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The EU and the OIF have both developed to become international organisa-
tions that combine economic, geopolitical and cultural-linguistic policies. 
This article deals with the fascinating interface of such policies. The main 
focus resides on the discourse by which both organisations construct their 
linguistic and cultural diversity concept and on how they deal with language 
rights. The role of other divides in the debate on linguistic and cultural di-
versity in international cooperation is investigated. Furthermore, the analysis 
includes future scenarios and integrates the frequently used arguments in 
on-going Belgian public debates on French as an international language and 
in European debates on French as the legal language for the EU.

Keywords: language policy, language rights, international cooperation, 
discourse

. Introduction

Nowadays, respect for linguistic and cultural diversity is almost unanimously 
considered an important value both in individuals and in public institutions. 
However, when it comes to making more precise what is understood by “re-
spect for linguistic and cultural diversity”, there is much less consensus. More-
over, the conceptual vagueness is probably the price for the seeming consensus 
on its importance. The fact that linguistic and cultural aspects of diversity are 
often mentioned in one breath suggests that both are linked: cultural identities 
often imply the choice for a certain language (or variety), whereas linguistic 
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claims easily extend to the desire to experience all aspects of a culture in a cer-
tain language. I will therefore discuss both diversity concepts jointly.

Since linguistic and cultural diversity is a catch-phrase with many differ-
ent meanings, it is worthwhile to examine how the issue is dealt with by the 
European Union (EU) and the Organisation Internationale de la Francophonie 
(OIF) (Section 2), two international organisations built on a clear internal lin-
guistic and cultural diversity. To this end, I will investigate what actions the or-
ganisations take in this field and what discourse they use to talk about diversity 
(Section 3). However, since both organisations deal with more than linguistic 
and cultural issues only, the interaction with other fields is equally important 
(Section 4). The cooperation patterns between both are to be understood by 
the way they approach linguistic and cultural diversity (Section 5). Current de-
bates (Section 6) show the relevance of the tensions evoked in the article and 
highlighted in the conclusion (Section 7) to society at large.

2. The EU and the OIF: Two different evolutions

In the following overview, I will give an account of the very different origin, 
structure and evolution of the EU and the OIF, as well as the gradually chang-
ing position of language and culture policy in their activities.

2. The European Union (EU) 

The earlier origins of the current European Union can be found in the Ben-
elux — an economic cooperation between Belgium, the Netherlands and Lux-
emburg — in an embryonic form, which led in 1951 to the foundation of 
the European Community for Steel and Coal (ECSC) (the Benelux countries, 
France, Germany and Italy). The main reasons for this cooperation were eco-
nomic and political. Economically, the community’s goal was to install a bal-
anced cooperation for coal and steel — at the time crucial materials in various 
sectors, including the warfare industry. This reveals the political motivation: 
through the ECSC, Germany and France, who had been intermittently at war 
for about a century, would be able to constantly check each other’s warfare 
industry supplies. This aspect explains why the ECSC is nowadays often inter-
preted as a peacekeeping initiative, although this approach can be questioned 
(Wincotte 1998: 415).

For the system to survive without many linguistic woes, it was necessary 
that most politicians and officials involved in that structure were or became 
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sufficiently proficient in the four languages spoken (German, French, Italian 
and Dutch).

Following the foundation of the European Economic Community in 1957 
and the European Atomic Energy Community in 1958, Regulation no1 was 
adopted by the Council as early as 1958, stating that the official languages of 
the member states are recognised as the official and working languages of the 
European Institutions (Deprez 2000: 12).

During the following decades, these Communities enlarged in terms of 
geographical span, policy area, but also decision-making bodies. Step by step, 
the structure moved from 6 to 25 — and soon probably 27 or 28 — member 
countries and from 4 to 20 official languages. The policies broadened to include 
the fields of education and culture — although the Union can only take sup-
porting, coordinating or complementary action (future Draft Treaty Establish-
ing a Constitution for Europe Part 1, art.16 §2 or current Treaty Establishing 
the European Community Part 3, title XI, Chapter 3, art.149 §1 and title XII, 
art.151 §1–2) — and new bodies were added, such as the European Parliament, 
whose competences and democratic character have been upgraded over the 
last few years. 

As a consequence of this triple enlargement, the Union has taken a gradually 
more outspoken stance on linguistic and cultural diversity issues. Furthermore, 
in more recent conflicts in Europe, a strong discourse on ethnicity and the defi-
nition of identity and nationality have been key factors, thus emphasising the 
importance of linguistic and cultural issues for global stability and security.

Currently, the EU decision-making system is characterized by a high as-
piration for consensus, especially in the Council of Europe. Countries may be 
outvoted, but care is taken not to systematically outvote countries, especially 
not within the field of one specific competence. This aspect, together with the 
fact that the EU seems to be guided by political elites, has led many scholars 
to consider the EU a consociational system. Consociationalism (Lijphart 1977: 
25–52 and Brusis 2003: 6) is a model for describing policy-making. Its main 
features are: a ‘grand coalition’ of the political leaders of all significant seg-
ments of a plural society, veto rights of all partners involved in the governing 
coalition, a high degree of autonomy for each segment to run its own internal 
affairs, and proportionality as the principal standard of political participation, 
civil service appointments and allocation of public funds.

The consensual decision-making tradition certainly leads to consider the 
Union a grand coalition of the leaders of significant segments (i.e. countries). Al-
though the veto right has been abolished in some policy fields, in practice lead-
ers will avoid situations where one member state does not agree. Furthermore, 
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states can nullify particular acts of the European Union or ask individual state 
reservations (Taylor 2000). Yet, there is still a high degree of autonomy for each 
segment to run its own internal affairs, since countries themselves confer powers 
to the EU. I will refer to the consequences of this autonomy (enshrined in the 
principles of conferral and subsidiarity) for EU language policy in Section 3.

Proportionality is a main standard for participation and funding, although 
this has been adapted in order to ensure sufficient representation of the differ-
ent segments, e.g. with a proportional overrepresentation of Luxemburg (six 
members of parliament). These consociational aspects of the EU structure set 
the example for some (especially new) member states to organise their own 
internal minority policy in a consociational way (Brusis 2003: 16).

Most studies on EU and consociationalism consider the countries to be the 
different segments. However, one could also use language groups as segments. 
Here again, there has been political consensus to keep a large array of lan-
guages in the regime, rather than to apply a ‘majority rules’ principle, by which 
only the major languages would be selected. Most scholars do take into account 
that language is an important identification aspect of internal cohesion for the 
‘country’ segments of the EU. 

The criteria for accession to the EU are of a judicial, political and economic 
nature. At the judicial level, new member states should respect the rule of law 
and have to adhere to the Council of Europe (COE) and, as a consequence, ratify 
the European Convention on Human Rights. The — lack of — respect for human 
rights is one of the main stumbling blocks for the accession of Turkey. The polit-
ical criteria concern the democratic functioning of the state, while the economic 
criteria mainly relate to the establishment of a free market. Generally speaking, 
there is no negotiation on specific aspects of EU membership: countries either 
take it or leave it, although differentiated integration can occur, e.g. at the differ-
ent stages of the EMU process (European Monetary Union) or through opt-out 
protocols on specific policies (Lenaerts and Van Nuffel 1999: 278–279).

As clear as this accession procedure might seem, current discussions in-
volve two major aspects: the geographical borders of Europe and the impor-
tance of religion. Both issues are particularly relevant in Turkish accession 
discussions. However, they were also debated in relation with other countries 
such as Russia, Israel and Morocco.

2.2 The Organisation Internationale de la Francophonie (OIF)

The different origins and evolution of the OIF account for their current differ-
ences in structure and aims.
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The Francophonie concept is generally attributed to Onésime Reclus, a 
French 19th century social geographer, who referred by this term to the French-
speaking countries of the time, i.e. mainly the colonial empire. However, Fran-
cophonie was re-launched in 1960 as a political concept by Léopold Sédar Sen-
ghor (poet and president of Senegal from 1960 till 1980, who had studied in 
Paris). He — rightly — assumed that the former French colonies would have 
a hard time adapting to their new situation. Therefore, he proposed a Franco-
phonie interstate network as an opportunity to give a diplomatic start to the 
new states, where French had a certain role. It is probably the rather unique 
combination of political and literary-cultural authority and intense personal 
contacts with French writers and thinkers that made Senghor’s launch of the 
Francophonie concept successful. Nowadays, the OIF’s aim is still to provide an 
international platform of diplomatic and political cooperation. Various coun-
tries seek OIF accession in order to overcome their diplomatic isolation, e.g. 
Georgia (observer status). Similarly, substate entities that wish to construct a 
proper foreign affairs policy can request observer or member status, e.g. Qué-
bec and (according to recent statements) maybe Catalonia.

During the 60s and early 70s, various separate organisations have been set 
up in the Francophonie spirit, covering themes ranging from sports to cultural 
cooperation. Francophonie has become a rallying concept for a quite diverse 
range of professional and cultural organisations (Bruchet 1996). From 1986 on, 
global summits of the Francophonie regularly took place, and the 1998 minis-
terial conference officially adopted the title of ‘Organisation Internationale de 
la Francophonie’ (OIF). The OIF works through different operators (agencies 
or assemblies focusing on a specific area, some of which already existed as in-
dependent organisations before entering the OIF), and through the “Agence 
Intergouvernementale de la Francophonie” as the main operator. Henceforth, 
I shall be using OIF to refer to the multilateral cooperation within its structure 
and Francophonie as a more general cultural concept which includes the shar-
ing of French as a (not necessarily first) language and the defence of wider 
philosophical concepts, such as human rights and democracy.

Currently, the OIF uses a very open concept as membership criterion, 
considering itself the organisation of countries “ayant le français en partage” 
(“sharing French”). Such a formulation allows a wide range of countries to 
enter, including very different political regimes and welfare standards (Ager 
1996: 96, based on the UNO Human Development Index) and opens the door to 
unite citizens who do not speak French as their mother tongue, an important 
segment given the overall decrease of French. In Graddol’s study (1997), French 
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is acknowledged to be a world language but is predicted to lose its worldwide 
importance and even its regional one (in terms of major trade blocs) by 2050. 

As a consequence of the OIF’s open membership, the official status of 
French in the member states varies widely. In some member states, French is 
the official language, mother tongue of the vast majority of citizens and for-
eign language for most non-native speakers (e.g. France). In some countries, 
however, French is an official language with few speakers (e.g. Guinea counts 
only 5% native French-speakers), used as a language of wider communication 
(“lingua franca”) and with an important status in administration and jurisdic-
tion due to its colonial past. In other countries, French is not even an official 
language, e.g. Bulgaria where only about 0.1% of the population is French-
speaking (Ager 1996: 195–196). The historical overview pointed out that the 
will of newly independent states or transition states to enter the diplomatic 
area is often an important — if not the most important — motivation to apply 
for OIF membership. The relatively weak position — in terms of speakers — of 
French throughout the OIF area can partly explain its strong discourse in fa-
vour of linguistic diversity. Indeed, most inhabitants of especially the Southern 
OIF countries — 90% according to the OIF itself (AIF 2004: 33) — use a lan-
guage other than French as their most important language for communication, 
ranging from transnational communication languages, over national ones to 
strictly regional languages. Linguistic diversity is therefore a key feature of the 
OIF, in spite of its having one sole language as rallying point.

Membership of the OIF can be of different types, yielding different degrees 
of commitment. It is left to the states themselves to decide which type of agree-
ment they want. Even regional governments have acceded to the OIF, e.g. “Com-
munauté Française de Belgique”, Canada-Québec, Canada-New Brunswick. 

2.3 Other organisations

In order to further refine the membership criteria of the EU and the OIF (es-
pecially the importance of language and political bonds), I will compare them 
with those used by other international and intergovernmental organisations, 
which are often also considered to be ‘language-based’. It is my aim to nuance 
this image and to also highlight the differences, which make an equivalence of 
their language policy and planning activities particularly complex.

It might therefore be argued that the OIF differs from the Commonwealth 
in that the latter primarily includes former British colonies and that language 
is not a central issue. However, these criteria are not stated in key texts such 
as the 1971 Declaration of Commonwealth Principles. Both the OIF and the 
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Commonwealth try to avoid a post-colonial image. Some official Common-
wealth statements (e.g. against racial prejudice and colonial domination, and 
in favour of state sovereignty and equality) are strongly anti-colonial so as to 
anticipate post-colonial allegations. Rather, they urge the Commonwealth 
members to treat all Commonwealth inhabitants as equal.

Mention is made of English as the common working language. Yet, there 
are hardly any language goals. As a result of the strong position of English 
in the world, both as a mother tongue and as a foreign language, the need 
for supportive English language programmes might seem to be less urgent to 
the Commonwealth. Whereas the colonial past is the most important bond of 
Commonwealth members, colonial ties are not the main criterion in the OIF 
(although many OIF members are former colonies of France). On the contrary, 
it is the ‘fear’ of being accused of neo-colonial intentions that made France 
itself reluctant to join the OIF in the early days of the Francophonie, especially 
after the disastrous experiences during the Algerian decolonisation. It is note-
worthy that allegations of neo-colonialism are currently rather limited in the 
context of the OIF.

The OIF also differs from the ‘Nederlandse Taalunie’ (NTU), an organisa-
tion with a strong focus on linguistic objectives but without involvement in 
political and economic issues other than those relevant to the language. It was 
established by a Treaty (Verdrag inzake de Nederlandse Taalunie, 1980) between 
Belgium and the Netherlands. Its aim is to encourage the use of Dutch as a lan-
guage for communication, education, trade and scientific research, both within 
the contracting countries and within the EU. On December 12th 2003, Surina-
me signed an association agreement with the NTU as well. The contributions 
to the working budget are proportioned according to the number of speakers 
of Dutch in each member country. Such proportionality is not applied in the 
OIF; the richer Northern French-speaking countries contribute much more 
to the overall budget, which is actually spent mostly on programmes in the 
poorer Southern countries. This financial flow is one of the clearest examples 
of the development aid aspect of the OIF.

“Türkçe Konuşan Ülkeler Zirvesi” or “Türk Dili Konuşan Ülkeler Zirvesi”, 
the ‘Turkish Speaking Countries Summit’ was first held in 1992. The summit 
was attended by officials of Azerbaijan, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Turkmeni-
stan, Uzbekistan and Turkey. Its main goal is to encourage social and economic 
development in the Turkish-speaking countries. So far, it has not been pro-
vided with a strong organisational structure, nor clear linguistic goals have 
been formulated. Official declarations are made both in Turkish and in Rus-
sian (Hürriyetim 25/04/2001) as most of the member countries are former 
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Soviet states. Therefore, most diplomats shared Russian rather than Turkish. 
This confirms the merely symbolic function of Turkish at these summits. The 
weak position of Turkish in several of these countries echoes the low number 
of French-speaking citizens in various OIF countries and shows that a lan-
guage can be used as a rallying point for intergovernmental contacts regardless 
of its use in practice.

Above evoked organisations can be categorised in two main types: while 
some focus on language spread and/or corpus planning (e.g. NTU), others 
privilege economic and political objectives and ‘use’ language as a rallying 
point, e.g. the Turkish-speaking countries summit. 

The Council of Europe (COE), founded in 1949, has currently 46 members 
and is completely independent of the European Union. Although language is-
sues are not its main project, the Council has gained appreciation by many 
for its actions — mainly judicial tools and supportive actions — in the field of 
regional and minority languages, as well as for the promotion of a multilingual 
society in general. The European Court of Human Rights — which is linked to 
the Council of Europe — rules on the European Convention of Human Rights 
and addresses language discrimination especially in concerning the right to fair 
trial. Furthermore, COE member states can adhere to treaties on various top-
ics, some of which are relevant to language issues, such as the European Charter 
for Regional and Minority Languages (CETS 148) and the Framework Conven-
tion for the Protection of National Minorities (CETS 157). However, neither the 
Charters nor the Court’s decisions are binding, which significantly reduces the 
effectiveness of these judicial tools. A specific language policy division gears 
the COE’s support and language training programmes. In the field of didactics, 
the COE’s best-known realisation is the Common European Framework of Ref-
erence for Languages; this tool for evaluating language proficiency with interna-
tionally comparable standards, facilitates mutual recognition of qualifications 
and student and worker’s mobility. The Centre for Modern Languages in Graz 
(Austria) is providing workshops on language learning and teaching, as well as 
training of modern language teachers. It furthermore carries out studies com-
missioned by the COE. The COE’s own Language Policy Division issues guide-
lines, position papers, policy advice for member states on language education 
and minority treatment etc. 

Generally, the COE’s efforts in various fields are appreciated by language 
teachers and organisations dealing with minority rights protection. However, the 
lack of enforceability reduces the effectiveness of the actions. The COE is thought 
to be more demanding as to the implementation of minority rights by more re-
cent member states from Central and Eastern-Europe than by older member 
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states, e.g. France. Finally, the Charter for Regional and Minority Languages al-
lows member states to specify which paragraphs they will apply to which mi-
nority languages. Thus, the concrete effect of the Charter may vary significantly 
according to the situation (Skutnabb-Kangas and Phillipson 1995: 91).

This short overview highlights the singularity of the OIF as a form of in-
tergovernmental cooperation that integrates both a — albeit very wide — lan-
guage criterion for accession and objectives for action on the one hand and 
judicial, political and economic objectives on the other. Furthermore, it also 
shows that the EU — officially not a language-based organisation — is much 
more involved in linguistic issues and foreign language learning and corpus 
planning than some language-based organisations, such as the Turkish-speak-
ing countries summit.

2.4 Membership criteria

Both EU and OIF membership are not automatic; they have to be applied for 
and, subsequently, granted by the other members. The OIF accession criteria 
and procedure are notably less demanding than the EU’s, which are among the 
severest worldwide. 

As a consequence, there is a far greater heterogeneity among OIF members 
than among EU members. On the other hand, the EU’s strict accession proce-
dure is partly due to supranational factors such as its binding competence and 
enforceable legislation, which, at the same time, constitute its major strength 
in the international field.

The OIF’s language criterion is the only point that its members have in 
common and, still, it has been interpreted in a very broad way. Recently, how-
ever, requests of Albania and Macedonia to obtain a more advanced level of 
membership have been rejected (TV5 2005). No explanation was given, and 
yet, it seems that the OIF is trying to refine its accession policy, as has been sug-
gested among others in the proposals of the Brussels-based Maison de la Fran-
cité. The centre’s president, Daniel Laroche, emphasised that current members 
should also be asked to fulfil certain requirements which strengthen French’s 
international position, such as French language teaching or using French in 
international relations (Francité 2005: 1).

The EU’s initial concerns did not lie in the field of language and cul-
ture. However, a linguistic and cultural policy resulted almost naturally from 
enlargement and the impact the EU’s other policies have on people’s lives. More 
concretely, the Court’s multilingualism is a logical consequence of the right 
to a fair trial, whereas the Parliament’s language regime is needed to ensure 
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the democratic character of the Union. It is therefore not surprising that most 
proposals to rationalise the EU’s language policy do not touch these areas that 
are highly linked to democratic functioning, but rather the more ‘technocratic’ 
areas of the Union, such as the European Commission and specific agencies.

3. Discourse and practice: Language rights and policies

3. Human rights and language: The French Revolution, the OIF and 
current language rights’ studies

The French Revolutionary Regime (1789) combined a strong human rights 
discourse — culminating in the Charte des Droits de L’Homme et du Citoyen 
(Charter for the Rights of Men and Citizens) — with a refusal of language 
rights in the eighteenth and nineteenth century. Needless to say, such an at-
titude can no longer be defended in the second half of the twentieth and the 
twenty-first century.

The enquiry of the Abbé Grégoire, member of the regime right after the 
Revolution, paradoxically, aimed both at the conservation and the progres-
sive extinction of regional languages and dialects. “Sa première partie visait la 
description des patois; la seconde, leur destruction, mais en n’avouant qu’à demi 
son objectif”2 (Certeau, Julia and Revel 1975: 51). He considered a sole language 
for the Republic a key feature for unification, capable of replacing the previous 
unifying symbol, the king. Consequently, this single language became a symbol 
of the Republic and its values, such as democracy, human rights and progress. 
Therefore, regional languages and dialects were to be considered a threat to the 
French Republic and had to be repressed and eradicated. The association estab-
lished in those days between regional languages and a rather backward mental-
ity, has been present in the debate ever since. On the other hand, Grégoire some-
how acknowledged the intrinsic richness of these varieties and set up a huge 
inventory before proceeding to slowly ban them from public life and education.

An important legal — although soft-law — tool for the protection of mi-
nority languages is the European Charter for Regional or Minority Languages 
(CETS 148) from the Council of Europe. However, in 2003 the French con-
stitutional court ruled this charter incompatible with the French Constitution 
(1958, art.2): “La langue de la République est le français”3 (Council of Europe 
2003). This was a proof of France’s strong commitment to French and its reluc-
tance to introduce more rights for its minority languages. This very judgement 
has raised discussions concerning France’s overall language policy.



© 2006. John Benjamins Publishing Company
All rights reserved

 The European Union and the Organisation Internationale de la Francophonie 395

Nowadays, language rights are considered part of, or derived from, hu-
man rights, and repressive measures against speakers of a certain language to 
be human rights violations (Varennes 2001: 16), a rather recent view, both in 
academic circles and in legal institutions. The traditional approach to human 
rights mainly focused on civil and political rights and far less on economic, 
social and cultural rights. The importance of this difference can also be de-
duced from the fact that two separate covenants were drafted in 1966, in order 
to allow countries to ratify only one of them: the International Covenant on 
Economic, Social and Cultural rights (ICESCR) and the International Covenant 
on Civil and Political Rights (ICCPR) (Higgins 2003: §28–29).

Among the human rights invoked as a basis for deriving language rights 
are the following: right to non-discrimination (United Nations Declaration on 
Human Rights art.2 §1), right to a fair trial (UDHR art. 10), right to private life 
(UDHR art.12), freedom of expression (UDHR, art.19), cultural rights (UDHR 
art.22), development of human personality (UDHR art. 26). Parallel articles 
can be found in other international treaties, such as the European Convention 
on Human Rights or the ICCPR.

The discussion on language rights is partly one of collective versus indi-
vidual rights. Minority language rights are a difficult issue, since they are given 
to the group but asserted by the individual (Kymlicka 1995: 45). Furthermore, 
one could argue that some group rights (also language rights) are necessary 
to assure the individual’s human rights. In either interpretation, group rights 
lead to differentiated citizenship and allegedly undermine the equality between 
citizens. This is the argument the French government uses to deny this kind of 
rights to linguistic or cultural minority groups, not only in the discussion on 
rights for languages other than French but also on more general issues such as 
the wearing of the veil by Muslim women or the funding of Catholic schools.

Against this background of equality among citizens and denial of group 
rights, France embodies what is generally considered a successful story of na-
tion building and democracy, combined with economic success. This status 
and development is to most OIF members still a distant dream and probably 
also explains why the OIF is successful and attractive to developing countries. 
Paradoxically, it is hardly imaginable for the OIF to operate a similarly strict 
unifying policy. The linguistic diversity is so huge that one cannot imagine 
complete linguistic unification, especially since the fear of French dominance 
without respect for other national identities has been the motivation for some 
non-memberships, e.g. Algeria’s.

The diversity argument is therefore crucial in the OIF’s discourse. As 
pointed out above, the OIF members’ only common point of interest is the 
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French language. Yet, very few countries are monolingually French-speaking. 
Few citizens living in the OIF area are native French speakers and some do not 
speak French at all, not even as a foreign language. The OIF banner of ‘French’ 
therefore refers to many different languages. This linguistic diversity is also a 
constant theme in the official OIF discourse, e.g. the speech of Abdou Diouf 
(2003), Secretary General of the OIF on March 20th, 2003, Journée Internatio-
nale de la Francophonie: “La force de la Francophonie est d’avoir tout de suite 
considéré le combat pour une langue comme celui de toutes les langues”.4

The struggle for the maintenance of French in official organisations, such 
as the UNO, is therefore often linked to the struggle for linguistic diversity in 
general: the French language has lost its self-evident position as a language for 
international communication, e.g. in the field of diplomacy, to English. Within 
the EU, most recent accession negotiations (except for those with Bulgaria) 
were held in English and job applicants to the Union from the 2004 enlarge-
ment states preferred English (60%) to French and German (Demetz and Geof-
freoy 2004: 50). These tendencies are revealing for the decreasing use of French 
as a foreign language, rather than as a mother tongue. A 2001 Eurobarom-
eter already showed that among the citizens of the 2001 EU 16% spoke French 
and 16% English as their mother tongue. However, 31% spoke English as a 
foreign or second language, whereas only 12% spoke French as a foreign lan-
guage (Phillipson 2003: 8). The concern for French in international organisa-
tions motivates the OIF collaboration with Spanish- and Portuguese-speaking 
organisations, e.g. in conferences on globalisation (OIF 2001a and b) or on a 
recent common website (www.3el.org) on cultural diversity.

The dichotomy between the OIF’s diversity argument and national poli-
cies (e.g. France’s) that do not enhance linguistic diversity has led to various 
hypotheses. One of the most common stances is to consider that the OIF uses 
the linguistic diversity argument only in order to ensure the position of French 
throughout the world and in the EU, without enhancing linguistic diversity 
within its own member states. Moreover, as a result of the enormous contrasts 
in welfare, the North-South divide is important to the OIF’s work, and the 
dimension of development aid is an intrinsic part of its programmes. France’s 
minority languages (e.g. Corsican, Breton) therefore do not receive financial 
aid from the OIF or its operators, since France is considered wealthy enough to 
(financially) support its minority languages. 

The underlying idea of support for languages for wider communication is 
that their linguistic development (increased literacy, up-to-date terminology, 
effective media) will allow these countries to better develop in various fields 
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(economy, politics, justice), play a more important role in international politics 
and economics and, hence, reinforce the OIF’s power.

The content of overall programmes on language policy and cultural diver-
sity mainly insists on the role of African and Creole languages (Agence Inter-
gouvernementale de la Francophonie 2004: 35). Once again, these languages 
are especially taken into account insofar as they are languages for transnational 
or national communication. It is emphasised that their development is es-
sential to the overall democratic and economic development of the country. 
However, nowadays more languages are included than in older versions of the 
programme text (AIF 2002), among others Sango or Fon in the African region 
or Portuguese and the Creole language in the Cape Verde islands.

The OIF invokes the extremely high number of languages in Africa (ac-
cording to their estimates, some 2000) to justify the selection of languages: it 
is practically impossible to support all languages in the territory of the OIF’s 
member states. It is up to the national governments to decide on the best way 
to deal with their plurilingualism. It is the OIF’s task to support the chosen 
plurilingual approach and certain partner languages. By adopting this strategy, 
the OIF also reveals its intergovernmental face: the national government main-
tains considerable — if not all — power, the OIF for its part only provides as-
sistance insofar as the government agrees and is interested. On the other hand, 
the OIF’s influence is strengthened by the precarious situation of many of these 
countries: they need the support of international organisations (including 
UNESCO) for the development of an educational and linguistic policy.

The very selection of languages to support implies a considerable reduc-
tion of the scope of concepts such as ‘linguistic diversity’ and ‘multilingual-
ism’. The OIF’s official discourse uses them mainly to maintain French within 
international organisations and to reinforce other languages of wider commu-
nication within the OIF area (e.g. Swahili, Lingala etc.). This suggests that the 
OIF’s pledge for linguistic diversity is rather symbolic and that its real aims 
are more pragmatic, i.e. the support to languages which are important to the 
overall development of the OIF’s member states. On the other hand, from a 
Western/European point of view, it may be difficult to realise how overwhelm-
ing the number of problems and languages involved really is, and how much 
work has to be done in many developing countries in order to ensure a basic 
language policy, e.g. in the judicial system. In such contexts, a pragmatic ap-
proach is necessary for programmes to have some effect.
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3.2 The EU: Rights for minority languages or official languages

Within the EU framework, the European Bureau for Lesser Used Languages 
(EBLUL), created by the Arfé Resolution (A1–965/80) (O’Riagain 1998: 12–13) 
of the European Parliament in 1981, labelled 5 categories for lesser used lan-
guages (based on Nic Shuibhne 2001: 71): 

(1) a national languages of a Member State which is not an official language of 
the EU (Luxemburgish)

(2) languages of communities residing in a single member state (e.g. Breton in 
France)

(3) languages of communities residing in two or more member states (e.g. 
Basque in Spain and France)

(4) languages of communities which are minorities in the state in which they 
live but are the majority languages of other Member States (e.g. German in 
Belgium)

(5) non-territorial languages (e.g. Roma, Yiddish)

This labelling implies both recognition of the lesser used languages and recog-
nition of the problems linked to not being official languages. Moreover, the la-
belling of the non-official languages confirms the divide with official languages. 
This may explain why some non-official EU languages, e.g. Catalan, strongly 
object to being considered minority languages, as stated in the Generalitat’s 
(the Catalan government) leaflet Catalan, Language for Europe (Generalitat de 
Catalunya — Govern de les Illes Balears 2001: 16–17).

Speakers of minority languages and/or members of minority cultures in 
Europe can have ambiguous feelings about the EU. While they hope that the 
EU’s discourse and actions on diversity will be an opportunity to strengthen 
their language and culture’s position, they also fear that their survival on a 
larger scale turns out to be even more problematic. The Europe of the Regions 
concept, which was once considered a solution for regional cultural and lin-
guistic issues by various regions, especially those in decentralised structures 
such as Catalonia or Flanders, has lost importance in EU discourse over the 
last few years.

The EU categorisation of languages follows from the subsidiarity principle, 
since it is based on the number of member states in which the language is spo-
ken and on the status of the language in these member states, thus recogniz-
ing the national member states’ competence and sovereignty in language status 
planning. Even if the full integration of all these minority languages in the EU 
language regime is probably not workable, the fact that the EU is not more 
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involved in the discussion on the national status of minority languages is in 
dissonance with its official discourse on respect and preservation of linguistic 
and cultural diversity.

Although these different categories proposed by EBLUL provide a recogni-
tion for a higher number of languages, they do not offer a framework for immi-
grant languages that are not spoken in any EU country as a majority language, 
e.g. Arabic (Extra and Gorter 2001: 1). This approach puts serious limits to the 
diversity image of the EU. It confirms the language as a means to recognise EU 
countries and minorities with historical roots in the EU.

As pointed out above, the EU does not have the power to enforce e.g. mi-
nority language education, but the European Parliament did adopt a resolution 
(A1–965/80 in 1981) (Arfé 1981) to encourage national governments to “allow 
and promote the teaching of regional languages and cultures in official curri-
cula”. If the lack of enforceability of such a resolution seriously limits its direct 
effect, the symbolic weight, which is quite important in identity issues, cannot 
be underestimated. Later resolutions include the recommendation for more 
specific measures in the fields of education, cultural life, media, administration, 
social and economic life. The Parliament’s May 2005 Resolution P6_TA–2005–
0183 on the information and communication strategy of the EU includes a re-
quest to make the EU’s website available in languages that have an official status 
in the member states, provided that the states so decide and assume the budget-
ary cost involved. This illustrates once again that the Parliament, as the people’s 
representation, often takes a leading role in minority language issues. However, 
the role of the member states in deciding whether a non-official EU language 
version should be available and financed, shows the consequences of the sub-
sidiarity principle and the member states’ importance in decision-making.

The Court of Justice of the European Communities, on the other hand, did 
pass some (binding) judgements concerning language. However, in most of 
these judgements, language issues are linked to the free movement of persons 
(Bickel and Franz case C–274/96) (Dewitte 1999) or to consumer protection in 
the framework of free movement of goods, such as product labelling, but not 
to language issues as such. Moreover, these judgements only involve the use of 
languages already recognised by the member states.

The EU, just like the OIF, thus uses a limited concept of language rights 
and diversity. There are two main motivations for this limitation. The first is 
pragmatic: an absolute interpretation of diversity would soon reach the lim-
its of feasibility. The second is political: after all, the EU and the OIF unite 
governments, which represent people. This means that language also functions 
as a symbol both within the country and on the international scene.



© 2006. John Benjamins Publishing Company
All rights reserved

400 Barbara De Cock

Kaplan and Baldauf (1997: 16–17) acknowledge this pragmatic aspect of 
EU language policy but consider the political motivation to be decisive:

“The United Nations and the European Union provide other examples of bod-
ies with official language policies. In such conditions, the designation of a set 
of official languages is a political response to the reality that no one language 
will be acceptable to the entire population and no one language can practically 
be disseminated throughout the population. (…) It is important to under-
stand that languages receive official status for political reasons, not for reasons 
of their usage, viability or practicality.”

4. Which diversity is at stake? Other divides that hover around 
linguistic and cultural diversity

In issues of language and culture policy, there is often more at stake than lan-
guage and culture alone. This is even more so for intergovernmental organisa-
tions dealing with a wide array of issues. Therefore, I will comment on the 
interaction between the linguistic and cultural diversity on the one hand, and 
economic, political and religious divides on the other hand.

4. Economic aspect

The OIF and France can only take action thanks to the financial support of 
some wealthy countries. It is difficult to assess to which extent priority is given 
within the OIF — consciously or unconsciously — to the concerns of the most 
important sponsoring countries or to which extent critiques on their regime 
(e.g. France’s language policy) are left aside because of their importance in 
terms of financial support and number of staff members. 

With respect to the lobbying to the EU, the major languages, such as French 
but also German, can spend more money on assistance to EU services, research 
on lexicological and translation tools, the organisations of colloquia on these 
subjects etc. In accordance with the June 13th 2005 Council decision, commu-
nication in Spain’s other languages (Catalan, Galician and Basque) is provided 
because Spain is willing to pay for it.

This EU reliance on the languages’ own tools could lead to a new form of 
inequality since some smaller languages do not have the means or political 
support to obtain more rights or create an advocacy platform. 

The general promotion of linguistic and cultural diversity is an impor-
tant feature that both organisations have in common. However, they interpret 
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it in a different way. To the EU, respect for linguistic diversity is in the first 
place directed towards the maintenance and correct execution of its linguis-
tic regime. Furthermore, it implies a fair treatment of national minorities in 
its member states. To the OIF, respect for linguistic and cultural diversity is 
mainly the maintenance of a globalised world with different languages. The 
OIF therefore supports not only French at the international level, but also 
works together with organisations promoting Spanish, Portuguese and Ara-
bic. Within the OIF’s member states, respect for linguistic diversity is closely 
linked to economic, democratic and educational development. Supportive ac-
tions thus mainly relate to languages of wider communication or important 
national languages with a unifying function. The general level of development 
of the regions where its speakers live further determines the extent to which a 
language needs support. Since most of the OIF’s actions occur within a frame-
work of development aid, support only goes to languages in regions that lack 
the money to develop linguistic and educational tools. Hence, some languages 
that are clearly minoritarian and sometimes in a threatened position do not re-
ceive support. This is the case for French in the United States of America — and 
more precisely in Louisiana — and for France’s minority languages.

This shows that the OIF’s support is mainly directed to situations in which 
the will exists but the techniques, money and personnel — in short, the eco-
nomic resources — are lacking. Since the OIF is rallied around one single lan-
guage, the concern for different languages is of course not at the centre of its 
policy, and, given its intergovernmental structure, it does not need a multilin-
gual structure to assure its democratic legitimacy and its justiciability, as is the 
case for the EU.

4.2 Political divides

The political heterogeneity of EU members should be rather limited since ac-
cession criteria include an impressive list of criteria related to democracy and 
the rule of law, meant to ensure that all minorities — including linguistic ones 
— have the political and judicial means to obtain justice for their case. The fact 
that all 2004 accession countries were requested to sign the Council of Europe’s 
Charter for Regional and Minority languages (RML) (CETS 148) is illustrative 
of the EU’s concern with RML rights and the possible political consequences 
of a lack of satisfactory RML policy. It is noteworthy that new states were more 
willing to sign and even ratify the Charter than some older member states, e.g. 
France merely signed and will not ratify in the near future (Poignant 1999: 47).
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The democratic and legal functions of the EU make a discourse and prac-
tice of linguistic diversity essential for the Union’s own survival, or put other-
wise, “this is a matter of political realism” (Deprez 2000: 1).

The OIF, on the other hand, is in political terms a very heterogeneous 
organisation, including both long-standing democracies and dictatorships 
among its members. The French language is used as a link which allows to 
encourage the member states to develop into democratic states where the rule 
of law is well established, among others by means of observatory missions to 
elections, training programmes for officials and master programmes in human 
rights and democracy.

4.3 The religious divide

Current debates, e.g. on wearing the veil in public places, show how thin the 
line can be between culture, tradition and religion. Religious minorities often 
— though not necessarily — share a specific language for their religious beliefs 
or for their community life in general. It is thus only a small step in popular 
discourse from religious to linguistic divides. In a world where the religious 
divide is increasingly associated with geopolitical frontiers, the OIF tries to 
use language as a geopolitical platform to enhance dialogue between the Arab 
world and the West. The French tradition of strict separation between church 
and state may have contributed to this interreligious dialogue.

In spite of the OIF’s attempt to bridge religious divides, Israel’s aspirations 
to becoming an OIF member will remain completely illusory as long as some 
Arab members oppose to Israel’s accession.

The EU faces similar difficulties to disentangle cultural, religious, econom-
ic and political arguments, in the discussion on Turkey’s accession.

5. Cooperation

As I pointed out, both organisations share a strong linguistic and cultural di-
versity discourse. Nevertheless, since their concrete implementation of the 
concept may strongly vary, current cooperation between the EU and the OIF 
is rather limited. The OIF informs its members of EU actions. This is espe-
cially relevant for the OIF’s Agence Universitaire de la Francophonie (AUF), 
which guides its member universities to EU student and scholar mobility pro-
grammes. The participation of AUF in the EU TEMPUS-programmes is a clear 
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combination of the focus on development aid and educational projects. In-
deed, the TEMPUS programme is

“designed to help the process of social and economic reform and/or develop-
ment in the partner countries. The Partner Countries currently included are 
the Western Balkan Countries, the Eastern European and central Asian Coun-
tries, and the Mediterranean Partners. The Tempus Programme focuses on the 
development of the higher education systems in these countries through co-
operation with member states from the European Community” (EFT-Tem-
pus: 2004).

The fact that TEMPUS is the EU programme in which the AUF is most active 
at this moment, fully corroborates Philippe Lepoivre’s statement (22/12/2003): 
“Ce qui me motive au niveau de l’Agence [Universitaire de la Francophonie], est 
plus la coopération Nord-Sud que la langue mais la langue est un point d’aide 
pour les universités du Sud”.5 

Furthermore, the OIF attempts to advocate linguistic diversity, and espe-
cially the de facto maintenance of French in the EU by different types of ac-
tions, including training for officials from new candidate countries and devel-
opment of translation tools (Plan Pluriannuel 2002).

The EU and the OIF could work together efficiently in areas such as de-
velopment aid and also in programmes for linguistic and cultural diversity. 
Indeed, the EU could use the OIF’s existing framework, projects, missions 
and contacts for its policies concerning French and for its policies concern-
ing the circulation of cultural goods (theatre and music festivals), many of 
which are created in minority languages (this is especially the case for the 
OIF’s member states). 

However, for its own sake, the EU has to pay attention not to commit itself 
too much towards one language since this could seem threatening to other 
language groups, thereby yielding a negative effect rather than a positive one. 
Therefore, the EU gave a clear sign to be willing to support the totality of EU 
languages and cultures rather than to cooperate with only one specific lan-
guage and/or culture promotion institutes: it did so by awarding an important 
contract on language courses for its collaborators to CICEB (Consociatio In-
stitutorum Culturalium Europaeorum Inter Belgas), a plurilingual and pluric-
ultural cooperation network, which considers part of its mission “a celebration 
of each national culture within the context of a common European heritage” 
(CICEB website), the EU. This corroborates the general tendency that it is more 
efficient at EU-level for national organisations (of any kind) to join others with 
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similar interests (Van Schendelen 2002: 114–116, Jordan 1998: 46–47, Aspin-
wall 1998: 210–211).

Since the OIF does not support minority languages within Europe, the 
only domain of cooperation left is to support languages in developing coun-
tries. This limits the cooperation opportunities to joint actions in developing 
countries or general actions in international organisations in order to defend 
worldwide linguistic diversity.

6. The link with current debates

In this section, I will analyse the use of linguistic and cultural diversity argu-
mentation in two recent public debates on French and its position in Europe 
and the world.

In Le Vif/L’Express (Le Vif 2004), a high-profile Belgian weekly magazine, 
a debate on the position of French took place in the form of an interview and 
published reactions during the summer of 2004. The participants were Philippe 
Van Parijs (Chair of Economic and Social Ethics at the Université Catholique 
de Louvain), Marc Wilmet (professor of linguistics at the Université Libre 
de Bruxelles) and Michel Francard (professor of linguistics at the Université 
Catholique de Louvain and researcher at Valibel).

In a first interview, Van Parijs (2004a) was presented as defending Anglici-
sation. Wilmet (2004) and Francard (2004) published their respective reactions 
about a month later. Their argumentation mainly referred to the spiritual and 
sentimental value of language, as well as linguistic loyalty of individual speak-
ers of a certain language. They presented these arguments as the disarticulation 
of Van Parijs’s too economic way of looking at language issues. In a reaction to 
these letters, Van Parijs (2004b) clarified some statements that were possibly 
presented more pronounced by the magazine than they were intended. He in-
dicated that he merely wanted to show that the position of French was maybe 
worse than assumed by many French-speakers.

It is not my intention to pass judgement on this debate, or to determine 
whether it is the scholars or the magazine that caused the debate. I rather want 
to point out how the main argumentation lines of this debate can be linked to 
the description of the EU and the OIF I gave. Van Parijs’s proposals were per-
ceived to reflect a rather ‘economic’ and ‘mathematical’ way of thinking about 
languages, whereas Wilmet and Francard emphasised in their reaction the 
emotional and cognitive bond of a speaker with her/his language. This is the 
choice the EU has to make between a pragmatic solution (reducing the number 
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of working languages) and the political support of the citizens (who are un-
likely to identify with a Union that does not speak their language). The OIF has 
made the pragmatic choice for a single language system, which makes all the 
other languages equal (thus ensuring political peace). However, the concrete 
OIF programmes clearly privileges certain languages, generally for economic 
and pragmatic reasons — namely their impact as languages of wider commu-
nication in a country or region.

Since the three scholars involved are Belgians, working at Belgian universi-
ties, this debate — in a Belgian magazine — was also flavoured with references 
to the Belgian linguistic situation, which has been discussed from a sociolin-
guistic and LPP point of view in i.a. Deprez 2000 and from a more sociological 
and politicological point of view in i.a. Deschouwer (2002). 

Overall, Belgium adopts a position similar to France’s in the OIF — the 
main divide in the OIF being the North-South line. Belgium has been an OIF 
member since 1970 and, since 1980, the Communauté Française de Belgique 
(French Community of Belgium) joined as a subnational entity. This is only 
possible if also the national state is a member of OIF. Besides emphasising once 
again that the OIF is an organisation with classical intergovernmental structure, 
in which the states’ governments keep the power, this yields ‘double’ member-
ship for Belgium and Canada. Belgium’s French Community is very positive 
about the OIF. The bond is symbolically supported by the fact that the Brussels 
OIF and AUF representations have their offices in the building of the French 
Community. The Belgian federal state is much less actively involved in the OIF. 
(Dutch-speaking) Prime Minister Verhofstadt’s presence at the 1999 Moncton 
OIF summit was thus considered big news and a unique event. However, the 
federal state has restrained from showing more interest in the OIF after this.

A second debate which echoes some long-standing topics concerning 
French and Francophonie, arose from the manifesto for French as judicial 
language for Europe (Carter 2004, Perrault 2004, X 2004). Although Maurice 
Druon, Honorary Secretary of the Académie Française, is the spiritual father of 
the manifesto (and of previous similar texts — Labry 1993: 321), it was sup-
ported by various other important public persons who are not French, includ-
ing the current OIF Secretary Abdou Diouf and the former Portuguese Prime 
Minister Mário Soares. The text of the manifesto lays the finger on some real 
problems of the enlarged Union for jurisdiction, such as the feasibility of trans-
lations in 20 or more languages, as well as the homogeneity of legislation. These 
arguments in favour of one common language of reference — as well as the fact 
that translation requirements lengthen the duration of the proceedings (Mul-
len 2000: 250) — have also been put forward by others. The signatories of the 



© 2006. John Benjamins Publishing Company
All rights reserved

406 Barbara De Cock

manifesto consider French to be the best choice for a linguistic and a practical 
reason:

“estimant que la langue française, comme jadis le latin, est celle qui offre (…) 
le plus de garanties de clarté et de précision, et qui réduit au minimum les ris-
ques de divergences d’interprétation; / rappelant que, par coutume constante 
depuis l’origine, c’est en français que la Cour de Justice de Luxembourg instruit 
les cas qui lui sont présentés et qu’elle rend ses arrêts”6

The linguistic argument that the French language guarantees clarity and pre-
cision more than other languages has been a long-standing topic of the dis-
course concerning French as an international language. This claim has been 
seriously put into question in linguistic circles. The ambitions for French to 
become the EU’s judicial language can certainly rely on the support of those 
who consider French and Francophonie as a strong symbol for democracy and 
human rights.

However, the fact remains that the Luxembourg court has a tradition of 
working in French, due to its geographical location and the acceptance, at the 
start, of working with four languages (which did not include English). The 
prevalence of French only goes for meetings among judges. Indeed, according 
to the official Rules of Procedure (Chapter 6, art.29 §2), the applicant has the 
right to have her/his case dealt with in her/his language. In the judges’ delibera-
tions, however, no interpreters are allowed in order to guarantee the secrecy of 
the procedure. Therefore, the judges have to use a common language, which, 
for the historical reasons pointed out above, is French (Labry 1993: 132, Deprez 
2000: 15, Lenaerts 2004).

In addition to the prevalence of French in jurisdiction, French was also 
the predominant language of drafting in the earlier years of the EU and its 
predecessors, which, according to experts, has clearly influenced the language 
of EU drafting (Phillipson 2003: 125). Nowadays, drafting of Commission texts 
is done in English (55%) rather than French (30%) or German (5%) (Demetz 
and Geoffroy 2004: 50).

Also among legal experts, discussions are currently being held on the in-
fluence on the Court’s jurisdiction and in drafting of this privileged position 
of French: it could increase the influence of the French judicial system on the 
EU’s. Indeed, while discussing in French, one will spontaneously use French 
concepts to clarify ideas and, hence, refer to aspects of the French judicial sys-
tem. This phenomenon can be considered the judicial counterpart of Sapir-
Whorf ’s hypothesis of linguistic determinism (or at least thought-induction).
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“This study [of language] shows that the forms of a person’s thoughts are con-
trolled by inexorable laws of pattern of which he is unconscious. (…) And 
every language is a vast pattern-system, different from others, in which are 
culturally ordained the forms and categories by which the personality not only 
communicates, but also analyzes nature, notices or neglects types of relation-
ship and phenomena, channels his reasoning, and builds the house of his con-
sciousness.” (Whorf 1964: 252)

Thus, legal thinking and wording in French could be a choice not only for a 
language, but also for a conceptual pattern and, indirectly, a judicial system. 
This motivates part of the opposition against French as a judicial language.

Whatever the outcome may be, both debates are yet another indication 
that linguistic and cultural diversity policies force officials to deal with the 
main challenge of politics: walk on the thin line between pragmatics in policy 
designing on the one hand, and politics in government and citizen involve-
ment on the other.

7. Conclusion

The strong discourse for cultural and linguistic diversity in both the EU and 
the OIF confirms that linguistic and cultural differences are nowadays ac-
knowledged and positively valued. Throughout history, many examples could 
be found of discourse that strongly opposed the maintenance of such diversity, 
and even basic respect for it. In spite of their different history and structure, 
both organisations claim the richness of cultures and languages to be part of 
their identity. This positive approach of diversity is a clear indication of the fact 
that authorities, on various levels, have come to realise that diverse, divided 
societies are a reality that cannot be denied but should be dealt with. Incor-
porating this diversity in the notion of identity is certainly one of the more 
positive solutions.

As indicated above, in dealing with a great internal diversity of languag-
es, cultures, state structures and lifestyles, both the EU and the OIF want to 
construct a common bond in order to be able to act as one group in interna-
tional negotiations and organisations. The similarity in their discourse has also 
been noticed by OIF officials. The following quote of Boutros Boutros-Ghali 
(2002: 122), former Secretary General of the OIF, is a manifestation of the OIF’s 
desire to consider the EU’s and the OIF’s defence of diversity one battle: 
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“Car la démocratie à l’intérieur des Etats, que l’Union européenne comme la 
Francophonie s’attachent à promouvoir, restera inachevée si nous n’instaurons 
pas, dans le même temps, la démocratie dans les relations entre Etats. Et 
cette démocratie globale s’exprime d’abord, dans le respect de la diversité des 
langues et des cultures. Construire une plus grande unité dans la diversité, tel 
est bien notre défi commun.”7

This confirms that the OIF is committed to the similarities between itself and 
the EU, in spite of the limited — possibilities of — cooperation.

Notes

. I would like to thank Prof. Dr. Kris Van Den Branden, the supervisor of my M.A. thesis in 
European Studies The European Union and l’Organisation Internationale de la Francophonie: 
Organisations on a joint mission or polite opponents? (De Cock 2004), which was the starting 
point for this paper, as well as Prof. Dr. Marc Hooghe, second reader, for their suggestions 
and discussions during the writing and defence of my paper. I furthermore want to thank 
my Ph.D. supervisor Prof. Dr. Nicole Delbecque, who also supervised my M.A. linguistics 
and literature paper Instituciones españolas y francófonas de cara a la difusión de la lengua. Su 
radio de actividad en Bélgica, Estados Unidos y Canadá (De Cock 2003). Finally, I would also 
like to thank Prof. Dr. José Igor Prieto Arranz for careful reading and excellent suggestions, 
as well as the anonymous reviewers of the Journal of Language and Politics for their detailed 
and valuable comments, which helped me to structure the paper and express my ideas more 
clearly. The final responsibility for the text, of course, is mine.

2. “Its first part aimed at the description of patois; the second, at their destruction, although 
the latter hidden goal was only partly admitted”. (my translation)

3. “The language of the Republic is French.” (my translation)

4. “The Francophonie’s strength is to have immediately considered the battle for one lan-
guage as the battle of all languages”. (my translation)

5. “What motivates me at the level of the Agency [AUF], is the North-South cooperation 
rather than the language but the language is an aspect of aid to universities in the South”. 
(my translation)

6. “(…) estimating that the French language, as once Latin was, is the one that offers most 
guarantees for clarity and precision, (…) and that reduces the risks of interpretation diver-
gences to the minimum / remembering that, by constant habit from the beginning, French 
is the language in which the Court of Justice instructs the cases presented and passes judge-
ment.” (my translation)

7. “For democracy within the States, which the EU and the Francophonie intend to promote, 
will remain unachieved if we don’t introduce at the same time democracy in the relations 
between States. And this global democracy is in the first place expressed by the respect for 
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the diversity of languages and cultures. To build a bigger unity in diversity is our common 
challenge.” (my translation)
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