and that NATO, with 28 members, uses mainly English, despite having two official 
languages; 

4. Stresses, however, that Parliament is a directly elected political body, whose Members are elected 
regardless of their language skills; reaffirms, therefore, the right of every Member to speak in the 
official language of their choice, as a key principle of Parliament’s operating arrangements; 

5. Notes that the practical implications of the use of official languages in the European Parliament 
are set out in its Code of Conduct on Multilingualism, updated in 2008; notes the fact that the 
concept of ‘controlled full multilingualism’ laid down in that Code maintains equality among 
Members and citizens; points out that the implementation of full multilingualism, while based on 
the principle of ‘interpretation on demand’, will in the long term be contingent upon making users 
of language services fully aware of the costs of providing those services, and hence of their 
responsibility to make the best possible use of them; 

6. Believes that the principle of sound financial management needs to apply to interpretation as well, 
and that, with a view to ensuring the best value for money for European taxpayers, critical 
analysis should continually be undertaken to assess where and how efficiency can be improved, 
and costs controlled or limited; 
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Efficient use of interpretation resources  

7. Notes the decision on ‘Resource-efficient full multilingualism in interpretation’ taken by 
Parliament’s Bureau in 2011, which increases the efficiency of interpretation services and reduces 
their structural costs in the following ways: (i) matching the needs arising from travel by 
Parliament delegations with the financial and human resources available, (ii) giving priority to 
interpretation for trilogues during committee weeks, (iii) spreading committee meetings more 
evenly over the week, (iv) applying the rules on the duration of evening meetings more 
stringently;  

8. Welcomes the fact that, as a result, the budgetary resources devoted to interpretation services in 
Parliament have started to decrease; points out that in 2010 the budget outturn figure was EUR 
54 990 000, that in 2011 it was EUR 56 964 283 and that it currently stands at EUR 47 000 000 
for 2012, although the final outturn for 2012 will not be known until 31 December 2013 and may 
be higher; 

9. Notes that the estimated 2013 budget figure for the interpretation DG is EUR 58 000 000, of 
which EUR 53 000 000 is directly linked to interpretation services; asks to be informed in detail 
and on a regular basis about the concrete results of the ‘Resource-efficient full multilingualism’ 
initiative as regards the 2013 budget, in particular in terms of expected cost reductions or 
increases; 

10. Notes, furthermore, that while Parliament’s interpretation services cost EUR 157 954 283 in the 
three year-period leading up to the end of 2012, a reduction of 17 % was achieved when 
comparing the budgetary outturn figures for 2010 and 2012; notes that the smart savings achieved 
in interpretation services did not jeopardise the principle of multilingualism and insists that equal 
access to language services needs to be ensured for Members and that proper working conditions 
need to be upheld for the services concerned; 

11. Welcomes the fact that Parliament’s estimates of revenue and expenditure for the financial year 
2014 propose reducing interpretation costs by 23 % compared with the 2013 budget figure of 
EUR 58 000 000; asks for detailed information proving that the proposed cuts are feasible and 
that the excellent quality of interpretation can be maintained; 

12. Emphasises that the implementation of ‘resource-efficient full multilingualism’ has led to 
considerable gains being made through a more even spread of committee meetings during the 
week, without any reduction in the overall number of committee meetings; notes that, as a result, 
the total number of interpreter days decreased from 105 258 (EUR 107 047 386) in 2011 to 
97 793 (EUR 100 237 825) in 2012, leading to savings of EUR 6 809 561; 

13. Notes with concern that, according to the reports on the Code of Conduct on Multilingualism, 
requests for interpretation services originating from committees, delegations and political groups 
were still affected by a high and growing level of late cancellations, as illustrated by the following 
figures:  

 

Committees 2009 2010 2011 2012 
Requests 984 1712 2213 2448 
Late 
cancellations 76 172 238 359 

% 7.72 % 10.05 % 10.80 % 14.70 % 
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Delegations 2009 2010 2011 2012 
Requests 624 813 836 832 
Late  
cancellations 116 93 102 171 

% 18.59 % 11.44 % 12.20 % 20.60 % 
 

Political groups 2009 2010 2011 2012 
Requests 1922 2310 2297 2146 
Late 
cancellations 285 378 266 292 

% 14.83 % 16.36 % 11.60 % 13.60 % 
 

14. Notes with concern that the costs incurred as a result of these late cancellations represent a 
substantial proportion of the overall interpretation budget; notes in this connection that in 2011 
the sum of EUR 4 350 000 (7.6 % of the interpretation budget), and in 2012 the sum of EUR 5 
480 000 (11.9 % of the interpretation budget), was spent on interpretation services made available 
but not used on account of late requests or cancellations; calls on the Bureau to provide the 
Committee on Budgetary Control with a detailed analysis of the growing trend towards late 
cancellations and to introduce a mechanism aimed at increasing awareness of the resources lost as 
a result of late cancellations and significantly reducing the number and percentage of such 
cancellations; 

15. Reiterates that, while maintaining a high standard of work, it is also necessary to make more 
efficient use of language resources and to control their costs by looking at the overall workload 
for each language section and ensuring that the costs generated by the late cancellation of meeting 
requests and delegation visits with interpretation, in contravention of the deadlines laid down in 
the Code of Conduct, are reduced; insists that committees, delegations and political groups should 
be made aware of the rules laid down in the Code of Conduct; 

16. Calls on the Bureau to develop a system with a penalty clause in order to combat late 
cancellations of interpreter bookings; 

17. Calls on the administration to make full and efficient use of Members’ updated language profiles 
when making language arrangements for committees, delegations and political groups both in and 
outside the places of work; insists that all Members’ language profiles should be updated every 
year; points out, in addition, that a copy of the updated profiles should be forwarded to the 
secretariats of the committees, delegations, political groups and working groups; 

18. Insists that, with due regard for the decision of Parliament’s Bureau of December 2011 on 
‘Resource-efficient full multilingualism’, interpretation into an official language during a 
delegation visit should be provided only on the explicit written request of a participating Member 
of the European Parliament; stresses that during a delegation visit the number of interpreters 
should not exceed the number of participating Members of the European Parliament; 

19. Recalls the proposal by the Secretary-General to introduce measures to raise awareness among 
users of interpretation services, including committees, delegations and political groups, and is of 
the opinion that future proposals should include virtual billing of users; 
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20. Calls on the administration to continue having the head of the team of interpreters, at the end of 
each meeting and in agreement with the secretariat of that meeting, draw up a list of interpretation 
facilities requested but not used; notes that a copy of that list should be forwarded to the 
secretariat of the meeting concerned; considers that the list should also take account of those 
using webstreaming or video on demand; 

21. Calls on the Bureau to forward to the Committee on Budgetary Control the report on the use of 
language services sent to it every six months by the interpretation and translation services; notes 
that the report should include an analysis of the language facilities provided in relation to the 
requests submitted by users and of the costs incurred in the provision of these services; 

22. Takes note of the new Interpretation ad personam (IAP) service offered to Members and 
established following the pilot project which started in 2010; notes that this new service entailed 
costs of EUR 157 000 in 2011 and EUR 115 000 in 2012; believes that the service should be 
reviewed in order to look for ways to improve it; 

 

Interpretation in the European Parliament: the way forward 

23. Welcomes the fact that the interpretation services have achieved efficiency gains and cost 
reductions in recent years while maintaining an excellent quality of work; emphasises that 
interpretation and translation expenditure continues to take up a significant proportion of 
Parliament’s budget and therefore believes that the challenge of multilingualism at reasonable 
costs requires Parliament’s continual attention; 

24. Believes that the Committee on Budgetary Control should be informed regularly about changes in 
the cost of interpretation; calls for the annual Code of Conduct report prepared by the 
interpretation services and sent to the Secretary-General to be made public to members of the 
committee; 

25. Takes the view that situations in which interpretation into certain languages is offered without 
being used should be avoided as far as possible; stresses the need for measures to reduce the costs 
of unneeded interpretation at meetings, and calls, therefore, for the development and urgent 
implementation of a system that prevents situations in which interpretation is made available into 
languages that are not actually spoken at a given meeting or requested by webstream users; 

26. Expects the Secretary-General to present, by the end of the year, a detailed analysis of the 
interpretation languages provided for all (working) group, committee and delegation meetings and 
of the languages actually spoken in these meetings, as well as an overview of the derogations 
from the general interpretation rules adopted by the Bureau on 12 March 20124 which are 
requested by and granted to delegation visits; 

27. Calls on the Bureau to adopt a further decision on multilingualism by the end of the year, dealing 
specifically with possible scenarios for ‘interpretation on demand’ and the efficiency gains 
expected to be achieved as a result;  

                                                 
4 It was decided specifically that, while delegations would continue to benefit from the full interpretation 
entitlement of up to five languages – as laid down in the Code of Conduct on Multilingualism – during weeks 
set aside for external parliamentary activities (green weeks), delegations requiring derogations for travel during 
committee weeks would only be provided with a limited language regime not exceeding interpretation into one 
language. 
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28. Regrets the fact that the Court of Auditors has not provided a follow-up to its report on 
interpretation expenditure incurred by Parliament, the Commission and the Council since 2005; 

29. Asks the Court of Auditors, therefore, to provide Parliament, within a reasonable time frame and 
at the latest by March 2014, with a special report on the interpretation and translation expenditure 
incurred by Parliament, the Commission and the Council, assessing the soundness of the financial 
management involved and updating the findings made in its Special Report No 5/2005; notes, 
furthermore, that this report could be produced periodically and used for the discharge procedure; 
reiterates that the report should provide information on whether the institutions involved have 
adequate tools and procedures to ensure that: 

– the services provided do not exceed the real needs, 

– all the services needed can be provided, 

– the services are provided at the lowest possible cost, 

– the services provided are of high quality; 

30. Notes also that this follow-up report should carefully compare the cost-effectiveness of 
Parliament’s interpretation services with that of the interpretation services provided by the 
Council and the Commission, and compare the actual costs of the three institutions’ interpretation 
services with those recorded in the audit reference period; 

31. Insists, furthermore, that Parliament address, as a matter of priority, the considerable number of 
late cancellations and invites the Bureau to present a detailed action plan for reducing it; 

32. Reiterates that interinstitutional cooperation is essential in order to exchange best practices that 
promote effectiveness and allow savings to be made; considers that interinstitutional cooperation 
should be improved as regards interpretation; calls for a thorough review to be carried out, with 
priority being given to more effective sharing of available resources among all the institutions and 
concrete measures in the area of freelance interpretation; 

33. Stresses the importance of software applications as management instruments and insists that more 
funding be allocated for this purpose in next year’s budget; notes that a higher level of efficiency 
can be obtained if Parliament’s administrative services are provided with appropriate management 
information; considers it regrettable that certain DGs are still lagging behind in terms of the 
software applications available, despite improvements in the IT sector since 2010; 

34. Calls on its relevant services to assess whether the considerable efficiency gains made in the area 
of interpretation can serve as an example for improvement within other DGs; 

* 

*  * 

35. Instructs its President to forward this resolution to the Council and the Commission. 
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EXPLANATORY STATEMENT 
 
 
On 2005, the European Court of Auditors (ECA) presented its Special Report No 5/2005 concerning 
interpretation expenditures incurred by Parliament, Commission and Council to the Committee on 
Budgetary Control. In the case of the Parliament the aim of the special report was to explore possible 
improvements by focussing on organisational issues and ensuring Members rights to speak in and 
listen to the official language of his/her choice. The report showed inefficient use of the interpretation 
services and a need for more awareness of the interpretation costs and waste of resources.  
 
The European Union (EU) is the only entity in the world running an official policy of multilingualism 
based on 23 official languages5, soon to be 24. In 2011 5263 session took place and approximately 
100.000 interpreters’ days, of which 47.74% external interpreters were hired and 52.26% staff 
interpreters.  
 
The use of official languages in the European Parliament is governed by its ‘Code of Conduct on 
Multilingualism’, updated in 2008. The Parliament stated its intention to develop the concept of 
‘controlled multilingualism’ in its resolution of 14 May 2003 on its 2004 estimates, and called on the 
Bureau to submit practical proposals concerning the more effective use of resources, whilst 
maintaining equality among languages. In its resolution of 1 June 2006 on its 2007 estimates, 
Parliament considered that multilingualism is a sine qua non condition for the Institution and its 
Members, but recognised the high cost involved in maintaining a vast translation and interpretation 
service. In its resolutions of 5 September 2006 and of 10 July 2007, Parliament considered that 
multilingualism enables citizens to exercise their right of democratic control and that the linguistic 
services help the EU institutions to remain open and transparent and it welcomed with satisfaction the 
high quality of the language services.  
 
In 2011, the Parliament’s Bureau approved measures to reduce the overall amount of the draft 
estimates of 2012 of the EP by implementing the ‘Resource efficient full multilingualism in 
interpretation’ that increases the efficiency of interpretation services and reduces their costs with 10 
million Euros.  
 
The Parliament’s interpretation service is of very high quality. Despite measures taken by the bureau 
on ‘ resource efficient full multilingualism in interpretation’, costs are still considerable and resources 
are .not always used efficiently In 2010 €6.05 million was available but not used, due to late 
cancellations in 2011 it was €4.4 million and in 2012 for €5.48 million Euros. The last 3 years €15.93 
million was lost due to late requests and cancellations.  
 
One of the key aims of this report is to raise awareness about the need to improve efficiency in 
multilingualism, without compromising overall quality and without questioning the right of Members 
to use in Parliament the official language of their choice. As described in the Code of Conduct, 
language facilities in Parliament shall be managed on the basis of the principles governing ‘controlled 
full multilingualism’. The resources to be devoted to multilingualism shall be controlled by means of 
management on the basis of users’ real needs, measures to make users more aware of their 
responsibilities and more effective planning of requests for language facilities. 

                                                 
5 In addition to the 23, Catalan, Basque and Galician have official language status within Spain, so certain EU 
texts are translated from and into these languages at the cost of the Spanish government.  
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The report consists of 3 parts, looking respectively into: 
 
− the general interpretation framework applicable to the European Parliament,  
− the recent efficiency gains made partially as a result of the agreement on the 2012 EP budget, 

which demanded a EUR 10 million cut in the interpretation budget and 
− future steps to be taken, notably through the concrete implementation of ‘interpretation on 

demand’, the reduction of late cancellations and an update of the 2005 Court of Auditors report on 
interpretation expenditure. 

The report also requests the Parliament to better inform the Committee on Budgetary Control about 
the development of costs in the area of interpretation, about its decisions affecting the interpretation 
services and the efficiency gains and cost reductions achieved, for example through the publication to 
all Members of the Committee of the annual Code of Conduct reports. 
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ANNEX I  

Languages spoken in plenary from September 2009 until February 2013 

 

Language Minutes % 

English 26979 29,1% 

German 12556 13,6% 

French 8841 9,5% 

Italian 7908 8,5% 

Polish 7115 7,7% 

Spanish 5357 5,8% 

Greek 4528 4,9% 

Romanian 2831 3,1% 

Hungarian 2596 2,8% 

Dutch 2570 2,8% 

Portuguese 2495 2,7% 

Czech 1651 1,8% 

Slovakian 1573 1,7% 

Swedish 1338 1,4% 

Finnish 1108 1,2% 

Danish 805 0,9% 

Bulgarian 612 0,7% 

Lithuanian 476 0,5% 

Slovene 450 0,5% 

Gaelic 265 0,3% 

Latvian 239 0,3% 

Maltese 195 0,2% 

Estonian 109 0,1% 

TOTAL 92.597 100,0% 
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SUMMARY 
 

Babel Debates 
An ethnographic language policy study of EU Multilingualism  
in the European Parliament 

The present study was prompted by the impression that there is an intriguing mismatch 
between how EU Multilingualism is prescribed and described, and how it is performed 
in situated practice. More precisely, the EU Multilingualism you see in various texts and 
discourses of language policy seems to be diverging from the EU Multilingualism you 
can observe to unfold in multilingual speech events on the floor of the European Parlia-
ment. To make things even more perplexing, it is not only that language policy regula-
tions and language policy practice dynamically diverge, but people who are involved in 
EU Multilingualism by doing and/or discussing and regulating it seem to have ideas and 
beliefs about it that mismatch both regulations and practice. What a mess, one could say, 
and all this amidst the highest standards of political transparency, and legal and legisla-
tive sophistication employed in democratic deliberative-argumentative policymaking!  
 
The author of this study happens to be in an intriguing position amidst the emergence of 
these messy data for language policy research, at times actually involved in creating them. 
Working as a conference interpreter in the European Parliament, immersed in the lin-
guistic anthropological field as a participant observer I am exposed to multilingual social 
practice, small dramas of interaction whereby EU Multilingualism is performed on the 
EP floor. This field hosts a community of practice with currently 705 members from 22 
member states clustered in seven political party groups, who day by day do politics by 
speech and interaction through taking positions and delineating from others effected 
through the propositional meanings and contrastive linguistic forms of utterances. This 
is what we actually all do when speaking, ultimately. 
 
At the same time, from behind the glass pane of the interpreters’ booth, getting in and 
out of the spatial and aural immediacy of the speech event across voices of colleagues in 
the 21 language channels and the original voice of the protagonist on stage, the very 
same participant-observer position is one of social and epistemological detachment. This 
allows me to observe what natives do in the tribe from an experience-far position, fram-
ing perceived phenomena in conceptual categories established in sociolinguistic and lin-
guistic anthropology research. 
 
From this dual epistemological position, the study, ethnographically making meanings 
of observed talk, and talk on talk, the latter meta-pragmatic realm including the more 
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specific species of entextualized language policy discourses of various sorts, explores how 
EU Multilingualism is performed in comparison to how it is imagined and organized by 
agents. It progresses following research questions set according to the by now classic 
tripartite representation of language policy in sociolinguistic and linguistic anthropology 
oriented research. In this framing, language policy is conceptualized not only as (a.) 
written and non-written regulations, hard and soft, but also as (b.) ideological beliefs of 
users about language and on how it should be used, and (c.) discursive performance by 
user agents manifested in observable and constitutive social practice. In this social prac-
tice linguistic forms deployed in communication correlate with (i.e. presuppose and en-
tail) positions in social space in contexts that are both an organizing matrix and perpet-
ually changing outcome of ongoing communicational practice, as the semiotic concept 
of indexicality applied in sociolinguistics explain. 
 
The research questions to guide an inductive exploration of the contextualized ethno-
graphic data observed and gleaned in the EP, are the following: 
 

1. What is the relationship between (a.) the prescriptive language policy rules for 
EU Multilingualism, and (b.) the discursive conceptualizations of the aims, en-
tities and purposes of language policy professed in meta-pragmatic reflections 
by participant agents? Are there any discrepancies between them? 

 
2. Does the sum of these two discursive realms, (b.) the declared language policy 

objectives and purpose, and (a.) the rules laid down for them, fall in line with 
the observed practice of actual communicative performance and semiotic be-
havior of participant agents, that is, ( c.) policy performance on the ground? Are 
there any discrepancies between them? 

 
3. What directions of change may these possible discrepancies in (1) and (2) reveal, 

and what relevance do these have to policymaking and research? 
 
Triggered by the research hunch, and guided by these research questions, the study em-
barks on unpacking apparent and inherent contradictions, intractable policy problems, 
as argumentative policy analysis call them, through three sets of discourse data, each 
instantiated by a speech event on the EP floor. The first discourse sample comes from 
the EP resolution “Multilingualism: an asset for Europe and a shared commitment” and 
its intertextual emergence through transformations in rounds of parliamentary debates 
and deriving textual amendments of the draft. These discourses and their diachronic in-
tertextuality are analyzed to gauge how societies are imagined as determined by lan-
guage, and language as a primary terrain of boundary making, coming forth in policy 
texts and policy narratives professing beliefs that are difficult to shape into regulations.  
 
The second set of discourses is connected to the observed event of the parliamentary 
speech performance of the EP Resolution “On the better organization of the interpreting 
service in the European Parliament”. It is analyzed in a similar research design as the 
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entextualized outcome of a meta-pragmatic language policy commentary, a speech act, 
and discursive policy performance staged on the EP floor. The analysis explores how 
institutional multilingualism in the EP is organized and managed in the tension between 
currently and dynamically changing needs, and static ideologies of language, through 
self-contradictory language policy narratives, expressions of beliefs which sit uncomfort-
ably with both regulations and practice. 
 
The third data set of a speech event is a thick description in linguistic anthropological terms, 
of multilingual social practice during a Parliamentary hearing, to examine how actual 
performative language policy practice compares to regulations and beliefs. The analysis 
explores how language policy is performed by participant agents through preferential 
choices of linguistic contrast and equivalence, and meta-pragmatic reflections on these 
contrastive choices across linguistic resources in various configurations of semiotic be-
havior defined by and defining the inter-subjective, social, and language policy context 
of the speech event. 
  
The results of the three analyses attained in different sets of methodologies organized in 
a single ethnographic epistemological framework and research design are then collated 
in a higher inductive level reflecting on the research questions investigating contradic-
tions in how EU Multilingualism is regulated, imagined and performed. The research 
design is specific for applying two strands of methodologies to the sets of data analyzed, 
i.e. both discourse analytical enquiries to explore propositional meanings of utterances, 
and socio-pragmatic observations to investigate their indexical effects of positionality 
and boundaries.  
  
The critical inquiries into the discrepancies outlined above open the view to the discur-
sive ontology and historic relativity of taken-for-granted modern language ideologies and 
let us see how the very concept of Multilingualism is conditioned by a ubiquitous mon-
olingual paradigm that is historically contingent in spite of its absolute a priori claims in 
hegemonic discourses and beliefs. The resulting conclusions allow a critical understand-
ing of how EU Multilingualism is working and not working, and perhaps open ways for 
a more relaxed attitude towards language as a resource, unevenly distributed and cru-
cially consequential in social life, yet not ideologically overcharged as an axiomatic Ar-
chimedean point to hinge the full weight of social order upon. This insight, inductively 
attained through a sociolinguistic mapping of shifting boundaries of identification and 
authenticity in situated contexts of communication, that themselves are changing 
through these practices towards open-ended reconfigurations of social space in Europe, 
puts into different light, among other things, lingua franca practices, including late mod-
ern uses of “English” in changing European communicative and social practice and set-
tings. 
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