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Foreword

The Council of Europe has been addressing the igbumigration — and in particular migrant
workers - since 1968lt is worth noting that the first Resolution dristissue by the Committee of
Ministers of the Council of Europe to its membeatss considers “that the home countries,
immigration countries and public authorities anigle bodies employing migrant workers should
do their utmost to assist migrants wishing to ledn® language of the reception country, and to
facilitate the provision of the most effective tgpaf language course”

Political contexts and globalisation have had ag&luence on the way approaches have
developed since then, but the importance of migtactucation has been reasserted in numerous
texts: two conventions, sixteen resolutions or new@ndations by the Parliamentary Assembly of
the Council of Europe to the Committee of Ministexs well as nine resolutions or
recommendations by the Committee of Ministers toniner states.

The cornerstone of the Council of Europe’s initiates and projects

Migration has contributed to the history of peopkesd the enrichment and development of
civilisations throughout history. But it is alsdhaman and economic reality that has to be managed
by governments in keeping with the values sharedhiey Council of Europe’s member states,
among which human rights and democratic citizenbbig pride of place.

Language is central to many of the challenges pbgechigration, especially integration and the
maintenance of social cohesion. Migrants’ accessdigcation and training in the host country is
particularly important, as is recognized by Artidé.2 of the European Convention on the Legal
Status of Migrant Workers (1977)

To promote access to general and vocational schaots to vocational training centres, the
receiving State shall facilitate the teaching & lhnguage or, if there are several, one of its
languages to migrant workers and members of tlagmilfes.

This important dimension of integration was subsedly included in the revised European Social
Chartef (1996) where Article 19 refers to the signatoriesiertaking

To promote and facilitate the teaching of the nadidanguage of the receiving state or, if there
are several, one of these languages, to migranke&rsrand members of their families.

In a similar vein, a Repdrtof the Committee on Migration, Refugees and Pdjmriaof the
Council of Europe’s Parliamentary Assembly noted~gbruary 2005 that “mastery of the host

! A compilation of extracts from Council of Europgtserelating to the linguistic integration of aduftigrants The
full documenis downloadable from the website of the LanguRgkcy Division (vww.coe.int/lang

2 Resolution (68)18 on the teaching of languagesigwant workers,Council of Europe,Hitp://www.coe.int/t/cm]
% Council of Europehttp://conventions.coe.int
“ Council of Europe - STE no. 163&dropean Social Charte(Revised 1996Article 19 par. 11

® Migration and integration: a challenge and an oppanity for Europg(Document 10453), 2005, p.10.
[http://fassembly.coe.int]
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country’s language and obtaining training, if pb#siin keeping with labour market demand, are
prerequisites if the problems posed by an undelifopthlabour force are to be avoided”. The
report also detailed the growing tendency of mendtates to make the granting of citizenship
conditional on the achievement of a stated leveroficiency in their national or official language
Clearly, language teaching and language testing leacentral role to play in any adequate
response to the challenges of migration and tegyiation of migrants into the host socfety

Change in integration policies since the end of the last century

Since 1991, migration in Europe has changed enaiypoWhile the three migration waves (in
most western European countries) between the etttedbecond World War and the beginning of
the 1990s are characterised by a certain homogeretountry of origin, socio-economic and
socio-cultural background — and permanency (frontialty temporary it quickly became
permanent) of the migrant groups involved, migragomst 1991 is much more diverse and more
‘fluid’. Socio-economic and socio-political developnts, such as the fall of the ‘Iron Curtain’, the
expansion of the European Union (EU), globalisatpncesses and the sustained poverty in
mainly African countries have increased migratiotoiwestern European countries. At the same
time, Europe is going through a process of econ@nd political unification. Exchange students,
refugees, well and poorly educated labour forces eartering western European countries. In
addition family reunification among ‘older’ migrafémilies and marriages of third and second
generation migrants with somebody from the homentigican also still be observed.

Post 1991 migration has become not only extremalgrsle, but also more transitory in nature.
Exchange students stay on a temporary basis. Largeéers of migrants are in transit. Many
political refugees or asylum seekers who enterBhmpean Union in one of the member states
may stay there for some time before moving on wttar country. At the same time, cheaper travel
facilitates economic migration or mobility in a phlised society. In this context, diversity is
becoming not only more and more the norm but alewentomplex. Traditional processes of
acculturation no longer occur. Major cities are tgultural and multilingual by definition. An
immigrant is no longer an “immigrant”, he or shenember of a complex metropolis, where
negotiation over differences in norms and valuessaif evident and hold in one context but not
necessarily in another. These new ‘types’ of migma along with the ‘previous’ migration from
the fifties to the seventies, have put a considerptessure on many European nation states with
regard to concepts such as social cohesion, irtegraitizenship, identity, culture and language.
This interacts with a change in perception regagrdmmigration and integration. A feeling of
insecurity stimulates negative attitudes towardsignant groups. Some refer to the ‘multicultural
drama’ or ‘the multicultural experiment’ of the ssties and eighties in terms of complete failure.
Rapid changes in society mean that many peoplettiaél'their’ ‘safe’ and familiar surroundings
are disappearing. This can generate hostile attitudwards the ‘other’ (the ‘dangerous stranger’)
and resentment of everything that is unknown arfdraitiar.

® Little D., TheCommon European Framework of Reference for Langaaige the development of policies for the
integration of adult migrants2008, Council of Europe
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This can result in extreme ideas of assimilatiorrisure and safeguard ‘cultural homogeneity’ and
revive attitudes of ‘them against us’. Consequentigas such as ‘they’ have to ‘integrate our
society’, ‘adapt to our culture’ or ‘learn our larege’ have become more prominent.

The political discourse on integration (and citizleip) has changed. An analysis of integration
policies, however, reveals that, over a periodeof years, there has been a shift from policies that
acknowledge cultural pluralism to policies that émgise actual assimilation into the ‘host
country’. The multicultural reality in the largeities in all European countries may not be negated.

However, integration is a two way procesand must be targeted at both majority and miporit
segments of the population. The Council of Euromenotes a human-right based approach and
the question has been raised, notably by ECRI aéhé&ther there is a tendency in some contexts to
shift from a ‘right to integration’ approach to abligation to integrate’ for individual members of
minority groups, with the consequent danger of oy on the integration of a group into society
rather than furthering the concept of an integratedety where the well being of everyone is
sought.

The changes observed in climate and discoursetbgdast two decades strongly impacted on the
integration policies in most European countriestddent surveys conducted over a period of time
show that a proliferation of integration tests andrses is spreading across Europe through policy
emulatioR. This motivated the Council of Europe (Languagdydivision) to set up a project to
providing support for member states with theiriatives related to the linguistic integration of

adult migrants, taking into account shared fundaaieslues and principles.

In the wider context of the Council of Europe’s s, the project aims to contribute in a practical
manner to the implementation of the 2008 White Pape Intercultural Dialogue, and to offer
support for specific recommendations in the re@ariort of the Group of Eminent Persdoéthe
Council of Europe, in particular its proposals fitre development of better indicators for
measuring the success of member states’ integrptiticies, and a comparative study of the effects
of different citizenship laws on the integrationiofmigrants, people of recent immigrant origin
and minorities.

Piet van Avermaet, Ghent Philialott
Language Policy Division
Council of Europe

"“As ECRI has repeatedly stated, integration is away process, based on mutual recognition, whicrdao
relation to assimilation”.Par. 15 Annual Report 2010European Commission against Racism and Intateran
(Council of Europg www.coe.int/ECRI.

8ECRI recognises that speaking the host countryiglage is essential for a successful integratimcpss. However,
procedures such as using linguistic tests priointmigration, especially for family reunifications an indirect tool of
restricting immigration are, in ECRI’s view, courgeoductive.Par. 14 ECRI's Annual Report 2010

° Living TogetherCombining diversity and freedom in 21st-centurydper.Reportof the Group of Eminent
Personof the Council of Europewww.coe.int
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1. A Council of Europe survey on the linguistic int egration of adult migrants

1.1 Background to the survey

Many European countries have made knowledge of tfaional language a requirement for adult
migrants to be allowed to enter the country oréagybanted permanent residence status or access to
nationality. In accordance with the legal rules ggovng knowledge of the host country’s language,
language classes and, sometimes, courses desmymeclicate knowledge of the host society are
arranged for these people. Language learning enafombined with language testing, which is
compulsory under the law in some cases. This iBem@menon which has arisen since the year
2000. As a requirement for integration, language llecome a key component of immigration and
integration policies. The notion dhguistic integrationderiving from this is linked to the person’s
command of the language of the host country, wiedhansformed from a foreign language into a
second language. The Council of Europe wished toggahe extent of the phenomenon by
organising its own discussion process in orderringbthe issue into political focus and provide
practical support for the member states.

The linguistic integration of adult migrants hasréfore been the subject of two conferences at the
Council of Europe, one on 26 and 27 June 2008 aedother on 24 and 25 June 2010. A
presentation of these events, a description of #nes and the reports prepared for them can be
consulted on the Language Policy Division’s webgiterw.coe.int/lang. Under the auspices of the
Steering Committee for Education (CDED) and theogaan Committee on Migration (CDMG),
these conferences were held jointly by the LanguBgécy Division of the Directorate of
Education and Languages (DG 1V) and the Migratiavidion of the Directorate General of Social
Cohesion (DG l1ll). The Conference of June 2008 $eclion Council of Europe principles and the
specific instruments devised to help member statdsame and implement policy in this sphere.
The purpose of the June 2010 conference was tader@/forum for discussion on the language
requirements linked to residence and citizenshie, quality of language classes, testing and
alternative approaches to this widely used forrassessment.

A survey on policies linked to the linguistic intagon of adult migrants was conducted in the

Council of Europe member states before the two erenices in 2008 and 2010 to assess the
situation, based on the principle that it is impattto know what one is talking about so as to talk
about it properly. It was indeed important to pimpdhe principles and practices determining the

way the matter is dealt with in public policy. Ttveo rounds of the survey, carried out two years

apart at the end of 2007 and 2009, highlightecchanging nature of national policies.

Earlier on, at the beginning of 2007, a small-scilely was conducted in co-operation with the
Association of Language Testers in Europe (ALTE,wwite.org) to compare integration and

citizenship policies across Europe. Data were ctdtkby ALTE members in 18 countries. While a
previous ALTE survey in 2002 had shown that 4 dut4countries (29%) had language conditions
for citizenship, the 2007 survey showed that fieang later this number had grown to 11 out of 18
countries (61%). The results of the surveys coratligt Council of Europe member states in 2008
and 2010, helped to fine-tune this assessment.

Language Policy Division 8 Council of Europe



1.2 The organisation of the survey

Save for a few minor details, there was no diffeecbetween the two rounds of the survey in terms
of the objectives and the methodology used to @®tee results. The objective was clear: It was to
learn about the policies implemented by observingirtcharacteristics and their effects. The
approach adopted unquestionably led to comparigetvgeen states, but deliberately ruled out any
value judgment liable to give rise to an internadioclassification. We have purposefully refrained
from drawing up an international classificationeferring instead to identify the major trends at
work. The second round of the survey in late 208® the added bonus of highlighting the changes
that had occurred since the first phase in late’200

The survey was conducted by means of a questieanapipended hereto, which was sent in the
autumn of 2007 and 2009 to the delegates of thef&an Committee on Migration (CDM&),
representing 44 of the member states (the otheethr Andorra, Malta and Monaco — are not
officially represented). The returned questionrminere studied in detdlland the data deriving
from them were analysed by the authors of this nteipopreparation for the conferences at which
they were presented.

The questionnaire focused on knowledge of the lomsintry’s language in three distinct
administrative situations, namely:

e admission to the country (A);
* permanent residence (B) and
e acquisition of citizenship (C).

It covered the legal and regulatory framework, th&egration programme, language classes,
courses on the host society, tests, levels requomarse content, costs to be covered by migrants
and sanctions. In 2007, but only then, family rearand access to the labour market were also part
of the administrative situations which were invgated in detail. This is because, when it is
compulsory, knowledge of the language is a requergnfior persons applying for family reunion
before they are admitted to the host country. \Watlard to access to the labour market, only Italy
stated, in 2007, that it had taken measures ttitédeithe learning of Italian by foreigners wishin

to immigrate to Italy for employment purposes. Amdhe new features of the 2009 survey were
questions on quality assurance regarding the cewfered and on the evaluation of the training
and programmes set up. There was also a questiut tie use of information and communication
technologies in language classes. For details, rdagler should refer to the copy of the
guestionnaire appended hereto. The main indicatwpted were as follows:

Total population and percentage of foreigners
Language test before entering host country
Optional/compulsory integration programme
Optional/compulsory official language classes
CEFR language levels

1 Which will not be meeting in 2011, as the CountiEurope’s activities in the field of migrationeacurrently being
restructured.

1 See the 2008 and 2010 conference reports fdreudetails.
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Special provision for non-readers and non-writers
Cost for migrants

Sanctions for non-attendance or low attendance
Quiality of courses

Optional/compulsory tuition on the host society

Optional/compulsory testing of language proficien¢gy knowledge of hos
society

Cost for candidates

Sanctions if test not taken or failed

Course curriculum

Is the effectiveness of programmes measured?

Are information and communication technologies @sed

—

Document 1: Indicators adopted for the survey qoastire

1.3 Respondent states

31 states out of 44 replied in early 2010, eightvbich had not replied in early 2008. 27 out of 44
replied at the beginning of 2008. In total, as shomthe table below, 35 states out of 44 replied a
least once to the questionnaire. 23 replied botBd@8 and in 2010. In comparison with other
studies or surveys comparing linguistic integrafiaticies over the same period, this survey is the
most comprehensive as it is not confined to wedkenope in its global definition, covering some
states of the European Union, the states of theogean Economic Area (Norway and
Liechtenstein) and Switzerland and San Marincs Hlso a source of information on some states in
central and eastern Europe and even beyond, covtignCaucasian states of Armenia and Georgia
and, lastly, Turkey. Of the central and east Euaop&ates formerly part of the Communist Bloc at
the time of the Iron Curtain, some are now membétbe European Union. To simplify, we refer
to this second category of states as “east EurGpa#mugh the title only partly matches the
countries concerned.

Germany 2008 and 2010
Armenia 2008 and 2010
Austria 2008 and 2010

Belgium/Wallonia* | 2008 and 2010
Belgium/Flanders | 2008

Cyprus 2010
Croatia 2008
Denmark 2008 and 2010
Spain 2008 and 2010
Estonia 2008 and 2010
Finland 2010

Language Policy Division 10 Council of Europe



France 2008 and 2010
Georgia 2008
Greece 2008 and 2010
Hungary 2010
Ireland 2008 and 2010
Italy 2008 and 2010
Latvia 2008
Liechtenstein 2008 and 2010
Lithuania 2010
Luxembourg 2008 and 2010
Malta 2010
Norway 2008 and 2010
Netherlands 2008 and 2010
Poland 2008 and 2010

Czech Republic

2008 and 2010

Slovak Republic

2008 and 2010

United Kingdom

2008 and 2010

San Marino 2008 and 2010
Serbia 2010
Slovenia 2010
Sweden 2008 and 2010
Switzerland 2008 and 2010
Turkey 2008 and 2010
Ukraine 2010

Document 2: Countries which sent replies in 2008{P@rench alphabetical order)

2. Data analysis

2.1 Major trends

In 2008, 27 member states out of 45 replied. O$¢h@1 states made language knowledge a
requirement for admission to the country, permanesidence or acquisition of citizenship.
In 2010, 31 member states out of 47 replied ana&@8unced measures linked to language
learning; this was true of five of the eight nevates. Over half of the states concerned
(17 countries) are members of the European Unibe; dthers are Liechtenstein, Norway,
Switzerland, Armenia, Turkey and Ukraine. Of the s2ates which replied in 2010, 23 were
concerned by at least one of the three adminig&aituations identified, namefdmission to

the country (A), permanent residence (B) or acquision of citizenship (C). The following
table distinguishes between states which make Eggknowledge a requirement and those
that do not, even if they propose optional languagsses.

Language Policy Division 11



Language knowledge compulsory Language knowledge not compulsory
in 23 states in 8 states (** = optional language classes

Germany A, B, C 1. Belgium/Wallonia**
Armenia C Cyprus
Austria B, C Spain
Denmark A, B, C Hungary**
Estonia B, C Ireland**
Finland A (Russian Ingrians), B Malta
France A, B, C Serbia**
Greece B, C Sweden**
Italy B, C??
. Lithuania B, C
. Liechtenstein A, B, C
. Luxembourg A, B, C
. Norway B, C
. Netherlands A, B, C
. Poland C (repatriation)
. Czech Republic B, C
. Slovak Republic C
. United Kingdom A, B, C
. San Marino
. Slovenia B, C
. Switzerland (cantons) C
. Turkey C
. Ukraine C

© N OhRWNRE
© N OAWDN
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Document 3: Language knowledge compulsory or netpedsory in 2010

Two trends clearly emerge. The first relates todtministrative situations to which measures
are applied, and the second to whether the langieageing and evaluation arrangements are
compulsory or optional. With regard to administratsituations, two different patterns can be
discerned depending on whether the countries aneegtern or eastern Europe (in the broadest
sense). In western Europe, measures linked togmafiy in the host country’s language are
targeted at foreigners who have come to settla fong time in the country whereas in the East
it is acquisition of citizenship for which languageowledge is a requirement. If we look at
whether language learning and assessment arrantgearencompulsory or optional, the first
thing we note is that language classes are offeyeniost countries which have made language
a condition of integration. Language classes ambwoed with knowledge-of-the-host-society
courses and are compulsory for permanent residareaf of the cases.

Another fundamental trend is the widespread adoptiolanguage-related requirements in the
context of immigration and integration.

Language Policy Division 12 Council of Europe



Almost half of the countries made changes in timggration policy between 2008 and 2010.
The increase in the number of countries introdudamgguage proficiency and knowledge of
society (KOS) requirements prior to entry into bwsst country is salient (from 4 in 2008 to 6 in
2010, +2 in the near future, and others that atiewssy considering it and are in the process of
doing a feasibility study). In a few cases, theuresfl level of language proficiency (expressed
in terms of the CEFR) levels) has been upgraded. Another salient fipdiom the 2010
survey data is that there are still some counthatset language requirements but do not offer
language courses, so that candidates have to duthet private market. The 2010 data also
revealed that, as in 2008, although specific lagguseeds of migrants are acknowledged, many
countries do not offer courses that are tailorethéofunctional language needs of the migrants.
As in 2008, the western European countries, in 26d€us strongly on language requirements
for permanent residency and citizenship, althoughdiions prior to entry have gained in
significance. In the eastern European countriesabes in 2010 was mainly on citizenship. All
the countries that have language requirements pri@ntry can be geographically situated in
western Europe. This is almost 50% (6/13) of thestarm European countries that have
language proficiency requirements for integratidone of the eastern European countries have
language proficiency conditions prior to entry. Thember of western European countries
(84%) that have language proficiency requirementsrder to obtain permanent residency is
more than double that of eastern European coun{388c). The picture for linguistic
requirements for citizenship is different. The n@nbf eastern European countries is slightly
higher than that of western European countries.eAlitern European countries (100%) have
language conditions for citizenship, compared & &4t the western European countries.

2.2 Changes between 2008 and 2010

Half of the states said that changes had been madeere planned (12 member states out
of 23). The breakdown, in terms of A — admissionh® country, B — permanent residence and
C — acquisition of citizenship, is as follows:

= For the six member states that already had a losttey language proficiency programme
in 2008:

— Denmark and the United Kingdom were planning toeedt the arrangements for
permanent residence and citizenship applicationgetsons applying for admission to
the country under the family reunion process; tisisnow the case for Denmark
(Al- + knowledge of society, with a test, plann@d 2010); in the United Kingdom
introduction of the new measure had to be postpon&ti2011;

— Estonia has introduced the CEFR - the level reduinas Bl instead of Al-A2
(considered to be an elementary level) in 2007,

— Austria was planning to raise the required leverr(ferly A2) to B1 for permanent
residence and citizenship in 2011;

2TheCommon European Framework of Reference for Langiag€EFR) defines levels of language
proficiency that allow learners' progress to be sneed at each stage of learning and on a life-basis
(the CEFR exists in 38 language versions). The CisFRailable online on the Language Policy
Divisions’s websitewww.coe.int/lang
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— the United Kingdom was planning to introduce newasuges in 2011 for people
applying for citizenship;

— Norway and Finland were considering new measurespéymanent residence and
citizenship.

= Among those states which did not have a compulswogramme related to language
proficiency in 2008:

— the Czech Republic had, as planned, opted for l&tdor permanent residence with a
language test; for citizenship there is no longsetalevel, although in 2008 there were
plans to introduce level A2;

— Luxembourg had made preparations for the introdactf a programme for A, B, C:
level Al.1 Letzeburgesch, German and French fand\Band Letzeburgesch for C;

— in Liechtenstein, A=Al, B = A2, C = B1, thoughewview was planned for 2010.

— in 2009 Italy promulgated a law on a language amaedge-of-society test for levels
Al to B1, to be implemented from 2011.

— Slovenia had introduced a B1 language test for C;
— and lastly, Poland had promulgated a law introdyitévels B1, B2 and C1 for C.

Language Policy Division 14 Council of Europe



Legal and regulatory framework — changes between thend of 2007 and the end of 2009

For admission to the country For people seeking permanent residence For the acquisition of citizenship
End 2007 End 2009 End 2007 End 2009 End 2007 End 2009
Denmark Planned Al - + KOS Vocational language courses Reform bill before
2010 test parliament
United Kingdom | Planned Al 2011 Al family Change planned in 2011
February 2008 [reunion
Austria A2, optional tes A2 test compulsory 2011 befo A2 A2 language + KOS test
permanent residence Al; after B1 planned for 2011
permanent residence B1 plann
Norway Amendments being discussed Amendments being
discussed
Finland New provisions being discuss New provisions being
discussed
Estonia Al-A2 B1 test, CEFR used since 20( Elementary lev¢ B1 test, CEFR used since
test 2008
Poland Act on proficiency in Polis
for the acquisition of
citizenship, levels
B1/B2/C1
Czech Republic Al planned for | Al test A2 interview Interview at non-specified

2010

planned for 200

level, KOS test

Luxembourg Al1.1 planned Al1.1 planned |A1.1 Lux. Ger. Fr. planned Under Language test
consideration Letzeburgesch EO A2,
COB1
Liechtenstein Al A2 language + KOS test Bl + KOS test

Italy

Al1-B1 language + KOS test

2009 Act implemented in 201(

B2 planned

Changes in 2010
?

Slovenia

B1 language test,
optional KOS test

Language Policy Division
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2.3 Required language levels
2.3.1 Western Europe

For the 13 western European countries listed infdHewing table, permanent residence (B) is
the main focus of the legislation and sets thellef/é&anguage proficiency required. And it is for
permanent residence applicants that the coursesedffby the public authorities — central,
regional or local government or the cantons in ¢hse of Switzerland — are most frequently
compulsory. The legislation on permanent residepoe-dates that on the acquisition of
citizenship (C), with the conditions related to assrmon to the country (A), which is itself related
to permanent residence, coming after or before peemt residence (B) as the case may be. In
Denmark, for instance, the measures relating tompeent residence were adopted in 2003, those
concerning citizenship were adopted in 2006 anddhun admission to the country in 2010. In
Germany, measures linked to admission to the cpuvere taken in 2007, two years after those
relating to permanent residence while legislatietating to the acquisition of citizenship was
introduced in 2008.

The level required is higher in northern Europeanntries than in southern ones, a reflection of
the fact that there is more government interveniiothe North than in the South. The average
level required for permanent residence is arountBA2n the CEFR scale (6 replies for A2, 3
replies for B1); the level required for admissianthe country is lower, however: A1 minus
(Netherlands and Denmark) or A1.1 (France, Luxemdpoand Al (Germany, United Kingdom,
Liechtenstein).

The measures concerning admission, which weredated after those on permanent residence,
call for, in addition to language proficiency, aucge and/or test on knowledge of the host country
(known as “KOS” for short or “values of the Repuablin France), as for people seeking
permanent residence.

When it is set with reference to the CEFR, the llesquired for acquisition of citizenship (C) is
either the same as that required for permanendarse (B) or higher. For example, in Finland
and Austria, level B1 is required for B and leve? AB1 in 2011) is required for C, while in

Liechtenstein Al is required for A, A2 for B and Bit C.

Like France, Luxembourg requires a minimum leveh&fl for A and B, in its three languages,
namely French, German and Letzeburgesch; for psrseeking citizenship, however, a higher
level of proficiency is required in the languageidéntity, Letzeburgesch, (oral expression A2,
oral comprehension B1).

Rather than requiring a single level of proficienepme countries have taken a different
approach. In Denmark, for example, there are theeegnised learning profiles (learners with
little education, some education and full educgtiéer whom levels A2, B1 and B2 are required
respectively. Germany offers B1 and A2-level cosirdepending on the students, while in the
Netherlands a distinction is made between new agiglevelA1l/A2) and more established

migrants (A2). The United Kingdom assesses ther@dsiintegrate by looking at the progress
made by foreigners who have not reached B1 (pregnesrom one level to the next, e.g. from

A2 to B1). Norway, meanwhile, does not reason rmgeof level but rather in terms of tuition

hours, with one course representing between 3003d3@D hours and the minimum attendance
requirement being 300 hours.

Language Policy Division 17 Council of Europe



For people who have received little education ieirtltountries of origin, developing writing
skills can be a challenge, and that is recognisgdabnumber of countries. France and
Luxembourg have accordingly opted for level A11d @ literacy module has been introduced in
Luxembourg, Austria, Sweden and Liechtenstein. [&iyj courses may last longer for less
educated students: 300 hours in addition to thedstal 900 hours in Germany, 40 weeks in
addition to the standard 20 to 30 weeks in Finlamd, up to 3,000 hours of tuition in Norway.

2008 survey: Levels of language required and course- Western Europe (EU and EFTA)

)

migrants A2 (2007)

The 13 Admission to the
States Permanent residence (§  Citizenship (C) Official courses
country (A)
concerned
Compulsory for B,
Germany Al (2007) B1 (2005) B1 (2008) optional for EU
Austria A2 (2006)é12011 Alan A2 (2006) / 2011 B1| Compulsory for B
Denmark Al - + KOS (2010) A2/ B1/B2 (2003) B2 + KOS test (2006] Compulsory for B
France AL.1 + KOS (2008) A1.1 (2007) Interview (1993) Comp“'soéy for Aang
: . . Compulsory for A
Finland Russian Ingrians B1 (1999) B1 (1999) (Russian Ingrians) B
Greece Al1-A2 (2005) Interview (2004) Optional for B
ital From Al to B1, 2009 Aq " Optional for B and in
y introduced in 2010 ' the country of origin
Planned Al1.1, Planned Al.1, optiona EO A2/CO B1 .
Luxembourgoptional Lux. Ger., F Lux., Ger., Fr. Letzeburgesch Optional for A, B and
Netherlandd A1- + KOS (2006) |00 Migrants AUAZ Ney 5 5547y

United Al planned for | Progress by one level Progress by onkevel uj .

Kingdom spouses by 2011 to B1 (1971) toB1 (2001) | OPtonalforBandC

Liechtensteil Al (2009) A2 (2009) B1 (2008) Optional for C

Switzerland Cantons/communes| Optional for B and C
. . Compulsory for B ang

Norway 300h of tuition (2005) | 300h of tuition (2005 C. minimum of 300h

Total 6 + 2 planned 11 + 2 planned 11 6/12 compulsory for E

[KOS stands for “knowledge of society’]
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2.3.2 Eastern Europe

In eastern Europe, language proficiency tends teefeired for acquisition of citizenship rather
than for permanent residence, as was already tbe i0a2008, and ten states have adopted
measures relating to the acquisition of citizenskipthe ten states listed in table 4, only three
make permanent residence conditional upon langpeafeciency. These are Estonia, which has
required level B1 from its Russian minority sin@9%, Lithuania (2003) and the Czech Republic
(2009).

Language proficiency is usually assessed in an m@dtrative interview or by means of a test on
the Constitution (Hungary, Armenia) although Turkeguires a language certificate. Three of the
ten countries check whether applicants have reatttetevel required to acquire citizenship by
means of a test, namely Estonia (B1), Poland (B@BRand Slovenia (B1). Slovenia also holds

tests on the values of Slovenian society.

Levels of language required and courses — Easterruibpe

The 10 o
. Admission to Permanent . : -
countries : Citizenship (C) Official courses
the country (A)| residence (B)
concerned
Estonia B1 (1993) B1 (1995)
Lithuania A2/B1 to work A2/B1/B2 (2003) Compulsory for B and C
(2003)

Poland B1/B2/C1 (2009) | Optional for repatriation/

compulsory for refugees

Basic knowledge of _
Hungary Constitution B1/B2 Optional for C
(1993)
Slovak Republi Interview (2007) Compulsory for C
Czech Republig Al (2009) Interview (1993) Optional for B and C
Slovenia B1 (2008) Optional for B and C
Ukraine Interview (2001) | Optional EU programme
since 2009
Armenia Test on the Constitutig
(2007)
Turkey Language certificate
(1964/2009)

Total 3 10 5 optional courses
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2.4 Are courses and tests compulsory or optional?

On this specific point, readers should refer toappended table entitled “Language courses and
tests in western Europe — compulsory and/or feeapay.

In western Europe language courses are compuls@\ycases out of 12. A language test proving
that the applicant has reached the level requinedaty is compulsory in nine countries: in
Germany, Austria, Liechtenstein, Denmark, the Nedginels, the United Kingdom and Finland, it
is compulsory for permanent residence, and in soases also for admission and citizenship,
while in France and Greece, it is compulsory omly feople seeking permanent residence. In
Luxembourg a test in Letzeburgesch is requiredcitizenship but not for permanent residence
and admission to the country, although coursescarapulsory. Lastly, Italy is planning to
introduce a compulsory language test for permaresidence.

In most cases in western Europe (France, Germaaymark, Norway, Luxembourg, Greece),
courses and/or language testing are free of chérpey are compulsory (8 cases out of 11).
Costs are borne partly by the migrant in Austriaufse fees partly reimbursed) and in Finland
(free compulsory courses, fee-based test). Thepamee by the migrant in the Netherlands and
Liechtenstein (there are no government-funded esuasd the test is fee-based), as they are in
the United Kingdom (optional courses and compulsesying, both fee-based).

In eastern Europe, three countries out of ten ltawepulsory courses: Lithuania (for permanent
residence and citizenship), Poland (for refugees) the Slovak Republic (for citizenship).
Optional courses are provided in five states, ngnkéingary (for citizenship), Poland (for
repatriated persons), the Czech Republic and Sia\&r permanent residence and citizenship)
and Ukraine, where there has been an EU-finanaagtgamme since 2009. Four out of ten states
have a language test for permanent residence acitim@nship, namely Lithuania (compulsory
course), Estonia (no course), the Czech Repubtitajmal course) and Slovenia (for citizenship
only — optional course). Both courses and tests maag to be paid for by the migrant.

Sanctions and incentives are based on studenss attendance and their success in tests and are
mainly a feature in western European countriesct&ars may be of a financial nature, taking the
form of reductions in benefits or 100% liabilityrfoourse fees. Incentives include the partial
reimbursement of course or test fees.

Finally, in countries where language proficiencyneg compulsory, specific government-funded
courses are often available. This is the caseriicpéar in the following countries:

. Belgium/WaIIonia: So-called social advancement sesy to which the associatiohire
et Ecriré makes a major contribution;

« Ireland: Courses for refugees — report currentindp@repared with a view to devising a
policy;
« Sweden: Municipalities and private schools prowidarses;

* Hungary : The Budapest School of International leaggs is cited; English is taught to
immigrants who are permanent residents;

e San Marino: Courses held by the Ministry of Edumatnd Culture;
» Serbia: Courses for asylum seekers and migranteverk
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Sometimes migrants have access to mainstreamnggamovision, as in the United Kingdom and
Spain.

2.5 Quality assurance and assessment of existing pr ~ ogrammes

Quality assurance is a concern for those westeropgean countries which have introduced a
linguistic integration policy. Once language pradicy becomes a statutory requirement, courses
are introduced by the public authorities (centr@djional or local government) or funded by them
if the training is delivered by the private seatolby associations. The key issues here are:

* course accreditation;

* oversight of training agencies;

» teaching qualifications.
Most of the western European countries answeredetltpiestions in the affirmative. The

programme or course curriculum is prescribed iry @few instances (Germany, Denmark, the
Netherlands, etc.), even though the CEFR is widebd as a benchmark.

Evaluation of the training agency may be carriety

* an outside body, as is the case with the Natiorslguage Institute in Luxembourg,
which conducted an external assessment followingciBpations approved by the
minister (section 8 of the Act of 22 May 2009).

* anindependent inspectorate, as in the United Kingd
» the public authorities: this is the case in Franbere inspections of training bodies may

be organised by the minister responsible for iregn and the Immigration and
Integration Office.

As to the evaluation of programmes or curricula,smme replies there was clearly some
confusion with course-specific evaluation, evaloratf the training agency or even evaluation of
what students have learnt. In some countries, eespscific evaluation, where it exists, may be
carried out on an occasional basis, meaning thitas not take place systematically.

As for evaluating the programme as a whole, exteassessments have been set up in Germany,
Denmark and Greece. Their aim is to gather stesisin the number of people sitting tests and
the results and on satisfaction levels among stsdemd employers. In Denmark the
implementation of the Act of 2003 was evaluate@007. This showed that language courses had
become more effective, partly as a result of the@suees introduced by the 2003 Act. Annual
statistics are also produced on the number of persiiting each Danish language examination,
rates of progress and satisfaction levels amordests and among employers questioned about
their employees’ language skills. In Italy, the Miny of Labour runs assessments.

2.6 Use of new technologies

Information and communication technologies (ICTayd been introduced into the courses on
offer in only five countries (Denmark, Finland, lambourg, the Netherlands and the United
Kingdom) for people in the three administrativeiattons we have focused on. Among the other
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countries, some are planning to make use of ICEsr{@ny, France, Greece, Norway, the Slovak
Republic and Ukraine). In Lithuania tests can lkemaon line.

3. Challenges

From the data that have been collected from the dérent surveys over time, it is possible to
identify a set of challenges to be met in order tenhance language integration policies.

In this report we briefly describe the main chajjes that were presented at the second
international conference on ‘The linguistic integya of adult migrants: ways of evaluating
policy and practice’, held at the Council of Eurpf&rasbourg from 24 to 25 June 2010.

Challenge 1

How can we take into account the diversity of edudenal and cultural backgrounds? How
can we meet migrants’ and society’s specific and mational language needs?

From research we know that a learner is more enbage motivated for learning a language in a
formal context (e.g. a classroom), when what isreffi meets his/her needs..

Documents written for the Council of Europe’s 206&rnational conference on the linguistic
integration of adult migrants (s@evw.coe.int/lang) stress the importance of providing as many
language programmes that meet and take into actbenanguage needs of the groups at stake
(tailor-made courses) as possible. To achieve this, important that the needs of the target
population are analysed in detail level. Why doladhigrants want to learn which repertoire of
the target language? The content of the societalagdts that can be distinguished can then be
described in very concrete terms: what abilitieppdople need and what do they have to be able
to do with language (performance) in contexts #natspecific to a certain domain?

Taking into account the diversity of educationadl @ocio-cultural backgrounds of adult migrants
implies a critical reflection on the pedagogiesduselanguage teaching. From research we know
that more constructivist approaches (e.g. taskebdsaching, co-operative learning, learner
autonomy) in most cases produce very good results.

Challenge 2
How can we encourage adult migrants to stay in langage courses?

Sometimes administrative or juridical sanctions @sed to encourage adult migrants to stay in
language courses. From a perspective of motivatmascommitment, however, this practice is
questionable.

Positive incentives might have a better impact. MVpeople know that following a language
course for integration directly or indirectly inaes their chances of finding a job, this might
reduce the dropout rate. Another possible poséftect might be found in formal recognition the
form of a certificate obtained after successfulipgration in a language course and/or passing a
language exam.

But a more flexible provision of language coursesl assessment tools can also impact
positively on course attendance. Flexibility caferdo tailor-made courses (see Challenge 1), to

Language Policy Division 22 Council of Europe



variations in schedule (day, evening classes)atians in location (close to where migrants live)
, by providing baby-sitting facilities for migramigth young children, and so on.

Acknowledging and understanding the language angcamnal background of the target
population also strongly reduces drop-out rateseiVpeople are shown that their previously
acquired knowledge and their plurilingual repesdsitare seen as assets and are promoted and
used in the learning process, this impacts posjtioe their involvement and their attendance of
the courses.

Alternative assessments in the form of continuo @ositive feedback (feed forward) increase
migrants’ motivation to stay on the courses. Dragvmttention to their responsibilities and
involving them as active actors in the learninggess is also important.

When people know that the integration process do¢stop at the end of a language course or
with a language test, but that they will continoebe given guidance not only in the broader
aspects of integration, but also in finding work continuing their education (personal
trajectories) this also motivates them to stay cowse.

And finally, the drop-out rate also falls when plopegin to see that language courses provide
real opportunities for building social networks.

Challenge 3
How can we educate teachers?

It goes without saying that qualified language ks have the basic expertise needed to teach
languages in formal settings. Given the specificcbbtext, providing opportunities to educate
language teachers to function in specific conteatsL2 teaching can only be strongly
encouraged.

Among other things this might include knowledge w@bd2 teaching (new pedagogies);
competencies for dealing with diversity (culturalpcial, educational, learning styles, ...);
coaching and training of teachers in the classroomproving teachers’ working conditions ;

providing examples of good practice (e.g. video @as); giving support to teachers on how to
identify the needs of a group; coaching teacherh@n to refer to frameworks (national or
CEFR); showing teachers how to introduce more m#dr learning opportunities (social

networks; contacts with children's schools; ...) he tlassroom; providing structures for more
flexible course delivery: needs, space/locationarrler’s context (social, family, job

commitments).

Challenge 4

How can we ensure quality of assessment?

It is evident that every language test that aduljramts take must meet the highest quality
standards. The stakes are high. The consequenckdlioff a test can be tremendous. What
quality in language assessment for integration iesphas been described in a document written
by ALTE™. It contains issues related to determining theppse of testing and the real-world

13| anguage tests for social cohesion and citizenstap outline for policy maker&ALTE Authoring
Group (Association of Language Testers in Europ€puncil of Europe.
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demands of test takers; determining linguistic dasa determining the appropriate level or
profile; producing test specifications; ensuringt tgpecifications are met in practice (test ciateri
pretesting, administration, reliability, validity,)

A standardised and course-independent languagestgstrt of the integration policy of some
countries, as can be derived from the surveystheracountries, however, no standardised tests
exist. There are many good reasons for having nmdoemal, contextualised assessment tools.
The learning context and content, the context efdloup of learners can be better taken into
account. However, assessment tools that are mtegrated in language learning programmes
also have to meet the highest standards.

One should think of portfolio-type todfs (the Council of Europe is currently designing a
template specifically aimed at adult migrants):f-sskessment, peer and co-assessment and
observations tools are examples of continuous-agsad tools as alternatives to language tests.

Challenge 5

To what extent can an integration policy be of a me facilitating rather than conditional
nature?

A policy which first aims at integration in certagocietal domains will lead to the use of the
target language in those domains. That the usdeftdarget language by immigrants can be
achieved through an opposite policy, which seeshtizéce of the target language as a condition
for integration and for that reason obliges the igrant to learn the target language, is not
supported by research. A facilitating policy thiastfaims at integrating immigrants in a societal
domain (e.g. work) leads to the acquisition of Host country’s language. People acquire the
language when there is a need. In making languagmdition for integration, one might refuse
immigrants the opportunity to be active in domaatgere they can acquire the target language in
a more informal way. In a conditional policy, onas the risk that immigrants are not active in
societal domains where language acquisition teodseta natural process through contact. One
might actually exclude people from domains that entile achievement of what one is aiming for
possible. By maintaining a policy of making langeagroficiency a condition for social
participation and obliging immigrants to take laaga courses, one runs the risk of actually
reinforcing the structural discrimination of mingrgroups that one wants to counteract.

In a policy of a conditional nature courses andstésve to be more uniform. A universal and
fixed level of language proficiency is required.ig might lead to lower commitment and a more
instrumental perspective: “do the course, pasgdbeand be done with it”. And finally there a
greater danger of gate-keeping and excluding people

In a policy of a facilitating nature there is momom for flexibility, for more needs-related and
tailor-made courses and tests (format and cont&h8.level of proficiency can vary according to

Another study also published by the Council of Fgr¢Language Policy Division - www.coe.int/langpis
relevance hereQuality assurance in the provision of language edion and training for adult migrants —
Guidelines and optiongRRichard Rossner

4 European Language Portfolionfw.coe.int/portfold)
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an immigrant’s needs and the linguistic requiremémthe specific societal domains in which he
or she wants to function. This is often more enagung than discouraging.

Challenge 6

How can we help migrants to overcome the languageabrier after completing official
courses and tests?

In-depth research on the impact of integrationgsedi, and more specifically language courses
and tests, on social integration is lacking. A deugd small-scale impact studies reveal, however,
that the impact is rather limited. What can be ol is that although language courses are seen
as a lever for integration, this process stagnaties the course and/or the test. Therefore, it is
recommended that migrants continue to receive stigpohelp them overcome the language
barrier after completing official courses and tests

Instead of leaving someone to fend for him- or ééi@nce the language course is finished or the
language test has been taken, it is advisablento LR education achievements with further
education and job requirements. This can have an stronger effect when migrants are offered
job orientation trajectories.

From research we know that social networks strongytribute to processes of social
participation and thus to language acquisitionis Itherefore advisable to support migrants in
building social networks. Often these inter-ethsocial networks do not appear automatically.
Setting up support programmes is recommended.

Although formal recognition of L2 certificates oonpfolios is not straightforward it is advisable
to look at the options of attaching more socialueato the L2 attestations or certificates of
migrants.

To complement formal recognition it is advisablerteest in raising the awareness of all citizens
so that they may contribute to the more informalkcpsses of social cohesion.

Challenge 7

How can we increase migrants’ multi literacy?

The socio-educational profiles of immigrants areyvdiverse. They range from highly skilled to
poorly skilled people, but also from highly litezab illiterate people.

In today’s societies literacy is very important. i$t highly recommended to invest in the

development of immigrant literacy skills. This ingd more than just being able to read and
write. Nowadays literacy is multiple and multimodtlis therefore recommended that language
integration policies take into account the acquisiof ICT skills (also as a source for teaching
and learning).

It would be advisable to strengthen language edutgpolicies that use the immigrants’
plurilingual repertoires as an asset for L2 leagrand in L2 assessment.

Challenge 8

What kind of research should be given priority?

The importance of providing more tailor-made largpiaourses has already been mentioned. To
this end, research into needs and needs analysaoimmended.
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In order to adjust integration policies it is imfont to conduct research on the reasons behind
dropping out and the motivation of immigrants steyt_2 courses.

If policies are to be adjusted successfully, iingportant not only to carry out research on why
immigrants drop out, but also to investigate thfeaiveness and the social impact of integration
policies.

Among others, the following topics can be singled for research uinto their effectiveness:
attendance; pass rates; programme types and aop@e\iiorks; contextualised learning; learner
feedback; ICT and language learning; feedback fotimer stakeholders in society

As for impact studies, the following questions nieyconsidered: To what extent do immigrants
benefit in the long term? What is the effect onalopolicies? What is the impact on the
perceptions of the majority group? Do these pdiicieeet the policy goals set: improved social
inclusion, more multicultural social networks, lekscrimination, more chances of getting a job?

Concluding comments

This report helps us to understand more aboutitienow made between language proficiency
and integration, except that the data availabletbedindings to which they give rise paint only a
partial picture of the matter being investigatedjicl is the linguistic integration of adult
migrants. This is because the data relate to ratjpolicies, as governed by statutory provisions,
but nothing has yet been said about the work ofpghilic authorities at local level or the
activities of civil society, which we know to bewidant.

If we look again at the statutory provisions, ofi¢ghe striking features is the diversity of natibna
situations, whether in terms of the level of pr&icy required or of the methods of assessment
and of teaching/learning of languages and the Hsustiety’'s values. Nonetheless, the
implementation of national policies raises simifalitical and technical issues whatever the
context. Summed up in the form of eight key questjothese issues present challenges to
governments, the migrants themselves and the nigasector (training bodies and teachers).

Lastly, in view of the changing nature of the issimghlighted by the results recorded in late
2007 and late 2009, the Council of Europe will oiga another round of the survey, the findings
of which will be presented in 2013.
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Appendix 1: Survey questionnaire sent to member states in Nove  mber 2009

Council of Europe Survey: Linguistic Integration of Adult Migrants

General information on the country:

COUNTRY
Number of migrants entering the country per year
Respondent : Ratio (in %) of migrants in total population
Name General information on training and evaluation of migrants
(Sept 2008 > June 2009)
e-mail @

Number of migrants taking courses

Function & Institution % of migrants completing a course

Number of migrants taking a test
% of migrants passing tests

NOTE:

This survey consists of 3 series of similar questions but addressing 3 different categories of migrants:

a) Family reunion (before entering host country)

b) Permanent Residence Permit

c¢) Citizenship (nationality).

You are invited to indicate on the top of each section (grey boxes) whether there are - or not - specific regulations for each category (if yes: please specify). A set of
Guidelines accompanies this survey.*

&

\ NB: the questionnaire sent to member states contained 3 sets of 19 questions for each of the 3 categories
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Category A (or B or C)

(one table per category) No Yes, specified below Yes, same as for Category ...

Specific regulations?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Tuition / test Integration Language tuition | Specific provision | Tuition up to Tuition cost | Sanctions if Attendance: Tuition : quality
before entering programme officially offered | for illiterate which level(s)? | for migrant no/ low incentive assurance
host country Duration / Type migrants? attendance
of institution
Tuition: YES/NO | NO or NO or 0,00 euros YES/NO YES /NO ?Q?ﬁg accreditation:
OPTIONAL or OPTIONAL or AL-C2 (approx.) b) inspection: yes/no
Test: YES / NO OBLIGATORY | OBLIGATORY YES /NO ] pection: yes
c¢) teacher qualification:
YES / NO
[Type of answer -
indicate one of the
options in this line]
ALL >
EU Residents: only
fill in if special
arrangements
applicable
COMMENTS Oral ? Written? Areas covered? Target groups? Specify if provision Please specify Please specify
Levels? urpose? for other groups with
special needs
GENERAL
COMMENTS
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(continued) Category A (or B or C)

10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19
Curriculum Is the Langage Language Sanctions if | Advantages | Knowledge of | KoS test & cost | Information Date of
Framework / effectiveness of | test: test test not of taking or | Society tuition technologies | legislation
Guidelines for programmes level(s)? (+ cost for taken or passing a (KoS)
tuition measured ? candidate) failed test
YES, inot YES, integrated NO or
taken YES / NO OPTIONAL or
YES /NO YES /NO Al-C2 NO or YES, OBLIGATORY
OPTIONAL or | vEg, failed independent (in which
OBLIGATORY language?) Please refer DATE
NO NO to questions
approx. cost approx. cost 0,00 | on page 7
0,00 euros euros
[Type of answer:-
indicate one of the
options in this
line]
ALL >
EU Residents:
only fill in if
special
arrangements
applicable
COMMENTS - If ‘no’: how are If yes, how? Specify: Specify: Any change
courses designed? planned in the
near future?
GENERAL
COMMENTS
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Question 20

Are computer-based systems (connected to the Internet or not) or other digital devices used in
the context of language and/or KOS education?

Please tick the appropriate box(es). Multiple YES answers are admitted

Please indicate relevant categories as appropriate:
- A (Family reunion — before entering the country)
- B (Permanent Residence)
- C (Citizenship (Nationality])

X AorBorC?

1 NO and there is no official plan to use them in the near future

2 NO but we have ideas/plans to use them in the near future

3 YES for the language test before entering the country

4 YES for language assessment before starting language tuition

5 YES to provide language tuition (and/or KOS course) at a distance

6 YES to provide language tuition (and/or KOS course) in the classroom

7 YES to provide support to learners outside of classroom time

8 YES for the language (and/or KOS) test at the end of the course

9 YES to provide special training and/or support to teachers

10 YES for other purposes. Specify: ..
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Appendix 2 : Language courses and tests in western Europe — com

pulsory and/or fee-

and C

paying?
The 13
countries Official courses Cost for migrants Language test st@ar migrants
concerned
Compulsory for B, For B, free of charg Compulsory for B| Free of charge if
Germany optional for EU if compuisory, and C compulsor
P otherwise €1/hour P y
Austria Compulsory for B | 50% if completed Compuls(,jog/ for B 50% if student passes
in 2 years an
Denmark Compulsory for B e | Compulsoryfor B Free of charge up tp
Band C and C
€133
France Compulsory for A an Free of charge Compulsory for A Free of charge
B and B

: Compulsory for A
Finland : F f ch for I for B €95

inlan nafers) 2 2 ree of charge for f Compulsory for
Greece Compulsory for B | Free of charge for  Compulsory for B ?

Optional for B and in Optional for B,

ftaly the country of origin Free of charge compulsory in 201( Free of charge
Luxembourg| Optional for A, B Free of charge | Compulsory for C Free of charge

Netherlands

Cost borne by migra

Compulsory for A, E
and C

Cost borne by migrant

0

United . B — € 250/1000; | Compulsory for B _ :
Kingdom Optional for B and C C — €0 to 250 and C B-€50,C-€0to¥§
Liechtensteir Optional for C voucher Compulsory for A, B
and C

Switzerland | Optional for B and G
Norway Compulsory for B Free of charge Optional for B Free of charge

and C and C
Total 7/13 compulsory for | 8/11 free of charge 912 comeuIsory fo 6/9 free of charge
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