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Executive
summary

The DYLAN
Project provides...

... a fresh look at multilingualism in a
variety of settings

... Multilingualism is approached in terms of interrelationships between actual language practices,
people’s representations about multilingualism, their declared choices, and the myriad contexts in

which people are confronted with linguistic diversity.

... These links are examined in different practical situations: business meetings, procedures in official
European bodies, and teaching in educational institutions. Depending on the setting, different ways

of exploiting multilingualism emerge, in which larger and smaller languages can all play a part.




... a renewed understanding of the nature of
multilingual interaction

Multilingual practices are observed at close range, shedding light on what actually happens in
interaction between people with different language profiles. This interaction is shown to be a much
more complex process than just choosing one common language, or a fixed combination of official

languages, or even switching back and forth between them.

Besides the mere co-presence of several languages, actual multilingualism means drawing on one'’s
language repertoire, made up of more or less extensive skills in a variety of languages. The ways in
which language repertoires are exploited are numerous, suggesting a flexible, inclusive approach to

the use of Europeans’ language skills.

People's choices of communication strategies make sense: people take account of specific
situations and adapt their linguistic resources in patterned ways — even the use of one dominant

language is shown to display considerable flexibility.

Actual communication strategies are not simple, unequivocal phenomena. They are formulated

in official discourse that hides, but sometimes also reveals the complexity of motivations behind
professed choices. Communication strategies emerge from multidimensional processes. These are
top-down and bottom-up, they may be observed in institutions’ explicit policies, and pressure for
language standardisation or, on the contrary, differentiation of language forms may be apparent, as

shown by the investigation of multilingualism in European history.

... tools for comparing ways of handling multilingual
situations, and criteria for making better choices

Communication strategies are not equal: some offer more advantages than others in terms of
sharing and building knowledge in university education, getting members of a working team to
contribute their expertise to a meeting, or ensuring that MEPs can participate equally well in
political and policy developments in EU institutions.

Different strategies can be assessed in terms of standard policy evaluation criteria such as
efficiency and fairness. Alternatives can be compared in order to choose more efficient and fairer
strategies. DYLAN proposes a systematic approach for applying these concepts to communication in

multilingual settings.

The approach also gives rise to a system of linguistic indicators with which individual situations can

be characterised, options compared and trends monitored, in order to identify and encourage “best

multilingual practice”.



cal
mework

The DYLAN research project - Language Dynamics and Management of Diversity - is
a five-year Integrated Project funded under the EU’s 6th Framework Programme for

Research and Technology development, carried out by researchers from eighteen

universities in twelve European countries. The project addresses core issues of the

Programme:

The project addresses issues for which multilingualism has economic, political,
educational and scientific implications:




political: ensuring fairness in the treatment of various languages and their speakers, and contributing

to social justice by facilitating access of all citizens to multilingualism;

educational: contributing to the construction, transmission and use of knowledge;

scientific: contributing to the development of a scientific approach to the management of linguistic

and cultural diversity.

The Analytical

Framework

This figure shows
the expanded
analytical
framework:
L
DYLAN Analytical
Framework

The analytical framework of the project is designed to meet all these objectives. The

development and use of multilingual repertoires in a number of situated contexts are

approached in a way that is both relevant from the standpoint of scientific research

and practical from the standpoint of actors who may use the framework later when

selecting, designing, implementing and evaluating policies on linguistic diversity. At the

same time, it remains flexible enough to accommodate new questions that emerge as

a normal result of the internal dynamics of a practice-oriented research process.

These requirements generate an analytical framework made up of four dimensions

that constitute the project’s conceptual cornerstones:

» actual language practices (with a focus on oral and interactional practices);

» representations of multilingualism and linguistic diversity (what organisations and
individuals say about multilingualism and linguistic diversity);

» the language policies of states or other public bodies (particularly local, regional
or national authorities, as well as supra-national organisations) and the language
strategies of private-sector companies;

» and the linguistic context (or language environment) in which agents operate.

policies &
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language vepresen—
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With research teams from various parts of Europe, observations reflect a great
variety of specific contexts: national, regional and local.

DYLAN does not chiefly analyse the four conceptual dimensions, but focuses on
the relationships between them. Their influence on one another proves to be

considerable.



The four dimensions and interrelationships are studied in different settings, which

are described as terrains, namely companies, EU institutions and bodies, and higher

education.

In addition, the development and use of multilingual repertoires should be seen in
connection with three additional sets of issues: efficiency and fairness; emergent
varieties; and forms of multilingualism in European history.

All eighteen research teams were asked to position their research questions with
respect to this set of conceptual clusters and relationships, and then referred to this
framework when contributing their own specific answers to the project’s central
questions.

A brief
description of the
terrains




Transversal issues

“Transversal issues” play a special role in the DYLAN project design and have
particular importance for project integration. They address phenomena that appear in
each of the three terrains which define the project’s other work packages.

Integration
of different

methodological
orientations

One of the original features of the DYLAN project is the adoption of a mixed-
methods approach in order to cope with the wide range of questions it addresses.
These methods are well established in the language sciences; on the basis of

the hypothesis that the terrains analysed are regulated by different types of
institutionalised language practices, they aim at understanding how forms of discourse
are indicators of how the various institutions operate, as well as revealing the patterns
of language use through a fine-grained analysis. They comprise discourse analysis,
ethnography of communication, ethnomethodology and conversation analysis, analysis
of the linguistic landscape as well as the use of secondary quantitative data sources.
The latter type of information, in particular, characterises key features of the linguistic
environment described in the research design and provides the backdrop for social
actors’ choices regarding their language practices, as well as defining the actual context
that many public policies and corporate strategies seek to influence. This input can
then be processed using concepts from other disciplines, particularly policy analysis,

in order to assess the advantages and drawbacks of alternative communication and

language acquisition strategies.
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findings

The following pages sum up the main findings of five years of research. These findings
can be divided into two basic categories: some are qualitative, shedding light on fine-
grained aspects of communication in a multilingual context; others are methodological,

providing the necessary stepping stones for future work.

Given the overarching aims of the research project, we will organise the presentation
of findings around the following central questions:

How do companies, European institutions and bodies and higher educational establishments draw

on monolingual and/or multilingual resources, and which arguments do they use in doing so?

How do individuals communicating in these terrains exploit monolingual and/or multilingual
resources, and which arguments do they use in doing so?

Under what conditions can multilingualism be seen as an asset or a drawback for companies,
European institutions and bodies and higher educational establishments?

What does “multilingualism as a resource” mean? In order to answer this question, we
must first acknowledge that there are competing views of what multilingualism is. We
will first approach the question from the corporate and institutional perspective, then
look at the interactional, individual perspective and finally return to the definition of

multilingualism when discussing the conditions for making the best use of it.




Corporate and

institutional language
policy

Quand

c'est woi qui divige la

Our first question was how organisations in our three terrains respond to the

challenge of the linguistic diversity prevailing in Europe and beyond. What is their

corporate policy on the management of multilingualism? The answers to these
questions are manifold, and involve more than a simple dichotomy between

“monolingualism” and “multilingualism”.
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English come from
other languages.
Smashing, loch, slew
and galore are all
words that have
come into English
from Gaelic.

sake of brevity, we generally refer to ‘official languages’); today it is
often English.

However, this seldom means that no other language is used. As an observer of the
Danish context puts it, “most people think that the use of English as a corporate
language means that no other languages are supposed to be used, even though they
do actually use these languages.” On the one hand, organisations opting for the
official language can no longer avoid at least some use of English. On the other hand,
legislation (national, as in France, or regional, as in Catalonia), as well as demographic
influence, pressure from the local workforce and the pursuit of efficiency and
fairness, reinforce the role of local languages. These are maintained as the medium of
instruction in higher education, as well as for internal communication with and among
staff. The arguments presented concern both efficiency and fairness: “in order to make
everyone feel at ease, to be understood by everyone’; “because you speak differently

in your own language, more freely and openly, you feel more secure and self-

confident”; in Glasgow "it is good to use Gaelic in business because it
helps keep the language alive and respects it as part of Scotland'’s

heritage.”

In contrast, organisations can thus choose a form
of institutional multilingualism as their
language policy or regime. For
example, the universities

in Barcelona and Bolzano '
use three languages as a
medium of instruction (of-
ficial language + co-official,
regional or minority language
+ English); the European Union
is supposed to communicate with
member states in the twenty-three
official languages; Swiss national com-
panies are trilingual in the country's
official languages; in some countries the
government, companies and educational

and research institutions are bound by

law to use the official language(s) for many
purposes, even if some would prefer English.

Many organisations, even officially monolingual



English ones, choose to communicate with their employees in a range of languages postcard N° 16

which they themselves can select from.They do so to enhance the quality of work and d :
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maxim “Sell in the customer’s language” (and sometimes even “Negotiate purchases in leere sprog, hvis
man er sarligt

the supplier’s language”) in the case of companies. It is true, however, that the neces-
: : , . o , sprogbegavet?
sary skills are often outsourced, particularly in the case of “exotic” languages — which
in the Nordic countries can mean all foreign languages except English. Thus internal
linguistic diversity may be much less than the total number of languages used, for in-
stance on websites or in official documents. At another level, most higher educational
establishments that were analysed argue in favour of using English as a medium of in-

struction in addition to official and/or minority languages, in order to create openings

What applies to internal communication applies even more to external communica-
tion, because of legislation in the case of European institutions, and because of the

on the international academic market.

Most organisations analysed by the DYLAN teams espouse multilingualism either by declaring
themselves officially multilingual or by acknowledging the linguistic diversity of their employees,
members, students, etc. However, all these cases involve parallel communication with groups
that speak different languages. This is usually done by translating and (on websites, for instance)
by localising messages. This principle is known as OLAT (“one language at a time”). The view of

multilingualism inherent in this principle seems “additive”, as distinct from “integrative”.

Several of our teams carried out fine-grained observation and analysis of workplace
. . . S . . . Multilingual
practices in companies, European institutions and higher educational establishments. ;
repertoires as a

The aim was to understand which communication strategies or “methods” are used communicative,

in settings with several languages that are not all spoken equally well by all the

strategic and

individuals concerned. cognitive
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interaction
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OLAT) with “multilingual” ones — known as ALAST (“all the languages at some time")
or ALAAT (“all language at all times”) — and the other axis compares the “exolingual”
pole (greatly asymmetrical repertoires) with the “endolingual” one (participants share
the same repertoire).

Choosing a lingua franca such as English — but also, for example, Spanish used by
speakers of Portuguese and [talian, or even North Sami in the polar region — is just
one of many solutions; in addition, the form of the lingua franca depends heavily on
the speakers’ levels of competence as well as on the “habitus” they assume, ranging
from a monolingual-endolingual mode (among speakers who strongly adhere to
language standards) to a monolingual-exolingual one (where language standards are
disregarded to a high extent), or from a multilingual-endolingual mode (found in highly
multilingual communities), to a multilingual-exolingual one (where the speakers

draw on a mixture of linguistic resources). Another solution is the

lingua receptiva mode, in which everybody speaks his/
her own language and is expected to
understand the ones used by

the other speakers.

There is obviously a
great difference be-
tween speaking English
(Italian, Arabic, etc.)

at near-native level or
with approximate skills. Thus English used as a lingua franca is not a variety of English
like Indian or Singaporean English, but can be viewed as a field of “mixed” form of
speaking that uses the whole range of the speakers’ repertoires. Hence, a lingua franca
is by definition a kind of hybrid, “rough-and-ready” version of the language. In addition
to their linguistic resources, participants make coordinated, systematic use of a whole

range of multimodal resources.

The choice of language(s) and of a mono-/multilingual mode at work meetings largely
depends on the participants’ profiles and competence, as well as on the participation
regime, for example the ways in which participants at a meeting (and their repertoire)
are included in or excluded from the activity. In settings where participants are aware
that their competence is asymmetrical, solutions that enable the multilingual situation
to be managed are developed in the course of the activity, in a way that is suited to
the details of the activity concerned. Such solutions are not pre-existing models that
are simply adopted as they stand, but emerge in situ and change constantly. Invented
by the participants and negotiated throughout their interaction, these rough-and-

ready solutions allow maximum flexibility and adaptability to the context.

As in companies and universities, the very complex situations found in European insti-
tutions and bodies encourage the emergence of intermediate, hybrid modes between
monolingual and multilingual modes of communication, at the level of practices and
social representation. These modes are very different from classic bilingual interactions
in traditionally bilingual communities such as Puerto Ricans in New York, or Alsatians.
In the three terrains studied (whether in work situations in companies, at meetings

in European institutions, at official university events or in administrative exchanges),

the analyses show that use of multilingual repertoires affects the way in which par-



ticipants organise their interaction and the specific way in which linguistic resources
are mobilised and processed in multilingual situations. In particular, it can be seen how
turn-taking and actions are managed so as to maximise or minimise their participation,
how linguistic resources are chosen (but also created in a rough-and-ready manner)
according to which individuals are to be included (or excluded), and how leadership

is constructed. Multilingual repertoires help agreement and disagreement to be man-
aged. In a continuum of possible ways of speaking and behaving, they provide new
ideas and views, especially on the development of professional creation.
According to our observations, these specific participatory configurations
have an impact on the objects and activities involved, and above all on
the transmission of information, the construction of knowledge and
expertise, ways of negotiating, supervision of interactions, decision-
making and problem-solving.

Our observations show that actors use all these strategies in a very

systematically patterned way, based on emerging social knowledge.

They have to find a trade-off between two competing principles, both

of which are necessary components of efficient communication: speak-
ers have to make rapid progress and to accept a degree of opacity (the
“progressivity principle"), but at the same time they must ensure that they
understand each other by means of time-consuming reverse movements

(repair sequences) and translation (the “intersubjectivity principle”). The

former principle is forward-looking and tends to minimise the resources
used, whereas the latter is backward-looking and tends to expand them.
At work meetings the former principle is reflected in participants’ focus
on the shared activity, allowing them to take approximations in stride (“let
it pass”). The latter principle is reflected in repairs and use of transla-

tion, entailing a return to what has just been said, and hence a degree of - - .

redundancy.

These various techniques involve “shared resources”. This can be seen as a kind of
“do-it-yourself toolbox". The idea is to use whatever comes to hand — an assortment
of tools and materials resulting not from a particular project but from all the occa-
sions on which stocks have been renewed, enriched or maintained using the remains
of earlier construction or destruction. This allows participants to conduct a verbal
activity in specific contexts in a creative, playful manner.

Such practices help the activity to be managed (taking turns, focusing on appropriate topics,
etc.), allow the formulation of appropriate utterances for completing the task and to overcome

communicative obstacles to communication.

The analysis confirms earlier findings

suggesting that the use of multilingual

repertoires allows various kinds of access
to knowledge, and deepens our understanding of the role of interaction in these
processes. This was especially observed in the construction and transmission of
knowledge through multilingual education in higher educational establishments. Terrain
observations indicate that the use of different languages changes our perception

of processes and objects, resulting in deepening and “fine-tuning” of conceptual




understanding, enriches conceptual construction, reveals hidden or implicit meanings,
and “unfamiliarises” supposedly familiar meanings. This sheds a new light on concepts
approached from multiple angles as if they were viewed through a prism or a
kaleidoscope. Multilingual practices provide multiple keys to concepts and original
ways of handling them. They allow a closer look at words and deeper reflection on the
linguistic substance of concepts in the languages used, as well as explicit processing
of the relationship between
linguistic form and
conceptual content,
emphasising its
symbolic nature.
For example,
attention to a
language problem
reflexively leads to
the reappraisal of
conceptual knowledge;
likewise, in order to
understand content,
students are forced to
pay attention to details
of the second language.
Hence, multilingual
practices can be
used as resources for
accomplishing situated
cognitive activities. They

help enhance students’
participation and joint
construction of knowledge. Effective, balanced use of the multilingual repertoire is
linked to differentiated and complex social relationships. Participating in educational
postcard N° [ events provides such an opportunity: interactions such as those described for

seminars, in particular, show that alternation between languages is used to enhance
dylan-project.org/
postcards/
— products with the resolution of terminological conflicts leading to reinterpretation of
Créons ensemble
avec nos langues:
le plurilinguisme
permet le passage Multilingual practices somehow help challenge the myth of linguistic transparency

comprehension, foster creativity and the development of original knowledge

established concepts.

d'une communauté by revealing the full substance of language and its mediating role, especially as they
de pratique a une encourage actors to stand back and see the objects and their representations in

autre et contribue
ainsi au drainage
de la diversité de
ressources vers multilingual practices highlight certain notions as central to conceptual construction.

retrospect, calling words into question and generating linguistic opacity. Moreover,
since they make it possible to work on meaning and form in continuous alternation,

I'accomplissement They help increase output in terms of both quantity (emergence of many different
collaboratif
de l'activité
professionnelle.

notions) and quality (diversified and differentiated processing). They can also generate
processes that span an entire sub-field of a discipline, helping to create broad
conceptual networks and new relationships between concepts. For example, learners

become aware of wider, interconnected semantic fields, possibly leading to a new kind




of conceptual dynamism. Thus the use of terminology from several languages in higher

education improves the development, processing and stabilisation of knowledge.

This, however, requires sharp language awareness and good bridge-building capacities
between languages. Several examples show how monolingual English-medium
instruction fails to transmit knowledge accurately, for lack of teacher or student
skills. The right to use a national, official, co-official, regional or minority language is

in practice sometimes questioned, since it raises the issue of communication with

teachers who have not learned the language.

Our analysis shows that the use of multilingual repertoires serves as a resource for the

construction, transmission and use of knowledge, providing various kinds of access to information

processing and helping actors retain and classify new information.

In general, multilingualism can be

seen as an instrument for creativity,

in linguistic and cognitive as well
as interactional and strategic terms: linguistic creativity, by giving rise to hybrid
phonological, morphological, lexical and syntactic varieties; cognitive creativity, by
broadening access to information, providing alternative ways of organising thought and
perceiving the world, and, more generally, developing potential for creative thinking;
interactional creativity, by providing new ways of adapting to new communicational
contexts and new ways of intervening (whether by changing the subject or
reorganising the participatory framework); and strategic creativity, by providing new

ways of negotiating, reaching decisions, solving problems or supervising action.

Assuming that multilingual, multicultural speakers enjoy the advantage of greater
cognitive flexibility, this asset will be multiplied in mixed teams, which are the ideal
place for using multilingual resources in an interactive, rough-and-ready manner.
These resources are much more than just the sum total of the resources associated
with each of the languages involved. And this will help enrich descriptions, improve
understanding of scientific objects and increase creativity in seeking solutions to new

challenges and problem:s.

Referring to literature in business studies, but also, in particular, their own experience,
the managers interviewed argue that mixed teams have greater resources, knowledge
and experience, which makes them more efficient, more dynamic and more innovative
and creative.

Previous research (part of it mandated by the European Commission) emphasised
the cognitive and social advantages enjoyed by multilingual individuals. The experience
reported by the managers that were interviewed for the DYLAN project transfers
this finding to mixed teams. But this depends on two conditions: (a) mixed teams
must take advantage of the intercultural assets linked to linguistic diversity, and make
optimum use of the “intermediate space” it creates between different languages and
cultures, and (b) “exolingual communication” (communication between people with
asymmetrical competence) must be efficiently managed, as shown above.

Scientific theories always work with words, images, metaphors borrowed from

ordinary language. Because each language opens up new vistas on reality and offers

Have you thought
that by studying
at a multicultural
university

[ your
communicative
and cultural
competence will be
enhanced?

I your creativity
will improve?

II. you'll be more
open-minded?

postcard N° 29

dylan-project.org/
postcards/




different forms of argumentation, using several languages is profitable for knowledge.
Decision-makers at the universities investigated insist on the benefits of
multilingualism as a tool for integration, cohesion and mutual understanding, as well as
for students’ employability, but in particular because it makes them more resourceful
researchers.

Assuming that multilingual and multicultural speakers enjoy the advantage of greater cognitive
flexibility, this can be multiplied in mixed teams where multilingual resources are used in an
interactive, rough-and-ready manner.
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We have already mentioned several reasons for institutions and individuals to take
Under what

conditions are
“multilingual observations suggest that institutional and individual multilingualism brings major

advantage of individual and social forms of multilingualism. Indeed, many of our

solutions” not advantages to the political institutions, companies, universities and individuals that
just a response adopt it. However, these various assets of multilingualism will not be effective unless a
to a problem,
but a genuine
advantage?

number of conditions and factors are taken into account.

Conditions and factors must be

defined in terms of the kinds of

interrelationships between language

practices, representations, language

policies and linguistic context. The influence of these conceptual dimensions on one
another proves to be considerable. But the influence of language policy on practices
largely depends on the kind of measures taken at various levels. These include
measures to assess and improve staff language skills in order to make the institution

more competitive. A particularly important instrument here is the creation and




Les mondes de

preferential treatment of mixed teams (see above). As already
mentioned, top-down measures not only alter practices, but also
affect actors’ social representations, which will in turn have a
political impact in that they help construct the social order. We also
observed clashes between conceptual dimensions: practices, policies
and representations do not match. Yet these “conflicts” should not be
seen as problems, but as areas of fragility in which policy interventions
may be possible.

A systematic analysis of the impact of language policy in Scotland on
language management in companies, and of the latter on bilingual
practices, shows that multilingualism will be an asset provided that
efficient policies help individuals and organisations develop their
ability and wish to operate bilingually, and help create opportunities

for the use of several languages.

There are

two other

conditions:

taking account
of a particular kind of relationship between a lingua franca
and multilingualism, and a coherent conception of the notion of
multilingualism, which has gradually developed in the course of the
research process.
Where language management measures exist in higher educational
establishments, they aim to promote national and international
languages (mostly English). With the partial exception of Bolzano/
Bozen, they insist upon using one language of instruction at a time,
although many cases of simultaneous use of several languages in a

teaching event were recorded.

Let us take a closer look at this last point. Today, teaching/learning practices that
create favourable conditions for the construction of knowledge are not necessarily the
result of an institutional project that explicitly implements a bilingual or multilingual
curriculum. The reason is that institutions promoting multilingualism see it as an asset
for internationalisation rather than construction of knowledge. The second language

is seen as a transparent means of communication rather than as a tool that can

be used for scientific questioning. Teachers often see second language learning and
learning of subject matter as separate processes, whereas the learning of a language
(whether English or any other language), and especially the academic variety of it, is an
integral part of the lessons in which it is used. When universities draw up multilingual
policies, these are most often based on the “monolingual” view of multilingualism
(seen as the addition and division of several languages) rather than the integration

of several repertoires (as in the "multilingual” view of multilingualism). Incidentally,

the costs and benefits of such measures are not usually assessed. However, our
studies show that the most efficient multilingual practices in terms of construction of
knowledge implement a wide range of solutions using several languages at the same
time. Complex knowledge is affected by the way in which it is formulated, and so
multilingualism is a “decoder” of complexity. It should therefore be seen as a “hard”

rather than a “soft” skill.

la connaissance
sont multiples.
On peut surfer
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mondes et les
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leur diversité.
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Two opposing conceptions within academia have resulted in the implementation of
two strategies in a knowledge-based society: (a) surfing on the worlds of knowledge
seen as a globality, and (b) questioning the worlds of knowledge seen as an irreducible
plurality. These two strategies may be complementary. But how can the twofold
requirement — surfing on these worlds and questioning them — be reconciled? The
multilingual language mode could be the answer to the paradox that universities

face today: their wish to internationalise currently demands the use of English, yet
their public mission legitimately demands the use of local languages, and multilingual
strategies enhance construction of knowledge. Here again, clashes and contradictions
create areas of fragility in which action becomes possible.

One way to resolve these

conflicts between policies,
representations and practices
not only within universities,
but also in companies and European institutions and bodies, is to create
a “multilingual climate"” in which internal communication is an extension
of external communication rather than separate from it, giving the
various organisations a multilingual identity by moving from
symbolic to functional multilingualism, with multilingual practices
inspiring policy, since language policy that is more in line with
actual practice is likely to be more efficient.
Indeed, there are two more important, interrelated conditions
for a “multilingual asset”: types of language management (the
“language regime'), and the participatory framework (the
“participation regime’) in which the interaction takes place.
Organisations can adopt either of two types of language policy:

monolingual or multilingual.

Adopting a foreign language as a corporate language or as a language

Le for teaching fundamentally means staying in a monolingual (often
exolingual-monolingual) mode, with limited adjustment of some
p/ur///ngu/sme problematic means of communication. This approach is intrinsically
. subtractive, in the sense that it deliberately steers clear of the mother
manlfeSte /G tongue. It therefore overlooks the cognitive potential inherent in the

I,Ichesse de multilingual mode.

Practices are more multilingual in companies that have developed
ceSs mOﬂdeS an explicit language management plan; and language management

et décode leur
Comp/eX/té as demonstrated by a comparison between several international

measures allowing the use of several languages are more successfully

internalised by employees than ones aiming at monolingualism,
companies in Alsace.

As for the participation regime, this refers to the more or less shared organisation
of a lesson or a meeting. Activities are conducted either by one participant (the
chairperson or teacher) or jointly by all the participants. The analyses show that
multilingualism is encouraged by a more participatory framework.

Strategies favouring intersubjectivity or progressivity respectively (see above) depend

on the type of corporate language policy, as observations in the Lyon region revealed.




The emergence of a multilingual mode at meetings and in classrooms tends to be
linked to less rigid structures, for example small groups, pre-meeting and post-meeting
sequences, less public parts of a meeting, etc. It is linked to situated cognition in
multilingual communication settings where individuals use their multilingual repertoire

to tackle communication tasks locally.

In classrooms, meetings and interaction at the workplace in companies and in European institutions
and bodies, a multilingual mode, encouraged by a policy of multilingualism and linked to an
appropriate participatory framework, seems to be one of the conditions for taking full advantage of
multilingualism as an asset. Top-down measures can assist multilingual practices, but at the same time
they affect actors’ social representations, which will in turn have a political impact in that they help
construct the social order. Hence, clashes between conceptual dimensions should not be seen as
problems, but as areas of fragility in which policy interventions may be possible.

In our terrains, we did not just
observe a dichotomy between
individual and institutional
multilingualism. Clearly there are also
two (partly complementary and partly competing) ways of theorising and representing
multilingualism as such.
The first is rather conventional, and is shared by most of the actors in our terrains
(and most probably by the general public). It is an “additive” view of multilingualism, postcard N° 37

based on the knowledge of official languages (such as French, German, Slovene, or

. o T . " dylan-project.org/
Catalan) that have to be mastered as fully as possible. This “additive” or “monolingual postcards/
view on multilingualism, however, has only become conventional with changing

Have you ever
thought about
language as a

representations of language, as shown by the investigation of multilingualism in
European history. With the language standardisation processes across Europe, standard

languages came to be seen as the only “real” languages. Speaking several languages in flexible activity
this first view of multilingualism is a professional soft skill. It is based on a conception rather than a fixed
of languages as idealised, timeless and decontextualised “objects”, each neatly unit?

separated from the other, with language (langue; competence) preceding language use
(parole; performance). This can lead to apparently contradictory political positions, for
instance measures to

protect the dominant

position of an official

language within its

territory versus

measures to foster a

single working language for the European

Union. Obviously, it is on this basis that

policies of institutional multilingualism are

built.

The second is more implicit, more

novel and generally less well-known. It

corresponds to the “rough-and-ready”

notion of languages and multilingualism that

has emerged from the preceding sections.




Did you know that
mixing languages
enhances your
creativity and
innovative thinking?
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In this case, language use (“languaging”) precedes language, particularly in the form
of “multilanguaging”. Firmly anchored in numerous practices observed in all three of
DYLAN's terrains, it also appears explicitly in the actors’ social representations. For
example, a manager who had to chair (for the first time) a meeting attended by ten
totally new people told us “so you bring them together, and you find a language, and
it is a mixture between German and English, in a way we found our own Esperanto
(...) and it was then that creative processes started”. Moreover, it is a view on
being/becoming multilingual that was very common before the primacy of standard
languages, as the analysis of language learning textbooks from the sixteenth and
seventeenth centuries shows.

This second view draws upon a functional conception of multilingualism, defined as

the ability to interact, even imperfectly, in several languages in everyday settings, as

formulated in the Council of Europe’s Common European Framework. A set of skills in
different languages, from perfect to very partial, is seen as an integrated whole which
is more than the sum total of its parts. Incidentally, the term multilingual “competence”
has been replaced by “repertoire”, defined as a set of “resources” — both verbal
(various registers, dialects and languages, mastered at different levels) and non-verbal
(e.g. mime and gestural expression) — that are jointly mobilised by the actors in
order to find local solutions to practical problems. It is like a do-it-yourself toolbox;
the speakers display creativity, and the boundaries between the languages vanish.

The focus is on practices and repertoires, on pushing resources to their limits and
beyond. However, there is evidence that these multilingual practices are not unshaped,
but are the locus of “emergent multilingual grammars” comprising “methods” of
interaction such as code-switching, spontaneous translations by peers or ways of using
lingua francas — or, to use the plural of what is originally an Italian term, lingue franche.

In the follow-up to these analyses, some teams attempted to question the notions of
“language” and, in particular “language boundaries”. On the one hand, they showed
that "“hybrid words” (words that can no longer be assigned to one language only)
emerge as production strategies at language boundaries (and how they do so); on the
other hand, they emphasised that views of “language"” that are based on the ideology



of “standard languages” as it was developed in Europe during the nineteenth and

twentieth centuries cannot account for these forms. We will come back to this.

Many observations support the assumption that such “multilanguaging skills” are a precondition
for success in all three terrains; but, of course, multilanguaging does not cover all the situations in
which people do not share the same language, among other things because it entails the risk of
misunderstandings. It therefore cannot replace professional interpretation and the crucial work of
translators as mediators between people and institutions speaking different languages.

The contrast between these two
conceptions helps to explain
some of the conflicts observed at
different levels (practices versus
stated policies, divergent practices at the individual and institutional level, etc.). What
some people condemn as “lack of mastery in any language" is praised by others as
a down-to-earth solution in practical situations. However, if one admits that part of
the “multilingual asset” is linked to the “multilanguaging” philosophy, then the analysis
(and in some cases deconstruction) of representations evident in decision-makers’

discourses may be a key condition for the promotion of multilingualism.

In fact, the public perception of multilingualism varies enormously throughout
our terrains. [t materialises as a classification of beliefs about language prevailing
throughout the various countries and institutions with respect to language policies

and multilingualism, as it appears in media discourse. Furthermore, different voices can postcard N° 8
be heard in the shared social representations in the terrains analysed.
dylan-project.org/
. . . . postcards/
This also (and perhaps even mainly) concerns one of the key questions in European =

language policies: the role of English. Some believe that maintaining full linguistic Wussten Sie,
dass die Grenzen
zwischen Sprachen

bei deren Gebrauch
only (at the moment, English)? One could, on the contrary, put forward the hypothesis im Alltag oft

diversity in Europe paradoxically endangers the policy of institutional multilingualism.

Should we really reduce the number of working languages, in the extreme case to one

that the real problem is the transfer to Europe of the monolingual nation-state verwischt werden?
ideology. It will be recalled that the latter hardly allowed regional languages to survive

under pressure from official languages. Should other European languages be permitted

to suffer the same fate?

In all three terrains, actors and observers insist on the importance of English. English
is perceived as essential not only by international companies, but also by regional
companies operating in cross-border markets, by universities and by European
institutions.

At the same time, daily reality is perceived as very multilingual, as confirmed by the
observer of the Danish context quoted above and by many hours of audio- and
videotaped communicative events throughout the three terrains. From the perspective
of the “multilingual asset”, a possible response to this paradox could be a new

“partnership” between the use of a lingua franca and multilingual interaction.




Obviously, numerous voices in the EU institutions are calling for a more interconnected view

of Europe's linguistic diversity, at the same time drawing on institutional multilingualism and the
corresponding practice of translation and interpretation, as well as on situated and practical day-to-
day bottom-up experiences which are well described by modern sociolinguistic theory.
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dings

As shown in the preceding sections, the DYLAN project has delivered detailed
knowledge of actual communication in a variety of multilingual settings, highlighting
the complex interplay between observed practices, actors’ representations regarding
language, and contextual elements, which all contribute to our understanding of real-

world communication processes.

Let us recall, however, that one of the aims of the DYLAN project is to provide
stakeholders (the European Commission, businesses, educational authorities, and, of
course, the general public) with guidance on how to deal with multilingualism, not

as individuals, but as decision-makers steering private or public sector organisations
towards collective goals. This means that the preceding results must be linked up with
an analytical perspective on how choices are made, and how they can be improved by

using the knowledge acquired.

The goals pursued are of course very diverse: in the
case of European institutions, they are spelled out in
fundamental policy documents; businesses usually seek
to create market value for shareholders; universities
may be public or private, but they usually aim to ensure
high-quality teaching and research, along with a positive
social impact. No matter what the goals are, however, the
way in which diversity is handled will affect the results that
these very diverse actors actually achieve. Hence,




Diminuer les
dépenses de
traduction et
d’interprétation
dans une institution
multilingue n'est
pas forcément une
économie. Cela
revient en fait a
un transfert de
charges qui peut
mettre les citoyens
dans une situation
inégale.
e
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Criteria for

making choices

providing guidance presupposes that we have criteria for comparing possible courses
of action, for assessing their respective advantages and drawbacks, and, on this basis,
helping stakeholders make better choices and take full advantage of multilingualism in
order to perform better. The term “perform” should be understood in the broadest
sense, in line with the objectives of the “Europe 2020" strategy, which refers to smart,

sustainable, and inclusive growth.

People constantly make decisions about language. They choose between different
ways of using their linguistic repertoires, which can be seen as a resource. But the
weighing-up of advantages and drawbacks which actors perform, usually informally,
when deciding what languages to use (taking account of the specifics of every given
interaction), has to be re-examined when it is analysed at the aggregate level of
language policies and language strategies adopted by businesses, European institutions
and higher educational establishments. For convenience we will refer to all these as

“language policy”.

Language policy evaluation can use the tools of policy analysis, an approach routinely
adopted when drawing up decisions on environmental, health or transportation
policy, for example. However, its application to language choices is more recent. In
the DYLAN project these well-established policy concepts have been thoroughly
re-examined with regard to language-related choices, and confronted with relevant
observations gathered in various terrains, as well as with discourse regarding such
choices, in order to bridge the gap between formal policy frameworks and the

practical conditions for their implementation.

ices can also be approached using the tools of policy analysis. This is useful in the
design of language policies by different types of actors.

Sound policy choices can only be made by comparing possible courses of action,
identifying their respective advantages and drawbacks, and opting for the course

of action that seems best on the basis of such a comparison. Policy analysis can be
arranged according to two basic criteria, namely efficiency and fairness. Course of
action ‘A’ is more efficient than ‘B' if it makes better use of scarce resources, whether
material, financial or symbolic. Course of action ‘C’ is fairer than ‘D’ if the resulting
distribution of resources (whether material, financial or symbolic) is more in line with

socially and politically acceptable principles of justice.

One of the products of the DYLAN project is the transposition of these meta-level
concepts to the practice of multilingual communication — at a sufficiently general level
for the instrument to be valid across situations, yet with sufficient flexibility to be able
to accommodate the richness and complexity of communicational processes observed
in real-world settings: we now have a set of tools with which we can gauge different
communication strategies and compare them in terms of efficiency and fairness.

This provides a logically rigorous and practice-informed basis for language policy
choices, consistent with recognised principles of policy analysis. Taking account, in such
comparisons, of the intricacies of multilingual communication, as well as the distance
between organisations’ professed goals and actual behaviour, challenges widespread

but clichéd views regarding the relative virtues of multilingualism and monolingualism.



For example, the apparent savings generated by the attempt to use one language

only may be cancelled out by the concomitant costs of language learning by actors,
defective communication, linguistic insecurity among some speakers, etc. What looks
like a saving may turn out to be nothing but a shifting of costs to other groups.
Deciding which option is best is an empirical question to be examined in each specific
setting; but the DYLAN project provides a general method for addressing it through
the systematic comparison of alternatives.

“Efficiency” a
is to clarify
of operation
comparisons

“Comparing options” and then “choosing the best one” may seem like a pretty

Policies and

obvious guide for action. However, reality often proves untidier, sometimes to the ) 5
practice, policies

point of preventing social actors from choosing the best — or in any case better — in practice

option available. The difficulty of making sound decisions is reflected in the interplay of
representations, overt and covert policies, and the infinite variety of actual practices
influenced not just by policies and representations, but also, of course, by the range

of settings with which individual actors and institutions are dealing. Time and again,

the examination of actors’ choices in the various terrains by the various teams in the
DYLAN project (usually involving qualitative approaches) has shown that they were
confronted with three recurring problems: lack of clarity, lack of guidance and lack of
support.

The project helps increase clarity and transparency, for instance by offering a

richer, deeper definition of the notion of multilingualism. Among other things, this
makes it possible to identify the risks of confusion between internationalisation and
multilingualism, which is related to the varied nature of the representations that
underpin references to multilingualism, particularly in European institutions. These
representations, which change over time and refer to different arguments, form part
of the basis for public ideas and expectations about multilingualism; but they may also
be institutionally specific, differing from one institution to the next. Although it is often
assumed that such institutional specificity is not a problem (giving rise, for example, to
differences between “internal” and “external” language regimes), there is in fact a high
degree of mutual influence, which further complicates the situation for civil servants
and citizens who have to navigate the waters of linguistic diversity. Divergence
between professed policy and actual practice may blur even supposedly clear notions

such as “working language”.

The tools de
of settings. S
development
language poli




Providing flexible
policy development
tools

POLYPHONY is a
funny, creative and
innovative game
that brings you
consistent benefits
in your everyday

life
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The DYLAN
project has

made it possible
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of context and the variability and

dynamics of communicational

situations. They need to make sense

with respect to not only observed language practices but

also the goals pursued, and they also need to be connected with actual modes of

policy intervention.

For example, many important language issues can be addressed using the “policy-
to-outcome path”, a policy analysis tool which has been reviewed by the DYLAN
project and adapted in order to highlight the role of policy deliberation and
implementation. The adapted policy-to-outcome path can embody more open notions
of communication, as well as essentially multilingual views of multilingualism (departing
from the received view of multilingualism as the mere juxtaposition of sharply
separated language skills), thereby taking account of the issues addressed in the “Main
findings” chapter. At the same time, it provides a benchmark for assessing action plans.
What are the overt and covert components of a given plan? Are these compatible,
and do they generate unambiguous policies! Do the latter genuinely contribute to the
three conditions that must be met in order to ensure that multilingualism is indeed

an asset! More specifically, do they help build up actors’ linguistic repertoires? Do
they give them opportunities to use them? Are actors’ attitudes adequately taken into
account when designing a policy plan?

ers with well-designed policy development tools which take due account
s should encourage them to clearly identify where they are, where they



In order to assess the relative advantages and drawbacks of multilingualism (also

Te d
distinguishing between different forms of multilingualism) and monolingualism, the et
system of linguistic
project provides the conceptual and methodological basis for the future gathering indicators for Europe

of quantitative data capturing the magnitude of these advantages and drawbacks; the
latter may also be referred to as “benefits” and “costs”, if one bears in mind that both
of these include the non-material, symbolic dimensions of more or less multilingual
ways of communicating. The distribution of those benefits and costs between groups
of stakeholders also needs to be taken into account, since not all policy choices result
in equally fair distribution.

By combining theoretical perspectives on language policy analysis and detailed terrain
observations, the DYLAN project provides an approach to the design of linguistic
indicator systems, as well as a set of over 200 indicators that may be fitted into a
system matching the specific questions and needs of different types of actors, such as
companies, European bodies or educational institutions. In order to create an effective
indicator system, the data collected must be processed so that the resulting indicators
display a number of desirable features: validity, reliability, sensitivity, stability, adequacy,
feasibility, representativeness, intelligibility, timeliness, comparability and powern.

Managing multilingualism is a complex endeavour, and one that requires the backing
of the authorities. The Commission and Member States are now in a position to (i)
select priority indicators, (ii) “populate” the indicators selected through large-scale
data gathering, (iii) use them to gauge and monitor multilingualism in Europe, and (iv)
adopt policies that encourage efficient and fair communication.

Earlier language indicator systems, as developed in specific minority language contexts,
tend to be mostly contextual or to focus on traditional information about language
skills and language use in different domains. Our indicators, by contrast, take account
of findings on the richly patterned complexity of actors’ actual language use, as
observed in the various terrains. In addition, they go beyond recent or current
endeavours at the European level focusing on actors’ foreign language skills.

The DYLAN language indicator system provides a theory-
language practices and their efficiency and fairness. It is th
managing linguistic diversity in a democratic knowledge-b




Examples of Indicators:

Potentially hundreds of different indicators may be proposed. Some basic indicators are little more than direct
observations — provided the latter are systematic, meet a precise definition and are presented according

to some explicit rules. For example, the number of different languages in which members of a team have a
clearly defined degree of self-declared competence could serve as a simple indicator of the linguistic capital

of the team. Other indicators are much more elaborate, and require combining or processing raw data.

Selecting an appropriate indicator depends on the questions asked. Suppose we are interested in who gets to
speak at a meeting. This can be observed through conversation analysis, and indicators offer a synthetic way

to summarise the observations made.

Consider for example two different meetings (A and B) in the same firm, each bringing together participants
with different linguistic repertoires and, in particular, different mother tongues. Suppose that in meeting A the
use of a wide range of languages is encouraged, while in meeting B the group leader insists on the use of a
single language. Is speaking time more equally shared between speakers in meeting A or in meeting B? Or do
we observe that, on average, native speakers of the privileged language(s) of the meeting tend to monopolise
speaking time? To answer this question, both meetings can be taped, and the speaking times of participants
recorded in seconds. The total duration of the meeting can therefore be analysed in terms of the share of

speaking time t, used by each participant j (j=1,....,N); we can use this information to compute a compact

indicator of “evenness of speaking time” (let’s call it “EST"”) given by:

N

EST =1y

=

Comparisons between different meetings, in terms of how speaking time is shared among participants with
different repertoires, will now be very easy, because this information is captured by a single figure. The value
of EST will be closer to O if one speaker takes up most of the speaking time, and closer to | if the speakers
share speaking time more equally; it is an indicator of the fairness of distribution of speaking time among

persons participating.

Participants at these meetings may also be asked to assess their usefulness (for example in terms of the
actual amount of information they consider to have acquired and understood) on a scale from O to |; let us
call the resulting average value “lUM” (for “informational usefulness of the meeting”). IUM provides a metric
for comparing the effectiveness of different meetings (which is a stepping-stone towards the evaluation of

efficiency).

Now, recorded data also make it possible to assess the relative degree of multilingualism (“RDM") of the
two meetings. A wide range of observations can be used to quantify RDM. We could, for example, compute
the number of repair sequences involving code switching per period of time; alternatively, we could cut

up interaction time in small units and assign different units to different languages, where the total for each
language could then be treated in the same way as respective speaking times in indicator EST above. The
choice of a metric for RDM will very much depend on what actors themselves perceive as “more” or “less”

multilingual.

We can then not only compare many meetings (not just A and B, but a large number of meetings) in terms
of their respective degree of multilingualism, effectiveness and fairness, but also study possible correlations
between these indicators, to see how various manifestations of multilingualism are, in general, related to
efficiency and fairness. Let us observe that effective and fair meetings are not automatically more (or less)
multilingual; working with indicators, however, is a tool for establishing in a systematic fashion trends emerging

from a large number of meetings.



Conclusions

The project produces three different outcomes:

» Answers to three questions
» Instruments for answering these and new questions

» Tools for implementation and assessment

|. How are organisations, especially companies, European institutions and higher

: . . . The three
education, as well as individuals responding to the challenge of growing linguistic

questions

diversity in Europe?

2. In what way are “multilingual solutions” not just a response to a problem but also

a genuine advantage for organisations and individuals?

3. Under what conditions can multilingual responses actually be an advantage?




New forms of partnership

Instruments for
answering the three

The project brings together researchers from different theoretical and epistemological
DYLAN questions - and traditions, in a new kind of partnership with society (in the sense of an “enacted
emerging questions science”) opening avenues for the involvement of partners in the actual research

process, generating a pilot project for the human and social sciences.

An integrative and flexible framework for analysis

This framework operates from the standpoint of scientific research and the
practical standpoint of economic, political and educational actors in selecting,
formulating, implementing and evaluating language policies. It provides a conceptual,
methodological basis for addressing future issues.

Relationship between qualitative and quantitative tools

Fine-grained observations of actors’ language practices, and how these practices mesh
with representations, deliberate plans, and contextual elements, have also been related
to well-established criteria of efficiency and fairness. This fine-grained analysis opens
the way for better-targeted further research, including quantitative approaches.

Selection of relevant strategies
Tools for ] . .
Language strategies can now be selected and designed in order to take account of

implementation
and assessment

the complexity of actual practices in the workplace, in political institutions and in

educational systems, as well as the requirements of both organisations and individuals.
Language policies can be informed by effective language practices.

Tools for assessment

The project provides indicators for assessment, comparison, and monitoring, as well
as a methodology for deriving additional indicators. It also offers a toolkit for the
efficient and fair management of multilingualism in a number of different settings.
Furthermore, it generates a tangible basis for developing a strong and coherent field
of scientific research on multilingualism that can help formulate new questions and
create the conditions for answering them.

Vous étes-vous
déja demandé si
communiquer d'une
facon multilingue
peut étre plus
efficace que
communiquer dans
une seule langue?
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Answers to the
t+hvee questions

How are organisations, especially companies, European institutions and higher
education, as well as individuals responding to the challenge of growing
linguistic diversity in Europe?

I Manifold responses by organisations

° This variability can be observed for both private sector companies and public sector
institutions; well beyond a simple dichotomy between mono- and multilingualism, they
range from:

» one language only (an “OLON" strategy);

» one language at a time (“"OLAT");

» many or potentially all languages at the same time (“ALAST").

Responses by individuals

Actors use multilingual repertoires as a communicative resource in interaction and use multiple
multilingual strategies in a systematically patterned way.

They face a trade-off between two competing principles:

» the “progressivity principle”;

» the “intersubjectivity principle”.

Both are necessary components of efficient communication.

In what way are “multilingual solutions” not just a response to a problem
but also a genuine advantage for individuals and organisations?

2 Cognitive asset
° The use of multilingual repertoires is a resource for the construction, transmission and
use of knowledge:
» by providing various kinds of access to information processing and helping actors retain and
classify new information;
» by changing our perception of processes and objects;
» by deepening and “fine-tuning” conceptual understanding;
» by revealing hidden or implicit meanings, and “unfamiliarising” supposedly familiar meanings;
» by shedding new light on concepts approached from multiple angles;
» by allowing for a closer look at words and a deeper reflection on the linguistic substance of

concepts residing in the languages used.




Creativity of mixed teams
Many of our interviewees concur that: “Dealing with a team that displays cognitive diversity and
truly different ways of encoding and sensing has a direct correlation with the effectiveness of that

team. This is the most concrete driver of creativity and innovation.”

Strategic asset

The use of multilingual repertoires:

» affects the way in which participants organize their interaction;
» influences the extent of their participation;

» has an impact on the construction of leadership.

The use of multilingual repertoires also has an impact on:
» ways of negotiating, agreement and disagreement, the construction of expertise,

problem-solving and decision-making.

Under what conditions can multilingual responses actually be an advantage?

3 Ensuring coherence between conceptual dimensions
° The influence of language policy on practices largely depends on the kind of measures
taken at various levels.

If clashes arise between policies and practices, however, such tensions (or perhaps even conflicts)
should not be seen as problems, but as areas in which policy interventions may be possible.
Favourable participatory frameworks and kinds of language management are required.
In classrooms and at work (in both private-sector companies and European institutions), a
multilingual mode seems to be one of the pre-conditions for taking full advantage of multilingualism.
But it must be encouraged by a policy of multilingualism and linked to an appropriate participatory

framework.

Striking a balance between different ways of handling multilingual communication
This implies a new partnership between different strategies, among them the use of a lingua franca

and the use of multilingual repertoires, in order to resolve complex and paradoxical situations.

A functional conception of multilingualism

Multilingualism can be defined as the ability to interact, even imperfectly, in several languages in
everyday settings.

A multilingual repertoire can be used as a set of “resources” — both verbal and non-verbal — that
are jointly mobilized by the actors in order to find local solutions to practical problems.

Multilingualism can be approached as a “do-it-yourself” toolbox.

A “multilanguaging” philosophy
If one admits that part of the “multilingual asset” is linked to the “multilanguaging” philosophy,
then the analysis (and in some cases the questioning) of “common-sense theories” emerging from

widely held opinions may be a key condition for the promotion of multilingualism.




Epilogue

Language dynamics are caught

between two contradictory forces:

on the one hand, progressivity and
efficiency, related to immediacy,
economy and simplicity and, on the
other hand, inter-subjectivity and
fairness, related to participation,
collaboration and the decoding of
complexity. Both of them are necessary
components of efficient communication.
DYLAN proposes to handle them in a
perspective of complementarity and
synergy, as a kind of key for a new
partnership between lingua francas and
multilingualism, in order to achieve a new

management of unity in diversity.




The DYLAN Project
Members and

Research Teams

UNIVER DE LAUSANN
N
Anne-Claude BERTHOUD Jér6me JAcQUIN
Laurent Gajo Gabriele MULLER
Stéphane BOREL Jeanne PANTET
Xavier GRADOUX Cecilia SERRA
Anne GROBET Gabriela STEFFEN
DR . M
AR
Kirsten LEUFGEN Dominique STUCKER
Filippo GANDER Peter ULricH

Véronique GoBRy

UNIVER
Georges Lupi Linda GRIMM-PFEFFERLI
Lukas BARTH Katharina HocHLE

Moira GAMMA Fee Steinbach KoHLER
Carmela GARIFoLI Patchareerat YANAPRASART

'

Francois GRIN Klea FaNiko
Till BURCKHARDT Michele GAzzoLA
N R LINIVER D
ON
Lorenza MoNDADA Florence OLoFF
Vassiliki MARKAKI Véronique TRAVERSO

Sara MERLINO

UNIVER A
D BUR N
Ulrich Ammon Michael SCHLOSSMACHER
Jan Kruse Verena WiMMERS

A
A\

Luci Nusssaum Melinda DooLy
Eulalia BorrAs Dolors MAasATs
Laia CANALS Emilee Moore
Eva Cobpd Adriana PATINO-SANTOS
Victor CORONA Virginia UNAMUNO
», UNIVER
BERLIN
Matthias HONING Ulrike VocL

Olivier MoLINER
A OW A DONIAN
N R
Douglas CHALMERS Hugh O’DoNNELL
Lindsay MiLLIGAN

AN A
N R
Ruth Wobak Michat KrzyzaNowski

Bernhard FORCHTNER

UNIV
PAR
Patrick RENAUD Roxana TAQUECHEL
Luca GRreco
YDDANSK

N R
Sharon MILLAR Mikkel FLyverBom
Sylvie CIFUENTES Astrid JENSEN

Stefan OLTEAN Noémi GAL
Diana Cotrau Liana Pop
Delia MARGA Paul SoriN TiTA
Manuela MiHAESCU loana VELicA
® O
N R O u N IS
Tom MOoRING Jan-Ola OsTmAN
Sebastian GODENHJELM Mirja SAARri
Jan LiINDSTROM Jenny SyLviN
RASBOUR
Arlette BoTHOREL-WiTZ Claude TrRucHoT
Thirésia CHOREMI Irini TSAMADOU-JACOBERGER

Dominique Huck

Daniela VERONESI Cecilia VARCASIA
Rita FRANCESCHINI Alessandro VIETTI
Lorenzo SPREAFICO

UNIVERZAV
BLJAN
Marko STaBE) Mojca STRITAR

Jordi MAGRINYA | DoMINGO

UNIVERSITAT
/VIEN

Barbara SEIDLHOFER Cornelia HULMBAUER

Heike BOHRINGER

VRIJE UNIVERSITEIT

Piet VAN DE CRAEN Eva Micom
Laure ALLAIN Jill SurmoNT
Evy CEULEERS Lilith VAN BIESEN

MEMB
Manuel Celio CoNcEICAO Stefania MArRzo
Alexandre DUcHENE Claude SPRINGER

Saara HAAPAMAKI

Wolfgang Mackiewicz Noél MurvLLe
Eric FRoMENT Srikant SARANGI



www.dylan-project.org

onill

UNIL | Université de Lausanne

NXL
>/|\/|\<
NN/

0N

=]
>C
w2
m—
iy

UnB

Universitat Autonoma de Barcelona

UNIVERSITY

LANCASTER \

FREIE UNIVERSITAT BOZEN

LIBERA UNIVERSITA DI BoLzANO

FREE UNIVERSITY OF BOZEN - BOLZANO

universitat
wien

: ( Vrije Universiteit Brussel

UNIVERSITE /’/SCIPROM

DE G E N EVE Scientific Project Management

UNIVERSITAT

DUISBURG
ESSEN

6
Freie Universitat Q@ Berlin
GCU
N
Glasgow Caledonian
University
- u
HELSINGIN YLIOPISTO
{r\
N vERsiTE ] HELSINGFORS UNIVERSITET
SORBONNE UNIVERSITY OF HELSINKI
NOUVELLE ]

PARIS 3

UNIVERSITATEA ’

BABES-BOLYAI UNIVERSITE DE STRASBOURG

CLUJ NAPOCA J

. Univerza v Ljubljani

DYLAN veceives funding from the
Euvopean Commission as an Integrated
Project under Framewovrk Programwe 6.

Coovdination:

Avine—Claude Bevthoud,

Université de Lansanne, Switzevland
wfo@dylan—project.org

© DYLAN Project, 20l

e

CITIZENS AND GOVERNANCE IN A
KNOWLEDGE-BASED SOCIETY




