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CZech Republic
The initial periodical report is due in March 2008. No documents have been made public.
Polish

Finland

Saami
1st monitoring cycle

State Party Report [MIN-LANG/PR (99) 4]

Evaluation Report of the Committee of Experts [ECRML (2001) 3]
137.
There is one vocational school, the Training Centre for the Sami Region,  where only one subject is taught in the Sami language (handicrafts) to the Sami-speaking students.  The Committee considers that this undertaking is not fulfilled.

The Committee encourages the authorities to extend the number of subjects taught in Sami languages in the field of technical or vocational education.

2nd monitoring cycle

State Party Report [MIN-LANG/PR (2003) 2]

Evaluation Report of the Committee of Experts [ECRML (2004) 7]

107.
In paragraph 137 of its previous evaluation report, the Committee of Experts pointed out that there was only one subject taught in Sami in the only vocational school (the Sami Training Centre) in the Sami Homeland. The Committee of Experts furthermore encouraged the authorities to extend the number of subjects taught in Sami languages in the field of technical or vocational education. 

108.
In the second periodical report (p. 70), the authorities have provided detailed information on this training centre, which focuses on professional education for Sami in handcrafts and reindeering. According to the information provided by the authorities, many courses focus on the merit of the Sami culture, but the courses are not necessarily taught in Sami. The Committee of Experts takes note of the good initiatives made by the training centre but at the same time encourages the authorities to ensure that a substantial part of the education is taught in the Sami languages and to inform the Committee of Experts of the steps taken, in particular for Inari and Skolt Sami. 

109.
The Committee of Experts considers that this undertaking is partly fulfilled.

Slovakia

Ruthenian, Ukrainian

Slovenia

Hungarian

1st monitoring cycle

State Party Report [MIN-LANG/PR (2002) 5]

Evaluation Report of the Committee of Experts [ECRML (2004) 1]
Preliminary remarks

93.
The Committee of Experts observed that in the case of sub-paragraphs a. and c. of paragraph 1 of Article 8 of the Charter, Slovenia did not specify, in its instrument of ratification, which of the three options available under each one of the sub-paragraphs mentioned above should apply. In fact, the three options listed in the above-mentioned sub-paragraphs are alternatives and Contracting Parties are required to opt for one of them.

94.
According to the practice of the Committee of Experts, in the absence of a choice by the State where several options are available, the highest option from the point of view of the protection and promotion of the language shall normally be applied “ex officio”, unless specific circumstances make the highest option appear as manifestly incompatible with the needs of the regional or minority language concerned and/or with the expressed wishes of the speakers (see for example the second evaluation report of the Committee of Experts on the implementation of the Charter by Hungary, cited above, para. 95).

95.
As was already mentioned above (see para. 12), the model chosen for education in and of Hungarian in the Prekmurje region is a bilingual one, the details of which will be explained later on for each of the relevant options. This model was primarily chosen because in the mid-1950s, a considerable number of Hungarian-speaking pupils were no longer enrolling in Hungarian-speaking schools. In order to curtail this trend, mandatory bilingual education was introduced for all the pupils in the area, including the ethnic Slovene pupils, and this solution was supported by the Hungarian-speaking community itself (see also para. 12 above). The existing education model for the Hungarian language actually corresponds to the second option listed in the relevant sub-paragraphs, as opposed to that offering the highest degree of protection and promotion. If the Committee of Experts applied the latter option, this would imply a return to the pre-1959 situation (characterised by the presence of Hungarian-speaking schools). However, Hungarian speakers themselves consider this  as damaging for the maintenance of their language. As a result, the Committee of Experts decided to apply the second option listed, since in the case of the Hungarian language in Slovenia applying the highest one would appear manifestly incompatible with both the specific needs of this language and with the expressed wishes of its speakers.

96.
The Committee of Experts noted further that Slovenia did not enter into any of the undertakings concerning primary education (Article 8 para. 1.b). However, the Slovenian Government nevertheless commented on this undertaking in the initial periodical report (see in particular pp. 9 and 11). In this respect, the Committee of Experts would like to recall the indispensable role played by education in language preservation and that continuity in education is of the utmost importance if it is to be successful  (see also, mutatis mutandis, the first evaluation report of the Committee of Experts on the implementation of the Charter by Germany, ECRML (2002) 1, Finding J.). The Committee of Experts would therefore encourage Slovenia to consider extending the ratification to cover primary education. 
101. 
Article 8 of the Law on Vocational and Professional training states as follows:

“Language of instruction in vocational or professional training shall be Slovene.

In vocational and professional schools of the national community, the language of instruction shall be Italian, while in bilingual vocational and professional schools it shall be Slovene and Hungarian.

(…)”

102. 
According to the information provided by the Slovenian Government, the bilingual secondary school of Lendava/Lendva includes several technical or vocational classes (economics, mechanical engineering and commerce). The Committee of Experts considers that this undertaking is fulfilled.

2nd monitoring cycle

State Party Report [MIN-LANG/PR (2005) 5]

Evaluation Report of the Committee of Experts [ECRML (2007) 2]

Italian

1st monitoring cycle

State Party Report [MIN-LANG/PR (2002) 5]

Evaluation Report of the Committee of Experts [ECRML (2004) 1]
Preliminary remarks

167.
The Committee of Experts observes in the first place that in the case of sub-paragraphs a. and c. of paragraph 1 of Article 8 of the Charter, Slovenia did not specify, in its instrument of ratification, which of the three options available under each one of the sub-paragraphs mentioned above should apply. In fact, the three options listed in the above-mentioned sub-paragraphs are alternatives and Contracting Parties are required to opt for one of them.

168.
According to the practice of the Committee of Experts, in the absence of a choice by the State where several options are available, the highest option from the point of view of the protection and promotion of the language shall normally be applied “ex officio”, unless specific circumstances make the highest option appear as manifestly incompatible with the needs of the regional or minority language concerned and/or with the expressed wishes of the speakers (see for example the second evaluation report of the Committee of Experts on the implementation of the Charter by Hungary, cited above, para. 95).

169.
In the case of the Italian language, the Committee of Experts sees no reason to depart from its usual practice and will therefore apply the highest option which, as will be explained shortly, actually corresponds to the situation on the ground.

170.
The Committee of Experts notes further that as in the case of Hungarian, Slovenia did not enter into any of the undertakings concerning primary education for the Italian language (Article 8 para. 1.b). The Slovenian Government nevertheless commented on this undertaking in the initial periodical report in relation to both languages (see in particular p. 13). The Committee of Experts recalls once more that education plays an indispensable role in language preservation (see, mutatis mutandis, the first evaluation report of the Committee of Experts on implementation of the Charter by Germany, cited above, Finding J.). The Committee of Experts would therefore encourage Slovenia to enter into this undertaking in respect of the Italian language, as Article 3 para. 2 of the Charter would allow it to do, particularly since the situation on the ground for Italian seems to indicate that this undertaking is already fulfilled. The Committee of Experts therefore encourages Slovenia to consider extending the ratification to cover primary education.

171.
As additional introductory remarks, it can be added that the model of education for the Italian language is radically different from that used for the Hungarian language, owing to historical reasons. In fact, almost all the schools for the Italian-speaking minority were already used by the Italian-speaking population before the region passed under Yugoslav control at the end of the second world war (see para. 15 above), and some of these schools are actually several hundred years old (the “Ginnasio Gian Rinaldo Carli”, for example, recently celebrated 500 years ). An annex to the Special Statute on minorities, which formed part of the London Memorandum of 1954 (see para. 51 above), listed all the pre-existing Italian-speaking schools which, according to section 4 of the Special Statute, had to be maintained (the same actually applied also to the pre-existing Slovenian-speaking schools in the region of Trieste/Trst, the administration of which was assigned to Italy by the London Memorandum). 

172.
The language of instruction in all the schools for the Italian-speaking minority is Italian, and Slovenian is taught three hours per week. Children and pupils who are not from the Italian-speaking community may also enrol in Italian-speaking schools and Slovenia must be praised for leaving this possibility available to parents who are not from the Italian-speaking community (in this respect see also the initial periodical report, p. 14).

2nd monitoring cycle

State Party Report [MIN-LANG/PR (2005) 5]

Evaluation Report of the Committee of Experts [ECRML (2007) 2]

With regard to education, the Parties undertake, within the territory in which Saami is used, according to the situation of Saami, and without prejudice to the teaching of the official language(s) of the State to make available pre-school education in Saami.

No undertaking for this language.

1st monitoring cycle

2nd monitoring cycle

3rd monitoring cycle

State Party Report

Evaluation Report of the Committee of Experts

Comments by the State Party

Recommendations of the Committee of Ministers

133.
The Children’s Day Care Act of 1973 specifically provides that day care may be provided in the Sami language.  However, the Government admits that it is not an established practice yet. Pre-school is financed by municipalities or privately.  There are only a few pre-schools that use the North Sami language.  The problem with the Skolt and Inari Sami is the lack of speakers – most of the Sami people have lost the use of their languages as a result of an aggressive assimilation policy in the past. The “language nests” initiative has improved the situation a little, but the problem of funding remains. This project, originally financed by the European Union, permitted the elderly to work with pre-school children, teaching them traditional songs and games in the Sami language. This activity is unfortunately no longer financed by the European Union in Finland and its future is uncertain, as the municipalities cannot afford its costs.

The Committee encourages the Finnish authorities to make special efforts to strengthen the learning of languages at pre-school level, for instance through the medium of language nests, which seem to have given good results.

Source: ECRML (2001) 3
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